STATE OF CALIFORNIA - NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

South Coast Area Office
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302
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a Addendum-appended April 8, 2014

Click for the original staff report

ADDENDUM

To: Commissioners and Interested Parties

From: John Ainsworth, Deputy Director
Teresa Henry, Manager
Charles Posner, Staff Analyst

Re: Coastal Development Permit Application A-5-LOB-13-0246 (Silversands Properties USA)

L. Revised Special Condition for Geologic Safety

Staff is recommending that Special Condition Five be revised to read as follows:

5. Geologic Safety. The applicant shall demonstrate that the new development shall minimize
risks to life and property, assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor
contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding
area.

A. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit, for

' the review and written approval of the Executive Director, a revised geotechnical
report, prepared and signed by a California licensed Certified Engineering Geologist
and/or Geotechnical Engineer, for the proposed development that demonstrates that

‘ the proposed project, as approved by the Commission, meets, at a minimum, all of the
following criteria: exhibits that the project site has adequate bearing capacity of
formational soils (including expansive or compressive soils); assures stability against
coastal bluff retreat taking into account future sea level rise; assures stability against
sliding by demonstrating a minimum factor of safety of 1.5 (static) and 1.1
(pseudostatic), based on a quantitative slope stability analysis that is based on the
proposed site topography and soil strength parameters derived from relatively
undisturbed samples collected on site; assures stability from ground shaking and
secondary seismic events, including liquefaction and lateral spread, during the
maximum credible earthquake (2% probability of excedence in 50 years) at the site;
assures stability with respect to tsunami inundation; and assures safety from wave up-

| rush during a 100-year wave event, taking into account future sea level rise. Further,

| the report must state that such stability can be assured for the life of the development

‘ without the construction of any bluff, hillside, or shoreline protective device. The
revised geotechnical report shall specifically include, at a minimum, geotechnical

i analysis of the proposed excavation plan, grading plan, construction methods used on
the bluff face, foundation plans, and permanent site drainage plans, using the stated
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criteria, above, in the analysis. All final design and construction plans, including
foundations, grading and drainage plans, shall be consistent with all recommendations
contained in the revised geotechnical report, as approved by the Executive Director.

B. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit, for
the Executive Director's review and approval, evidence that an appropriate licensed
professional has reviewed and approved all final design and construction plans and
certified that each of those final plans is consistent with all of the recommendations
specified in the revised geotechnical report as approved by the Executive Director for
the project site.

Any change in the proposed development approved by the Commission that the Executive
Director determines is required to make the proposed project consistent with the revised
geotechnical report shall require an amendment to the permit or new coastal development
permit. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved final
plans. Any proposed changes to the approved final plans shall be reported to the Executive
Director. No changes to the approved final plans shall occur without a Commission
amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that
no amendment is legally required.

II. Findings for Geologic Safety Special Condition

The Commission’s standard protocol is to ensure that development, especially development on coastal
bluffs, is safe. Section 30253 of the Coastal Act requires that new development must minimize risks to
life and property and not create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction
of the site or surrounding area. The certified LCP carries out this policy on Pages III-A-6 and III-A-12.
Page III-A-6 of the certified LCP (Hazard Areas) identifies the beach and bluffs in LCP Area A, where the
project site is located, as a “Seismic Response Zone™” where the beach area “is subject to tsunamis” and
“there exists a very great potential for liquefaction” (Exhibit A — Hazard Areas). Page IlI-A-12 of the
certified LCP states: “Hazard Areas - Construction of units on the face of the bluff will require that studies
be made by each developer of soil stability conditions.”

Therefore, the certified LCP requires that studies shall be conducted to assure that the proposed
development minimizes risks to life and property. The required studies must include specific criteria for

. meeting certain standards for safety for development on beach and bluff. The applicant has provided a
preliminary geotechnical engineering consultation for the subject site (Exhibit B: Report BG-20948 by
The J. Byer Group, dated July 10, 2009). However, the 2009 consulting report does not demonstrate that
the proposed development minimizes risks to life and property because the performance of the slope is not
addressed, although the report does conclude that the slope is likely stable.

The Commission’s staff geologist, Dr. Mark Johnsson, has reviewed the 2009 consulting report and has
recommended that a revised geotechnical report be prepared in order to demonstrate that that the proposed
project, as approved by the Commission, meets the specific criteria listed in Special Condition Five
(above). A development must meet the specific criteria set forth in the condition in order to minimize
risks to life and property. Since Special Condition Five requires submittal of the revised geotechnical plan
prior to issuance of this CDP, if the proposed development does not meet that criteria, then the
Commission will not issue the CDP until a revised project that is consistent with the revised geotechnical
report receives approval from the Commission through either an amendment to this CDP or, if legally
required, a new coastal development permit. Only as conditioned does the proposed development conform
with the requirements of the certified LCP.
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111, Correspondence

The attached opposition and support letters are added to the staff report as exhibits.




Page III-A-6
. HAZARD AREAS

The Seismic Safety Element of the City's General Plan
designates two distinct seismic response zones in
Area A. One is the beach area, and the other the
remainder of Area A above the bluffs. The bluffs
themselves are not treated separately by this study.

The following conclusions are drawn for the beach area.
The soil type is natural or hydraulic £ill, generally
granular. It is located near an area having slopes
greater than 207%. The ground-water level is less
than 20'. Fault rupture potential during a seismic
event is considered minimal, as is flooding. The
area is subJect to tsunamis (seismic sea waves).

There exists a very great potential for liquefaction.
Ground shaking is considered most severe for high
rise structures, but since there are not now and
never will be hlgh rise (or any other) structures

on the beach, this point is academic.

The description of the urbanized (upland) portion of
Area A is as follows: The soil type is predominantly
granular non-marine terrace deposits. The land is
flat with a groundwater level of from 40 to 80 feet.
The fault rupture potential is considered minimal,

as is the potential for. flooding. ‘The liquefaction
potential is remote, as is the probabllity of tsunami
damage. Ground shaklng is considered most severe

for low rise structures, one to nine stories. How-
ever, all modern construction from one story wood
frame to moment resisting steel frame buildings higher
than 160' are considered compatible with the seismic
responses to be expected in Area A.

VISUAL RESOURCES AND SPECIAL COMMUNITIES

Ocean views from Ocean Boulevard are very limited
because of the dominance of structures and lack of
open spaces between them, the narrow streets, and
the height of the bluff. The viewer on the Boulevard
catches only glimpses of blue sky and slightly bluer
water. Only by walking or driving to the end of ome
of the narrow north/south streets can the entire
view be enjoyed. Some of the structures have been
designed to maximize the view potential from the
living units. Others appear to have ignored this
amenity altogether.

COASTAL COMMISSION

AS-LoB-/3-02¥6

EXHIBIT #__ A\
PAGE_/L___ oF_{




BYER GEOTECHNICAL, INC.

July 10, 2009
- BG 20948

Peter J. Doumani

State Court Receiver

139 South Beverly Drive, Suite 209
Beverly Hills, California 90212

Subject

Geotechnical Engineering Consultation

Existing Site Conditions ‘

Lots 1 and 2, and Portion of Lot 3, Block 17,
Eastern One-Half of Alamitos Beach Townsite Tract
2010 East Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, California

f-\ Reference: Report by Thé J. Byer Group, Inc.:

1B 20673-C - Geotechnical Engineering Exploration, Proposed Condominium/Hotel
Building, Lots I and 2, and Portion of Lot 3, Block 17, Eastern One-Half of Alamitos
Beach Townsite Tract, 2010 East Ocean Boulevard, Long Beach, California, dated
December 19, 2007. :

Gentlepersons:

~ This geotechnical engineering consuvltationvhas been prepared at the request of Peter J. Doumani to
address the existing site conditions at the subject property. The site was visited by the undersigned
project geologist on June 30, 2009, to observe the current site conditions and, in particular, to
visually assess the condition of the descending slope. The site was observed to be in the same

condition encountered during the field exploration and preparation of the referenced i'eport.
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July 10, 2009
BG 20948
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The subject property consists of a partially-graded hillside parcel on the south side of the intersection
of East Ocean Boulevard and Cherry Avenue in the city of Long Beach, Los Angeles County,
Caliform'a (33.76415°N Latitude, 1 18.16864°W Longitude). The site is developed with four, two-
story at-grade buildings used as a motel. A park is to the east and multi-story residential structures
are present to the north and west. The beach and San Pedro Bay are south of the property. The south
portion of the site consists of a slope that descends approximately 35 feet at a 1.5:1 (H:V) gradient
to the beach. Past grading on the site has included the spilling of fill and debris over the upper

portion of the slope, which has extended the usable level area.

Vegetation on the level portion of the site consists of small plants, shrubs, and trees within planter -
areas. A moderately-thick assemblage of tall grasses, with some trees and shrubs, exxsts on the
descending slope. Surface drainage from the parking area sheetflows to a storm-drain inlet adjacent
to the top of the south-descending slope. This drainage apparently outlets onto the upper pﬁrtion of
M the descending slope, west of the wood staircase that descends from the parking area to the beach.
' Concentrated drainage flowing onto the upper portion of the slope has caused erosion, which is
partially obscured by the tall grasses. The concrete decking adjacent to the top of the slope has
cracked due to differential settlement-and downhill creep of the fill, which has been exacerbated by

the erosion.

The performance of this slope was not addressed in the referenced report because the slope was to
have been eliminated as part of the proposed project. In our opinion, the descending slope is likely
grossly stable and will not be affected by large-scale landsliding. The upper portion of the slope and
aforementioned concrete decking is susceptible to creep and further erosion caused by the discharge
of concentrated drainage on the slope. The existing structures are not likely to be affected by the
creep of the upper portion of the slope as they.are setback from the fop of slope and aré located well

away from the erosion, COASTAL COMMISSION
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July 10, 2009

BG 20948

Page 3
The southern four- to five-foot section of the concrete deck, adjacent to the top of slope, is already
extensively cracked and exhibits evidence of downslope movement. Repair of this deck areabeyond
a temporary cosmetic fix, would require a pile-supported foundation and/or retaining wall. Ata
minimum, improving and controlling the surface drainage cdnditions is recommended. In general,
pad and roof drainage should be collected and transferred to the street, toe of slope, or an approved
location in non-erosive devices. Drainage should not be allowed to pond on the pad or against any
foundation or retaining wall. Drainage should not be allowed to flow uncontrolled over any
descending slope. Drainage control devices require periodic cleaning, testing, and maintenance to
~ remain effective. Trimming the upper portion of the slope to a flatter gradient, would improve the
slope performance, but would effectively remove the southernmost four to six feet of the concrete

deck.

_ Any questions regarding the scope of work or the terms of this proposal should be directed to the

undersigned.

Very truly yours, ‘
BYER GEOTECHNICAL, INC.

e —

Giuséppe Cugno
-E. G. 1804

GC:RIZ:flh

S:\FINAL\20948 _Doumani\20948_Doumani_Consultation.wpd

Xc: (1)  Addressee (E-mail and Mail)
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RECEIVED

South Coast Region

California Coastal Commission APK 4 2014

Attn: Commissioner Jana Zimmer, Jack Ainsworth, Executive Director

89 South California Street, Suite 200

Ventura, CA 93001-2801 CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION

April 4, 2014

RE: The demolition of existing motel at 2010 E. Ocean Boulevard/ Coastal Development Permit
No. 1302-16; agenda item 22(a).

Dear Commissioner Zimmer-

In order to preserve access to the Coast and the integrity of local coastal programs, UNITE HERE Local
11 recommends that the Coastal Commission deny Coastal Development Permit No. 1302-16. We thank
you for the opportunity to respond to the Staff Report.

We agree with much of the Staff Report. We also feel strongly that “[t]he loss of existing lower cost
overnight accommodations within the coastal zone is an important issue for the Commission.” Staff
Report at 18. Opportunities for people like our members at the coast are limited, and “[a]s the trend to
demolish or convert low-cost hotels/motels continues, and only new first class luxury hotels are being
built, persons of low and moderate incomes will make up fewer of the guests staying overnight in the
coastal zone.” Id. at 18.

We are also concerned that “without low-cost lodging facilities, a large segment of the population will be
excluded from overnight stays at the coast.” Id. Our members, the people who keep those hotels running,
will be included in that large segment of the population, and “by forcing this economic group to lodge
elsewhere (or to stay at home), there will be an adverse impact on the public’s ability to access the beach
and coastal recreational areas.” Id. Therefore, we are in agreement with Staff that “protecting and
providing low-cost lodging for the price-sensitive visitor, a larger segment of the population will have the
opportunity to visit the coast.” Id.

We do not agree; however, that the best way to preserve access to the coast for persons of low and
moderate income is by approving CDP No. 1302-16 and collecting the in-lieu fees. We believe that the
best way to preserve access for this economic group is by setting good Coastal Commission precedent,
and respecting a Local Coastal Program (LCP) that codifies the preservation of affordable
accommodations in specific plan areas.

The Long Beach Local Coastal Program provides a solution to the depletion of lower cost overnight
accommodations raised in the Staff Report. The LCP limits two coastal specific plan areas to motels—a
generally more affordable overnight accommodation. !

The neighborhood in which the hotel is located is governed by the Bluff Community Plan and the Ocean
Boulevard Planned Development Plan. The language in the LCP is clear. The Bluff Community Plan
(Area A) states that “[t]he existing visitor serving facilities, especially the three motels shall be preserved
as they provide for coastal access and enjoyment by persons of low and moderate income.” LCP at III-A-
10 (emphasis added).

! The other specific plan area that is limited to motel use is the Belmont Pier Specific Plan area. The Ocean Blvd.
Specific Plan and Belmont Pier Specific Plan bookend Bluff Park, a coastal park enjoyed by residents. Please see
attached map.




The Ocean Boulevard Planned Development Plan’s General Development and Use Standards expressly
provide that “[a]ll uses in this plan area shall be multi-family residential. Existing motel sites shall be
retained in motel use. The Pacific Coast Club site, if the designated cultural landmark building is
maintained, may be used for hotel, retail, office or private club use.” LCP at I1I-A-17 (emphasis added).

We are concerned that the Staff Report finds an approval of CDP No. 1302-16 as consistent with the LCP.
The demolition of this motel, and the construction of a hotel conflicts with the explicit language and
intent of the LCP.

With regards to this issue, the Staff Report makes the following assertions:

“It is not feasible to maintain the motel use in the existing buildings in perpetuity. At some point,
the existing motel buildings must be substantially remodeled and/or replaced in order to continue
to be usable as overnight accommodations. The existing motel (actually four structures) is 66 years
old. Therefore, the issue becomes one of preserving the “the motel use” on the project site, and
whether the proposed new hotel is a land use equivalent to a motel use.” Staff Report at 17.

The LCP does not require that the physical structure be preserved in perpetuity. The LCP requires that
only a motel be built at this site, and also that the existing motels, due to affordability, continue to provide
overnight accommodations so that persons of low and moderate income can have access to the coast. It is
true that redeveloping this motel building into a newer motel building may result in an increase in prices.
However, a redeveloped motel is likely to still be more affordable than a new hotel with a full bar,
restaurant, and other amenities. Hotel use is not equivalent to motel use. Hotel use has a much higher
impact on the neighborhood, and also will not preserve the affordable accommodations intended to be
protected in the LCP.

“The City has found that the proposed project, with the inclusion of a new hotel on the site, is
consistent with the LCP requirement that the project site remain in motel use because the proposed
project would continue to provide the public with overnight accommodations.” Staff Report at 17,

Not only are motels and hotels defined differently in the Long Beach Municipal Code, but the LCP
explicitly states that motel use is preserved to protect affordable coastal accommodations. The staff report
clearly states that “[t]he proposed project does not provide any lower-cost overnight accommodations.”
Id. at 20. To say that hotels and motels are the same in the LCP because they both provide overnight
accommodates conflates and ignores the issue of affordable accommodations. It also ignores that the
motel use is more compatible with the residential neighborhood.

“Staff agrees that it is reasonable to find that a hotel use is equivalent to a motel use when analyzing
a proposed development in this context; the context being the proposed project is located in a
residential area rather than a commercial area and the broader LCP issue is one of residential land
use versus commercial land use.” Staff Report at 17,

First, a motel use is much more compatible in this multi-family residential neighbor. Motels do not often
have restaurants, bars, events, and therefore, create less traffic and less demand for parking. Second, the
LCP explicitly preserves the motel use because they provide affordable accommodations. The
affordability of the motels is a context in which this issue must be examined. The Staff Report agrees that
motels and hotels do not have equivalent affordability.




“Approval of the application to demolish the motel would not protect this lower cost facility.
However, a new lower cost visitor and recreational facility can be encouraged and provided if the
applicant provides funding for such a project in lieu of actually protecting the lower cost overnight
accommodations that exist on the project site.” Staff Report at 17.

Based on the 2010 Status Report on In-Lieu Fee Mitigation for Impacts to Lower Cost

Overnight Accommodations, we have questions about the effectiveness that in lieu fees will have in
replacing the affordable accommodations that will be demolished if this permit is approved. We also have
concerns that the Staff Report believes it is infeasible to require motel use in perpetuity, but then places
the same “in perpetuity” requirement on whatever lodging is supposed to be built with the in lieu fee
money.

We also question that the Staff Report does not analyze the future implications of an approval. Staff’s
interpretation of this LCP and specific plan will set a precedent that allaws for the proliferation of
boutique and luxury hotels in two specific plan areas in Long Beach that were intended to allow motel use
only. We are concerned about this precedent in Long Beach, but also wonder what precedent this sets for
other municipalities.

The issue at hand is greater than this coastal development permit, and its associated in lieu fees. Long
Beach decided that it would require motel use instead of hotel use in order to protect access to the coast
for persons of low and moderate income.

The Staff Report makes clear that preserving affordable accommodations along the Coast is a challenge
for the Coastal Commission. The Coastal Act prohibits fixing room rates at affordable levels, and also
prohibits using income-based placement of customers into coastal accommodations. By limiting the
development of overnight accommodations to motels, the Long Beach LCP provides a concrete way to
protect affordable accommodations in two coastal specific plan areas. This policy should be protected and
encouraged by the Coastal Commission. Furthermore, if the City of Long Beach wants to amend these
specific plans, then that should be done in a transparent and public process so that residents can comment
on the change that will take place in their neighborhoods, and that any CEQA concerns can be examined.

We understand that the previously entitled project is also a boutique hotel with less rooms and no in-lieu
fees. The truth is that most people of low and moderate income will not be able to afford to stay at either
of the proposed hotels; the in-lieu fees collected will not likely finance another motel, and their impact on
access cannot be predicted today.

In this instance, the best way for the Coastal Commission to preserve access to the coast for persons of
low and moderate income is to respect the language in the Local Coastal Program, and to prevent a
pattern of replacing affordable accommodations with boutique hotels in two specific plan areas in Long
Beach. An approval of this CDP will allow for the proliferation of boutique and luxury hotels in two
specific plan areas that specifically require motel use only. The Staff Report has identified that preserving
affordable accommodations has been a challenge, and this case provides the Coastal Commission with
one of few concrete ways to preserve affordable accommodations. The Coastal Commission can do this
by denying Coastal Development Permit No. 1302-16.

Sincerely,

Melanie Luthern
UNITE HERE Local 11
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Suja LOWENTHAL CIry HALL: (562) ‘70—6634
COUNCILMEMBER, SECOND DISTRICT FAZ: 570-638

CITY OF LONG BEACH iTY: 570—66%
March 28, 2014
AFR o MUM
California Coastal Commission .
Atin: Jack Amsworth, EcecmD:rectar o Jh J HC
§9 South California Street, Suite 2000 . Con"* XS omMmis
Vezturs, CA 930012801 | '

\

RE: The demolition of extsting motel at 2010 E. Ocean Boulevard/ Coastal Devel ant
Permit No. 1302-16; agenda item 22(z). F 2 2
bg

.Dea;Mt A:mworﬂl | ‘ . ‘.; ” O

Iwrite as aLongBeach CztyCotmpilmamber res1dm£. and former Coestal Com;ssmner’w ":
CcxXpress my concemns about agendsa ftem 22(a)/ Coastal Development Permit No. 1302-167 T support
deveiopment that adheres to environmental and preservation standards and that provides aiocess to the

- ogast, but I also support the implementation and enforcement of local coastal programs, -

1 understand that the Coastal Commission is in & difficult position. On paper, the g:rewou{,l;
enmﬂeapmjectatthismhaslm BCCESS bywayofhawngfevmhomlmomsandmom I
condominiums, However, in practice, igooring the Iocai coastal pmgram wﬂl have more @f & negative
impact on acoess to the coast.

The language of the local coastal program is clcar “[t]he existing visitor se*ﬂng"ﬁacﬂmes.
especially the three motels shall be'preserved as they provide for coastal access and enjoyiment by
persons of low and moderate income.” LCP UI-A-10. The intent is clear. Motels aro afforiiable
accommodations and must be preserved. They provide coastal access for pcopls of low mi moderste
incomes.

f This permit was ongtnallyalocelmatta' bm;;leuekocp in mind that in April. yauarc
getting Coastal Commmsmn precedent. If you approve this coastal development permit, $tu will be
suggesting that visitor serving overnight accommodations are all the same, even when the sffordable
ones are explicitly preserved. .

I am agking the Coastal Comamission to vote “no” sod deny Coastal Develo;zment?erm No.

. 1302-16 because I believe in the importance of local coastal programs. I also believe that tven if the
Applicant moves forward with its originally eatitled project that the Coastal Comraission will be able
to provide more access in the futare if it stands by the language mtheLongBeachLocsl?mgram,

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

. Waraly,
&id&::—' '
Dr. Buja Lowenthal :
Councilmember, District 2 , (:’
City of Long Beach '
Civic Center Plaza, 14th Floor, 333 West Ocean Boulevard, Long Beach, CA 90802

district2 @longbeach.gov
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To: California Coastal Commission 3 () Vj{ / F22a COASTAL COMMISSIO
South Coast Disttict Office o Permit Number: A-5-LOB-13-0246
200 Oceangate, 10* Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416
From: Palacio Del Mar Patk Regency
Homeowner’s Association Condominium Qwner’s Association
25 154 Place 1901 E. Ocean Blvd.
" Long Beach, CA 90802 Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Coastal Commissioners:

As owners of property surrounding the proposed hotel demoltion and construction site requested by Silversands
Properties (Permit Number A-5-LOB-13-0246 / Item Number F 22a) and located at 2010 E. Ocean Blvd. in Long
Beach, California, we would like to submit the attached Appeal with “Quabfied Objections and Planning Proposal” otiginally
ptesented to the Long Beach City Council on July 9%, 2013 to the commission for consideration during the public
hearing on Friday, April 11, 2014. The goal of the document is to highlight and review items and issues for proper
consideration, previowsly discounted or ignored in favor of expediting the developer’s request for speedy demolition
and construction at the 2010 E. Ocean Blvd. location.

Preconstruction requests:
* A current traffic report indicting the impact of increased traffic surrounding 15% Place (the only proposed
entrance and egress point for the proposed hotel) and Cherry Ave.

* A current engineering report that pinpoints any weaknesses in the earth and bedrock that could negatively
impact surrounding structutes (including Bluff Park).

* Appropriate insurance that covers any replacement or repair work to surrounding structures, vehicles, or
property damaged during demolition and construction of the property at 2010 E. Ocean Blvd.

Construction Requests:
*  Traffic priority for residents living on 15% Place.
* Parking for construction personnel.
*  Confirmed construction staging areas for construction equipment.
*  Appropriate security surrounding work sites (including security personnel during high traffic periods (i.e. July
4th).
*  Dust and sound control measures. ’ ,
* . Work schedules (8:00am to 5:00pm M-F / 9:00m ~ 5:00pm Sat / No work allowed on Sunday.

Post-Construction Requests:
*  Parking (Street parking / Employee parking / Loading and unloading of hotel guests)

*  Traffic (Entrance and Exit information for 15% Place / Loading and unloading of deliveties for restaurant,
bar, hotel, and waste disposal)

Security (Investigate requirements for increase in transient population and guests
*  Loading and unloading of deliveries and trash pickup for 25 15t Place.

While the surrounding living communities support new development in the area, we strongly feel that these items, if
not addressed will have a negative impact both on the community, its residents, and visitors to our patks and beaches.
If there is any other information we can provide or if you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

e po—mene,
Rpber

President Palacio Del Mar HOA
bhazs001 @ email.com

Shelly Weston
President Park ®egency HOA

westonshel@aol.com
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PALACIO DEL MAR PARK REGENCY

HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION CONDOMINIUM OWNERS ASSOCIATION
25 15" Place 1901 E. Ocean Blvd.
Long Beach, CA 90802 Long Beach, CA 90802
June 28, 2013
Long Beach City Council Members of the Planning Commission
City of Long Beach City of Long Beach
City Council Chamber Planning Bureau
333 W. Ocean Blvd. 333 W. Ocean Blvd., 5® Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802 Long Beach, CA 90802

Re:  Qualified Objections to Planning Commission’s Decision to Approve a Local Coastal
Development Permit and Modification to an Approved Site Plan Review

Applicant : Studio One Eleven
Application : No. 1302-16
Project Description Modification to Entitled Project from a 56 Unit Complex

with 40 Hotel Rooms to a 33 Unit Residential Complex
with 72 Hotel Rooms and Associated Amenities.

Project Location : 2010 E. Ocean Blvd. (Council District Two)
Project Appellants James Anderson (et al.) and Melissa Wyss (et al.)
Hearing Date/Location: July 5, 2013 at 5:00 p.m.

Long Beach City Council Chamber
Dear Long Beach City Council Members and Planning Commissioners:

Project appellant James Anderson, as an individual and on behalf of his condominium
association, Regency Park, and appellant Melissa Wyss, as individual and on behalf of her
homeowners association, Palacio Del Mar, hereby respectfully submit their qualified objections
to the above captioned revised building project.

The undersigned would appreciate an opportunity to present their views at the upcoming July 9th
public hearing with the hope that any approval by the Long Beach City Council would be subject
to a detailed traffic study and additional conditions and restrictions as set forth below.

The 2010 E. Ocean Boulevard Project as submitted by applicant Studio One Eleven, rests upon a
prior 2007 proposed mixed use project, although there have been subsequent changes to the busy
adjoining intersection of Ocean Boulevard and Cherry Avenue that have not been addressed.
This area involves an existing congested ““destination” intersection, adjoining a public park, the
beach, high density housing and an existing hotel, along a major avenue of travel by the
adjoining high rise downtown business and residential district.




The Concerned Parties:

Project appellant James Anderson lives immediately across Ocean Boulevard from the proposed
2010 E. Ocean Boulevard project, as a member of the Park Regency Condominium Owners
Association. The Park Regency Condominium Owners Association consists of 28
condominiums located on the northwest corner of the intersection of Ocean Boulevard/Cherry
Avenue. Please see the attached site photograph, marked as Exhibit A hereto. Park Regency
Condominium Owners Association is located directly across Ocean Boulevard from the proposed
project.

Project appellant Melissa Wyss resides in her condominium unit at Palacio Del Mar, a collection
of 18 homes at 25 15" Place. The Palacio Del Mar Homeowners Association is located directly
across 15" Place from the proposed project. Once again, please refer to the attached site
photograph, marked as Exhibit A hereto.

Primary Concerns:

Traffic impacts; demolition impacts; restriction of access to garages on 15" Place; restrictions on
street parking during construction (guest parking — beach access); limitations on hours of
construction (early morning, evenings, weekends); limitations on dust from demo/construction,
assistance with repainting or powerwashing of condo complex if needed; pedestrian crossings;
views; loss of street parking in parking impacted area; instability of soils.

Project Background:

The proposed construction site is currently known as the Beach Plaza Hotel consisting of 40
hotel rooms. The existing Beach Plaza Hotel does not attract additional pedestrian and/or
vehicular traffic by offering restaurant service. Guests of the existing Beach Plaza Hotel access
the property via two driveways, one off of Ocean Boulevard and the other off of 15™ Place.

By and large, trash truck and delivery vehicles service the existing Beach Plaza Hotel using 15®
Place as their primary access road, even though 15® “Place” is of minimal width, ending abruptly
just one block south of Ocean Boulevard (there is an absence of any circular turnaround area).
Palacio Del Mar Homeowners Association is located on the west side of 15" Place, with three
separate driveway entrances off 15" Place leading to its onsite residential parking.

Prior Site Project in 2007:

In 2007, proponent Studio 111 Architects proposed the prior project at this site entitled

“Ocean & Cherry - West Millennium Homes” described as the demolition of the existing
structure and construction of a new development consisting of a 40 room boutique hotel and 56
residential units with access to the hotel and the residential units off of 15™ Place. The associated
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) initial study was performed by Jill Griffiths, senior




planner, dated August 16, 2007.

In her August 16, 2007 Mitigated Negative Declaration initial study, senior planner Jill Griffiths
found that this proposed project would potentially affect certain significant environmental factors
including: 1) air quality, 2) geology/soils, 3) noise and 4) transportation/traffic. Ms. Jill Griffiths
concluded her August 16, 2007 initial study by stating “I find that although the proposed project
could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect in this
case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent ...
a Mitigated Negative Declaration will be prepared.” Please see Exhibit B-1 hereto. Ms. Griffiths
did not conclude that the prior proposed project could not have any significant potential effect on
the environment.

Ms. Griffiths thought that the 2007 project would violate air quality standards or contribute
substantially to a projected air quality violation “less than significant with mitigation
incorporation” (see B-2) and would result in substantial soil erosion and/or be located on a
geologic soil that is unstable or that would be become unstable as a result of the project (see B-
3). Less than significant impact “would result in noise levels in excess of established standards
and/or expose persons to excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne nose levels “less than
significant with mitigation incorporation” (see B-4) and result in an increase in traffic which is
substantial and/or result in inadequate parking capacity “less than significant impact” (see
Exhibit B-5).

With respect to the highlighted four areas of potential environmental harm, Jill Griffiths then
discussed these environmental impacts beginning on page 15 of her report.

With respect to problem area number 1, Ms. Griffiths noted that “construction emissions would
involve the demolition of the existing motel, excavation for the three subterranean levels.” She
envisioned that the primary long term emission source from the proposed project would be
vehicles driven by hotel guests, residents and guests of the residents. Additionally, she noted that
there would be “fugitive dust” as a consequence of construction activities. She believed that
construction dust would be minimized with the requirement of watering exposed surfaces twice
daily, applying water to exposed surface of all trucks hauling dirt and other measures (please see
Exhibit B-6 and B-7 in this regard).

She projected that the environmental risk of geology/soils could only be expected to result in
minimal soil erosion during construction (see B-8). With respect to the long term prospect of a
potential landslide, lateral spreading or subsidence, Ms. Griffiths concluded that there would a
“less than significant impact” risk, although “the project site is located on soil that is
predominantly cohesionless ... is also located in a slope stability study area where slopes are
steeper than 2:1” although she did not considered the site to be unstable (see B-9).

Jill Griffiths discussed the potential environmental factor of noise by explaining that the
anticipated demolition and construction activity “must conform to the City of Long Beach noise




ordinance.” Thereafter, she believed that the proposed project “could result in a permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity” although she did not believe that the
permanent increase would be substantial without providing any specifics.

Finally, Jill Griffiths discussed the anticipated transportation/traffic problems associated with the
2007 proposed project, by stating “since 1980, Long Beach has experienced significant growth ...
inevitably continued growth will generate additional demand for travel ... without proper
planning and necessary transportation improvements, the increase in travel demand, if
unmanaged, could result in gridlock on freeways and streets and jeopardize the tranquility of
residential neighborhoods” (please see Exhibit B-12 and B-13).

Ms. Griffiths concluded without any supporting data, that the 2007 project “would not be
expected to have an impact upon the streets and intersection in the area that would be substantial
to the point of congestion ... the increased impact would be anticipated to be less than
significant.”

With respect to “inadequate parking capacity”, Jill Griffiths admitted that “the project site is
located in a part of the city that is considered parking-impacted ... access to all hotel and
residential parking would be off of 15® Place ... the project would comply with code requirement
with the on-site parking being provided on three subterranean levels ... the parking for the hotel
rooms would be on the first subterranean level and the assigned parking for the residential units
would be primarily on the second and third levels ... provided the parking is professionally
managed and all spaces are utilized as they were intended, the proposed project will not be
expected to result in an inadequate parking supply.” Please see Exhibit B-14 hereto.

After senior planner Jill Griffiths authored her August 16, 2007 Mitigated Negative Declaration,
initial study, the Long Beach City Council eventually approved the prior project with certain
essential conditions of mitigation, on September 6, 2007. The Planning Commission did certify
a Negative Declaration of Environmental Impact (ND 24-07) and approved a local coastal
development permit (site plan review and tentative tract map for this 56 unit residential complex
with 40 hotel rooms).

New Project’s Changes from 2007 Previous Project:

2007 Project 2013 Project
Units 56 condos / 40 hotel (106) 33 condos/ 72 hotel (105 total)
esign Same Same; contemporary stucco and glass
with tile and wood siding
eight 4 stories / 45 feet # stories / 45 feet (as measured from

Ocean Blvd.); 7 stories from beach
side, terraced down the hill.

How tall is the penthouse?
[Parking (spaces) 168 spaces 147 spaces




arking (entrances) Kingle driveway on 15th Single driveway on 15th
Parking (configuration) g levels subterranean D levels subterranean, extends garage
0 shared spaces on (1); 58 pelow setbacks at Ocean and along
condo spaces on (2); 60 condo park; now includes tandem and
spaces on (3) compact spaces
uilding Footprint 39,369 SF (Same 0.1 acre beach 9,369 SF site footprint (Same 0.1
dedication) here beach dedication)
Pistribution Hotel rooms across from Bluff Park,
Residential along 15th

Courtyards , facing beach and Bixby Park; R, facing beach and Bluff Park
D private stairways to beach

Lot Coverage 55% 56 %

Traffic/Circulation Replacement of existing Not specified — would occur in
crosswalk with different consultation with City after approval,
configuration; “traffic signal ber conditions of approval

ystem would also be
ticipated” (MND p. 39.)

Roof Decks Face ocean and parks, not All over
Palacio

Site Configuration Relatively similar Relatively similar

}l«‘loor to Area Ratio Claims 2.1 in staff report [Staff .5 —right at limit. [Staff report says
Report for 2013 project also D.1 — why the discrepancy?]

ays 2.11

Also, the 2013 Planning Commission Amendment stated: to approve the recommendation with
an amendment to add conditions requiring the submittal and approval of an on-site valet parking
plan to the satisfaction of the Director of Development Services and the City Traffic Engineer
and that loading occur either on site or within a designated loading area.

Pending 2013 Application to Revise Project:

Applicant Studio One Eleven now seeks to drastically modify the prior 56 unit residential
complex with 40 hotel rooms to a proposed 33 unit residential complex with 72 hotel rooms at
2010 E. Ocean Boulevard in the Ocean Boulevard Planned Development District (PD-5) Subarea
2 (District 2). However, this revised mixed use project also proposes associated amenities
including a fitness room, dining facility and lounge. In the six years that have passed since the
prior project was proposed, Cherry Avenue has been narrowed for use by vehicles as a result of
perpendicular parking spots along the eastside of Cherry, just north of Ocean Boulevard (to
facilitate the public’s use of Bixby Park, located at the northwest and southwest corners of this

same intersection).




The new revised project also eliminates one complete floor of onsite parking, from the prior 2007
project that was approved. It certainly cannot be said that during local events of notoriety (the
Long Beach Grand Prix, the Fourth of July holiday, the Gay Pride Festival and Parade, etc.) the
expanded hotel occupancy would not demand as much onsite parking as the 2007 proposed
project.

The intersection of Ocean Boulevard and Cherry Avenue is one of the most overburdened
intersections in the City of Long Beach. Dina at LBPD Traffic was unable to provide us with
btain specific accident figures for this specific intersection, because these records are only
available at the request of a City Council member.

Currently, the residents at this intersection are painfully aware that traffic flow is poor (especially
at rush hour) and that neighborhood parking is inadequate on a chronic basis. Adding 33
residential units and 72 hotel rooms, with only minimum parking requirements met, would
significantly aggravate the existing conditions.

Existing Traffic Problems:

With respect to eastbound traffic on Ocean Boulevard, the left turn lane onto northbound Cherry
Avenue can only accommodate two cars or one bus. Additional drivers wishing to turn left
queue without sufficient space and, therefore, stop the traffic flow on eastbound Ocean.
Additionally, the number 21 and 22 buses make this same left turn throughout the day and night,
without benefit of a left turn only signal phase. Furthermore, the number 121 bus stop on Ocean
Boulevard forces two through lanes into one, further retarding traffic flow.

With respect to westbound Ocean Boulevard traffic, the left turn lane onto southbound 15% Place
can only accommodate one car. Additional vehicles intending to turn left, queue in the
westbound through lanes, once again retarding traffic flow on westbound Ocean. There is no
existing traffic signal for the intersection of Ocean Boulevard and 15™ Place, even though the
proposed project would severely burden the use of 15" Place as its point of ingress and egress.
The number 21 and number 22 buses require both westbound lanes to make their turn onto Ocean
Boulevard.

With respect to northbound traffic on Cherry, the width of Cherry Avenue has been narrowed by
the change to diagonal or perpendicular parking. The number 21 and number 22 buses must drift
over the center line in order to make the turn. Similarly, trash trucks and delivery trucks have
difficulty in passing over this path.

With respect to 15 Place, trash trucks and large delivery trucks cannot turn around at the end of
15" Place, immediately adjoining the proposed project. Truck drivers must be assisted by a
helper, to stop approaching traffic while backing in or out, thus retarding traffic flow on Ocean
Boulevard. Even smaller trucks, shuttles and large SUVs have difficulty in turning around at the
15" Place dead end, since there are no provisions for turning about.




Pedestrian and Wheeled Traffic:

The intersection of Ocean Boulevard and Cherry Avenue has a steady stream of pedestrian
traffic, due to the adjoining Bixby Park, three bus stops, high density residences and its proximity
to the beach. As the area currently exists, family groups, baby strollers, skateboarders,
rollerskaters and cycles of all kinds, are confounded. Friction is common between these groups
and traffic. There is no existing crosswalk for pedestrians at 15™ Place across Ocean Boulevard.
Pedestrians jaywalk with abandon, since the marked crosswalk at the Ocean Boulevard/Cherry
Avenue intersection is overburdened. Clearly, the City Council should launch a detailed traffic
study before allowing a traffic catastrophe.

REQUESTED PROJECT CONDITIONS

Project appellants sincerely request that the Long Beach City Council delay in any approval of
the proposed modification to the 2007 approved site plan, until a detailed traffic study and survey
is performed. The undersigned believe that a current traffic study is necessary because this
important avenue of vehicle and pedestrian travel, is already overburdened with high density
residential development adjoining intense use public areas and nearby business and visitor traffic.
Cherry Avenue has been significantly compromised in its ability to support vehicular traffic by
the installation of diagonal/perpendicular parking spaces.

Preconstruction Requests:

Project appellant Melissa Wyss and Palacio Del Mar Homeowners Association specifically
request a current engineering report that pinpoints any weakness in the surrounding earth and
bedrock that could negatively impact their adjoining building. During construction work at 1900
Ocean Boulevard, the developer was obligated to retain three engineers to monitor soil/ground
movement, one of which to represent the interests of Palacio Del Mar.

All project appellants request a current traffic report, that would more predictably foresee the
impact of this massive project on this existing overburdened, high rise residential neighborhood
with its traffic lifelines, Ocean Boulevard and Cherry Avenue. The current diagrams of the
proposed modified construction at 2010 E. Ocean Boulevard indicate only one entrance/exit
located on 15™ Place, and a drop off location located at the northeast corner of 15™ Place and
Ocean Boulevard.

It is also requested that the applicable CGL (Comprehensive General Liability) insurance
required of all contractors and subcontractors, cover any potential property damage to the
neighborhood buildings and property during the construction phase. The required
Comprehensive General Liability insurance policies should 1) have no exclusion for property
damage to condominiums and/or town homes and 2) exclude any “action over exclusion” clause.
If an employee of a subcontractor is injured at this construction job site, such an employee could
theoretically file a lawsuit against the general contractor alleging that the job site was not safe.




Under this scenario, the general contractor would be a third party that is being sued because the
employee of the subcontractor could not sue his employer directly for any work related injury.
The “action over exclusion” clause would exclude coverage for such a claim.

Requests for Mitigation During Construction:

The project appellants request increased security around this massive work site during
construction.

The City of Long Beach should require vigilance in the adoption of strong dust and sound control
measures.

According to the proposed conditions of approval, local coastal development permit/modification
to site plan review, dated May 2, 2013, condition number 28 would allow loud and unusual
noises as result of construction tools and equipment between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.
on weekdays and even on Saturdays between the hours of 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. The project
appellants request that any such “loud or unusual noise” which annoys or disturbs a reasonable
person of normal sensitivity, not begin until 8:00 a.m. on weekdays.

It is anticipated that special traffic control measures must be given a priority for 15" Place during
construction.

Special measures should also be taken to arrange for off site parking.
Post Construction Requests:

The project appellants request three areas of post construction mitigation measures. 1) Parking,
2) security and 3) traffic.

With respect to post construction parking, this immediate area will develop significant problems
from a lack of street/public parking, the intrusion of hotel employee parking, the need for
delivery and service truck parking above ground and an expanded area of hotel guests loading
and unloading.

The developer should mitigate the anticipated, chronic parking problem by restoring the third
level of parking, which was eliminated from the prior proposed project. An additional floor of
onsite parking, would minimize the onslaught of vehicular traffic generated by 32 additional
hotel rooms and 33 additional condominium units to this congested area.

As things now stand, 15" Place is a narrow street and only one block long, ending abruptly
without a turnaround area. Onsite parking for the proposed hotel should provide for an onsite
driveway and for onsite temporary parking, that could accommodate any tall and wide truck.




The expanded hotel population will also present the immediate neighborhood with increased
security risks. A condition of approval should be added that provides for extra security during
high occupancy events. Security measures should include a system of cameras, monitored by
trained personnel onsite.

Long term traffic concerns must be met up front, and not simply deferred to the future. Loading
and unloading of delivery vehicles for the restaurant/bar/hotel should be provided for onsite.
Loading and unloading of trash pick up should include Palacio Del Mar’s trash bin so as to
minimize the number of trips causing such noise.

If onsite Joading and unloading of deliveries for the hotel/restaurant/bar cannot be
accommodated, then such deliveries should be limited to the hours of 10:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. on
weekdays and from 10:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. on Saturdays.

Most neighborhoods benefit from owners who reside onsite, as opposed to renters who have no
long term financial investment in the property. The proposed project will already expand the
anticipated number of hotel guests dramatically from 40 existing hotel rooms to 72 proposed
hotel rooms. Consequently, the additional 33 condominium units should be limited to owners
under the applicable Conditions, Covenants & Restrictions (CC&Rs). It is, therefore,
respectfully requested that an additional condition of approval require that the CC&Rs for the 33
unit residential complex contain a provision that such condominium units may not be rented,
either short term or long term.

There will likely be changes in traffic patterns. This is especially true given that the 2007 MND
mentions the existing traffic and parking problems in this area. Even the 2007 MND would have
required modifications to traffic signals and crosswalks. There are definitely areas where the
existing mitigation measures and conditions of approval must be improved for the benefit of
local residents.

Factors of Interest:

The 2007 mitigation measures are well-meaning but they defer some of the actual decisions that
might negatively impact all residents until after project approval. Some of these issues are
remedied in the 2013 Conditions of Approval, but not all. [MM = 2007 Mitigation Measure]

1. MM I-1: Construction Staging and Management Plan approved by Director of
Planning prior to issuance of demolition permits. Requires ID of entry/exit points,
staging areas, storage areas, screening, etc.

a. Condition #16; Condition #22 [plan shall provide for review and
comment by Palacio HOA]

b. We seek an earlier preparation and disclosure of these to address
our concerns, the deferral of these decisions until after project
approval prevents a thorough analysis of the actual impact on the




Palacio and Park Regency Association owners and residents, as
well as mitigation of these impacts.
2. MM I-2: Exterior lighting must be shielded, but this should address from the
vantage point of our Association residents.
3. MM 1I-2: Compliance with Rule SCAQMD Rule 403 re fugitive dust (also
Condition #25)
a. We seek reimbursement of any cost to powerwash or repaint our
buildings, if reasonably required for aesthetics after the Project
demo/construction are complete.

b. Condition #12 also requires dust minimization, but no remedies are
set forth.
c. 15 mph speed limit is too high on such a small, narrow road as 15®
Place.
4, Air Quality — no MM for ROGs, which may be significant during construction.
a. Request for super-compliant, Low-VOC paints, etc. to protect

health of sensitive receptors living nearby [there have been
advances in this area since 2007]
5. MM XI-1 and 2: Drainage plan and justification of BMPs for preventing

discharges
a. We have legitimate concerns by our owners and residents of
destabilization of the bluff due to Project runoff and building
activities.

6. MM XII-1: Codification of City’s Noise Ordinance. We understand that there
may only be the operation of tools or construction equipment “that produces loud
or unusual noise which annoys or disturbs a reasonable person of normal
sensitivity” between 7 am and 7 pm on weekdays, and 9 am and 6 pm on
Saturdays. No work is permitted on Sundays.

a. We request further modifications with activities to begin at the
same time, with stricter moming limits on the loudest equipment
(i.e., pile drivers, etc.).

b. Are there any measures that could be used to reduce noise
associated with mass check-in and check-out events on
Fridays/Sundays? Or to stagger these check-ins and outs?
(allowing early check-in if possible, late checkouts without charge
if is possible based on hotel room availability/cleaning needs)

c. We suspect that there should be limitations on public outdoor
events, events at pools, roof decks, terraces, or in courtyards, if any
are planned (weddings, weekend pool parties, etc.).

7. Traffic/Parking/Circulation

a. Conditions #33v, w, x defer analysis of the Project’s potential
traffic, congestion, and pedestrian impacts, as well as mitigation.
No specificity is provided about where crosswalks are required and
what type of traffic signal improvement is required.
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b. We do want a detailed traffic study including a trip-generation
analysis comparing the 2007 proposal to the 2013 proposal, since
trip distribution will be substantially different [residents drive
during peak hours v. hotel guests, which will utilize more off-peak
times])

c. This study should also be required of the impacts the parking
garage may have on 15" Place — any cumulative queuing impacts
given the Palacio garage access and garage access to other
properties

d. Updated study of Ocean/Cherry/15% Place should include
evaluation of pedestrian impacts and more detail about type of
intersection signalization. The 2007 Project incorporated removal
of existing crosswalk for one across Ocean. Is an elevated
crosswalk possible?

e. Parking garage configuration: The faster that drivers can enter and
exit, the quieter and less congested it will be. Tandem parking,
compact spaces, valet cost, will likely prevent on site spaces from
being fully used and that might drive hotel guests to park on our
over-crowded streets. [City permits 50% to be compact spaces.
Currently 69 compact spaces:78 standard. What is SUV
distribution of hotel guests v. condominium owners? Seems
unlikely that half of travelers will use compact-size vehicles]

i Tandem parking is now proposed, as are 69
compact spaces.

ii. We suggest that tandem parking be prohibited and
there should be a reduction in the number compact
spaces.

ii. We would like the extension of the subterranean
garages into setbacks.

iv. On-site parking should be required for all hotel
employees.

f. We seek to bundle parking cost with room rate to prevent guests
from using scarce street parking and contributing to traffic
congestion while seeking street parking.

g Condition #21 re 15™ Place: if needs to be constructed, notice must
be given to us, with measures to minimize impacts to their parking
and parking access; noise, dust, etc.

Floor to Area Ratio:

a. FAR of 2.5 is permitted. Per the site plan, this means an allowance
of 99,097 SF of development on-site. Project is currently at 98,740
(FAR of 2.49, very close to limit).
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. b. At least 49,054 SF parking space on levels P1 and P2 are not
counted in FAR [may be permissible by code, but is still a huge
amount of developed space — nearly half of the occupied area)

c. 10,587 SF of open space is “private” open space — is not public
open space and does not meet City’s objectives of increasing the
available community open space. Also, this does not contribute to
ground-level open space and does not provide a break from the city
if this open space is located atop development on roof decks or on
higher-level floor courtyards and terraces.

1. Therefore, some of the open space is not public
open space — if it is located on private property in
the roof decks or on higher-level floor courtyards
and terraces.

ii. Since the FAR is so high, there should be a
reduction of massing in such a way that protects our
views. This project “steps down” from park and
bluff, but not from our existing owners and
residents.

There are also other Pertinent Issues:
» Hotel uses almost doubled, residential uses almost halved.
e New traffic study is a fair request — change in use = change in traffic patterns. Residents
. are more likely to cluster trips during peak hours than tourists.
We ask that there be a check in the calculations for compliance with the code.
¢ How much taller is the project than the existing hotel? Any public views being lost?

Please note that the parking problems in our neighborhood was well documented by City of Long
Beach in the 2007 MND.

We do appreciate an opportunity to be heard at the upcoming hearing on July 9, 2013. If you
would like any additional information, please contact our attorney, Raymond T. Kaiser, at the
law firm of Kaiser, Swindells & Eiler.

Respectfully submitted,

JAMES ANDERSON MELISSA WYSS

Park Regency Condominium Palacio Del Mar Homeowners
Owners Association Association

® -




RECEIVED

South Coast Region

Coastal permit application  x 7y,

Permit No A-5-LOB -13-0256:48,
Project Location 2010 E Ocean Blvd

Long Beach L A county
Respondant Yugal M Sambray
25, 15th place unit 705
LongBeach Ca 90802
Dear Member of Commission,
| did have concern regarding said
project about some time in 2011-12
for blocking of our partial ocean view
from my gallery . Applicant that time
agree to take into consideration and
design such way to lower the hight in
back sea side If it is applied then | have
no objection In case it is not followrd
then | may demand compensation for
the decrease in property value for as |
did purchased this condo 20year back




with the intetion none of my view will
block This was also in consultation
with Palacio Del Mar HOA informed
last time we had meeting with said
owners. | will not able to attend Hearing
as | will be out of country on 11th April
for medical treatment . So please let
me know by email regarding my concern

at ysambray3@gmail.com

Thanking you all,
Slnc?r {\W

Y.M.Sambray
714 398 6425
Unit 705

\m\ 3W Qo\\\




CITY OF LONG BEACH

DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

333 West Ocean Blvd., 3rd Floor, Long Beach, CA 90802 Phone: 570.5237

April 7, 2014 - RECEIVED

South Coast Region

_ APR 8 2014
California Coastal Commission _
200 Oceangate, Tenth Floor ' CALIFORNIA .

- Long Beach, CA 90802 ‘_ COASTAL COMMISSION

Attention: Chuck Posner

Re: Application No. A-5-LOB-13- 0246; LB Case No. 1302-16; 72 hotel rooms and 33
residential condos (2010 E. Ocean Boulevard)

Dear Commlssmn Chair, Commissioners, and Coastal Stéff

This letter confirms that condition No. 40 of the condltlons ofapproval for CaseNo. 1302-16
has been met to the satisfaction of the Director of Development Services for the City of Long
Beach. The project conforms to the LCP building standards for PD-5 as it relates to the
terracing and sloping nature of the bluff. The City and Development Services of Long Beach
take no further issue with this condition. '

Respecitfully,

Amy J. Bodek, AICP

Director of Development Services

CC:. Patrick H. West, City Manager
Suzanne Frick, Assistant City Manager
Jeffrey Winklepleck, Acting Planning Administrator
Michael J. Mais, Assistant City Attorney
Edward Dang, Owner '
Studio One Eleven c/o Michael Bohn, Applicant




CER VE@

South coast Region

: . APR 7 2014
FORM FOR DISCLOSURE OF

EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS - @SQQEFOW\ES\@N
' . Q

Name ot desctiption of project, LPC, etc. 2010 Ocean Blvd Long Beach F 22a (A-5-LOB-13-0246 (Studio
One Eleven) - Unite Here

Date and time of receipt of communication: April 7, 2014 11:00 a.m.- 11:15

Location of communication: Santa Barbara
Type of communication (letter, facsimile, etc.): telecon

Person(s) initiating communication: Melanie Luthern Unite Here Local 11
Detailed substantive description of content of communication:

She would like to emphasize that this appeal is more than about the access at this particular site, it
implications for the entire Specific Plan area, as well as other LCP’s statewide that may have specific language
to preserve existing lower cost accommodations. She agtees that it is difficult to protect them because the
CCC by statute cannot set room rates, ot ‘qualify’ people into accommodations based on income. The Long
Beach plan provides a very concrete way to encourage preservation of affordable accommodations and the

© law should be respected. Ifitis true that this atea should no longer be limited to motels, that discussion
needs to occur in an LCP process so that the public can be a patt of the process instead of havlng the LCP
changed in an ‘over the countet’/zoning admlmsttator basis.

In 2007 whén the previously entitled project was approved, this wasn’t even raised, so now the Commission
will be setting precedent about the intetpretation of the hotels/motels provisions in the Long Beach LCP.

In response to the claim that if this is not approved they will just build the previously approved project, and
we will not get any in lieu fees, she feels that the previously entitled project will not be marketable, but in any
case she believes the longer term principle in Long Beach is more important to.protect. The trade off with
the in lieu fees is unpredlctable because it is unclear that they will be enough to make a a s1gmﬁcant enough
contribution to preservmg affordability.

Date: 4/7/2014
Jana Zimmer
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2010 EAST OCEAN BOULEVARD

SILVERSANDS PROPERTIES USA
LONG BEACH, CA

California Coastal Commission
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SITE CONTEXT

1 SILVERSANDS | SILVERSANDS PROPERTIES USA| APRIL 1



West side at 15th Place

Bixby Park - Ocean Blvd looking West Bixby Park looking Southeast

ADJACENT CONTEXT
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Ocean Blvd looking Southwest at existing project

EXISTING VIEW
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THE BLUFF
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Ocean Blvd looking Southwest at proposed project

PROPOSED VIEW
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EXISTING
Hotel Keys:

Residential Units:
Parking Provided:

Parking Required Per Code:

40

25
40

ENTITLED
Hotel Keys:

Residential Units:
Parking Provided:
Parking Required Per Code:
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Applicant AGREES with all coastal staff recommendations
and conditions except for Special Condition #4A

Special Condition #4A:

Revised Plans for Development of the Bluff Face. Prior to issuance of the coastal development per-
mit, the applicant shall submit revised project plans for the review and approval of the Executive
Director. The revised plans shall comply with the following requirements:

A. Bluff Face Development - View Corridor. For the portion of the proposed project that
extends seaward of the top of the edge of the coastal bluff, and within the view corridor
depicted in Exhibit #7 of the Commission’s Staff Report Dated March 28, 2014, the following
provisions shall apply:

1) No portion of the structure, including roof deck railings and rooftop equipment, shall exceed
the elevation of the top of the edge of the coastal bluff at the west end of Bixby Park (52.0 feet
relative to the datum as indicated on the project plans entitled “Silversands Site Plan Review
Submittal” dated December14, 2012);

2) Appurtenances such as furniture, landscaping, cabanas, tents, trellises, umbrellas, visual
screens, and the like, shall not exceed the elevation of the top of the edge of the coastal bluff at
the west end of Bixby Park. Therefore, any decks or patios located seaward of the top of the
edge of the coastal bluff shall be designed at an elevation which ensures that any such
appurtenances do not extend above the elevation of the top of the edge of the coastal bluff at
the west end of Bixby Park.

COASTAL FINDINGS
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Applicant’s response to Special Condition #4A:
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West side at 15th Place

Bixby Park - Ocean Blvd looking West Bixby Park looking Southeast

ADJACENT CONTEXT
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Ocean Blvd looking Southwest at existing project

EXISTING VIEW
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Applicant AGREES with all coastal staff recommendations
and conditions except for Special Condition #4A

Special Condition #4A:

Revised Plans for Development of the Bluff Face. Prior to issuance of the coastal development per-
mit, the applicant shall submit revised project plans for the review and approval of the Executive
Director. The revised plans shall comply with the following requirements:

A. Bluff Face Development - View Corridor. For the portion of the proposed project that
extends seaward of the top of the edge of the coastal bluff, and within the view corridor
depicted in Exhibit #7 of the Commission’s Staff Report Dated March 28, 2014, the following
provisions shall apply:

1) No portion of the structure, including roof deck railings and rooftop equipment, shall exceed
the elevation of the top of the edge of the coastal bluff at the west end of Bixby Park (52.0 feet
relative to the datum as indicated on the project plans entitled “Silversands Site Plan Review
Submittal” dated December14, 2012);

2) Appurtenances such as furniture, landscaping, cabanas, tents, trellises, umbrellas, visual
screens, and the like, shall not exceed the elevation of the top of the edge of the coastal bluff at
the west end of Bixby Park. Therefore, any decks or patios located seaward of the top of the
edge of the coastal bluff shall be designed at an elevation which ensures that any such
appurtenances do not extend above the elevation of the top of the edge of the coastal bluff at
the west end of Bixby Park.

COASTAL FINDINGS
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
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Staff Report:  3/28/2014

Hearing Date:  April 11, 2014

STAFF REPORT: APPEAL - DE NOVO HEARING

Appeal Number: A-5-LOB-13-0246

Applicant: Silversands Properties USA, Inc. (Joan F. Djang, President)
Agents: Michael Bohn (Studio One Eleven) and Mike Murchison
Appellant: UNITE HERE Local 11 (Attn: Melanie Luthern)

Project Location: 2010 E. Ocean Boulevard, City of Long Beach, Los Angeles County
Project Description: Demolition of an existing forty-room motel, excavation of the coastal

bluff, and construction of a seven-level structure containing: a 72-room
hotel, up to 33 residential condominium units, swimming pool, street-
level restaurant, beach-level cafe and bike rental facility, and a two-level
subterranean parking garage with 147 parking stalls (with vehicular
access from 15th Place). The structure will not exceed a height of 45
feet above Ocean Boulevard, and the applicant proposes to dedicate for
public access a 6,000 square foot (approx.) portion of the property that is
on the beach seaward of the toe of the coastal bluff.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

On November 15, 2013, the Commission, after public hearing, determined that a substantial issue exists
with the approval of the local coastal development permit for the proposed demolition and development
(City of Long Beach Local Coastal Development Permit No. 1302-16). The primary ground for the
appeal was that the proposed project would adversely affect public access to the coast by removing
lower cost overnight accommodations that are being provided by the existing motel on the site (Exhibit
#14). The appeal also raised issues regarding other anticipated impacts of the proposed development,
including increased vehicle traffic, parking impacts, water use, greenhouse gases, trash and noise.

For the de novo permit, staff recommends that the Commission, after a public hearing, approve the
coastal development permit with special conditions. The primary impacts addressed by the special
conditions are public access and public shoreline views. The public access issue revolves around the
proposed demolition of the forty-room lower cost motel that currently operates on the project site. The
public view issue involves views of the shoreline from Bixby Park, which borders the eastern side of the
project site. The design of the proposed structure would extend development about sixty feet seaward of
the top edge of the coastal bluff and adversely affect the public’s views of the beach, ocean and
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Queen Mary (see rendering below).

The recommended conditions require that: 1) the applicant shall pay an in lieu fee ($1.36 million) to
provide for the provision of lower-cost overnight accommodations elsewhere within or in close
proximity to the coastal zone, 2) the approved hotel development shall be operated as a bona fide hotel
use, and 3) require the proposed development to be redesigned to protect the public’s shoreline views
from Bixby Park by reducing the building’s height and mass on the bluff face. Additional special
conditions are recommended to address geologic safety, public parking impacts, encroachments onto
public land, construction staging area, protection of water quality, future shoreline protective devices
and other future improvements, assumption of risk, local government approval, dedication of beach area
and a deed restriction.

As conditioned, the revised project will protect visual resources and enhance public access by providing
more publicly accessible amenities than the previously entitled project. The revised project will
continue to provide public overnight accommodations on the project site; 32 more hotel rooms than
currently exist (72 rooms instead of 40). Public access will also be enhanced by the provision of a
beach-level café, a restaurant/bar with outdoor seating, and bicycle rentals. The amenities proposed by
the applicant (and required by the conditions of the permit), along with the applicant’s dedication to the
City of approximately 6,000 square feet of sandy beach (the portion of the project site that exists
seaward of the toe of the bluff) will provide public recreational opportunities as required by Section
30213 of the Coastal Act.

The applicant does not agree with the staff recommendation. The applicant objects to the requirement
set forth in Special Condition Four to reduce the building’s height and mass in order to preserve public
shoreline views from Bixby Park. The recommended special conditions are necessary to mitigate the
adverse impacts of the proposed project and to bring the proposal into conformance with the City of
Long Beach certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) and the public access and recreation policies of the
Coastal Act. The motion to carry out the staff recommendation is on Page Four of this report.

1)

Proposed “Keyhole” view from Bixby Park (Studioneleven)
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I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION

Motion: ““I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit Application No.
A-5-LOB-13-0246 pursuant to the staff recommendation.”

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in approval of the permit as
conditioned and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by
affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present.

Resolution: The Commission hereby approves a coastal development permit for the proposed
development and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the
development as conditioned will be in conformity with the City of Long Beach
Certified Local Coastal Plan and the public access and recreation policies of the
Coastal Act. Approval of the permit complies with the California Environmental
Quality Act because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have
been incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of the
development on the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible mitigation
measures or alternatives that would substantially lessen any significant adverse
impacts of the development on the environment.

II. STANDARD CONDITIONS
This permit is granted subject to the following 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 on
which the Commission voted on the application. 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. Interpretation. Any questions of intent of interpretation of any condition will be resolved by the
Executive Director or the Commission.

4.  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.

5. 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.
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. SPECIAL CONDITIONS

This permit is granted subject to the following special conditions:

1.

Approved Development - Permitted Uses. The permitted uses of the development approved by
Coastal Development Permit A-5-LOB-13-0246 are as follows: a 72-room hotel (as defined in the
certified City of Long Beach Local Coastal Program - Zoning Code Section 21.15.1380), up to 33
residential condominium units, a 1,150 square foot hotel dining room and an 800 square foot hotel
lounge, a beach-level café (approximately 1,400 square feet, including patio), a bicycle rental
facility, and a two-level underground parking garage with at least 147 parking stalls. The
approved hotel shall be operated as a bona fide hotel that provides overnight accommodations to
visitors for a period of not more than thirty consecutive days. Any change in use from overnight
room rentals to time shares, condominium-style hotel rooms, or month-to-month rentals is not
permitted by this action. The permittee shall undertake and maintain the development in
conformance with the special conditions of the permit and the final plans approved by the
Executive Director. Any proposed changes to the approved plans shall be reported 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. No
changes to the approved plans shall occur without a Commission-approved permit amendment
unless the Executive Director determines that no permit amendment is required.

Demolition of Lower cost Overnight Accommodations — Mitigation. Prior to the issuance of
the coastal development permit, the applicant shall pay an in-lieu mitigation fee for the demolition
of the 40-room lower cost motel on the project site.

A. The required total in-lieu fee of $1,358,800 ($33,970 x 40 = 1,358,800) shall be deposited into
an interest-bearing account, to be established and managed by one of the following entities
approved by the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission: City of Long Beach, Hostelling
International USA, California Coastal Conservancy, California Department of Parks and
Recreation, or a similar entity. The purpose of the account shall be to establish lower cost
overnight visitor accommodations, such as hostel beds, tent campsites, cabins or campground
units, at appropriate locations within the coastal area of Long Beach, with priority given to a local
hostel. The entire fee and accrued interest shall be used for the above stated purpose, in
consultation with the Executive Director, within ten years of the fee being deposited into the
account. All development funded by this account will require review and approval by the
Executive Director of the Coastal Commission and a coastal development permit if in the coastal
zone. If any portion of the fee remains ten years after it is deposited, it shall be donated to one or
more of the State Park units or non-profit entities providing lower cost visitor amenities in a
Southern California coastal zone jurisdiction or other organization acceptable to the Executive
Director. Alternative mitigation may include completion of a specific project that is comparable in
cost to the amount of the in-lieu fee and makes a substantial contribution to the availability of
lower cost overnight visitor accommodations in Long Beach and/or the coastal area of Los
Angeles County, subject to the review and written approval of the Executive Director.

B. Prior to expenditure of any funds contained in this account, the Executive Director shall review
and approve, in writing, the proposed use of the funds as being consistent with the intent and
purpose of this condition. In addition, the entity accepting the in-lieu fee funds required by this
condition shall enter into a memorandum of understanding (MOU) with the Commission, which
shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 1) a description of how the funds will be used to
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create or enhance lower cost accommodations in the coastal zone; 2) a requirement that the entity
accepting the funds must preserve these newly created lower cost accommodations in perpetuity;
3) the terms provided in subsection A of this condition; and 4) an agreement that the entity
accepting the funds will obtain all necessary regulatory permits and approvals, including but not
limited to, a coastal development permit for development of the lower cost accommodations
required by this condition.

3. Beach Dedication. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall
execute and record a document, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, that
demonstrates that it has complied with its proposal, as reflected in the email letter from Marlon
Steiner (Studioneleven), dated September 6, 2013, to dedicate to the City of Long Beach a fee
interest for lateral public access and recreational use along the beach portion of its property. The
area of dedication shall consist of land on the subject property between the toe of the bluff and the
mean high tide line and extends the entire width of the subject property, an area of approximately
6,000 square feet. The beach portion of the applicant’s property between the toe of the bluff and
the mean high tide line is generally depicted in Exhibit #3 of the Commission’s Staff Report Dated
March 28, 2014; however, prior to the dedication, a topographic survey prepared by a licensed
surveyor shall be provided to the Executive Director to identify the location of the toe of the bluff.
No development as defined in Section 30106 of the Coastal Act shall occur on the dedicated area
except for the following development which shall be subject to applicable coastal development
permit requirements, consistent with the use of the dedicated area as lateral public access and
recreational use including, but not limited to, public access signage, public benches/seating, public
recreational amenities like beach volleyball courts, improved pathways and/or public multi-use
paths and/or public educational signage. The limitation of development in the dedicated area shall
be listed as a restriction on the property in the recorded dedication. The use of the dedicated area
shall be open to the public during the same time as adjacent public beach area. The recorded
document shall include legal descriptions and graphic depictions of both the applicant’s entire
parcel and the dedicated area. The legal description and graphic depiction of the dedicated area
shall consist of a metes and bounds description conducted by a licensed surveyor. The recorded
document shall also reflect that development in the dedicated area is restricted as set forth in this
permit condition. The document shall be recorded free of prior liens and any other encumbrances
which the Executive Director determines may affect the interest being conveyed.

4. Revised Plans for Development of the Bluff Face. Prior to issuance of the coastal development
permit, the applicant shall submit revised project plans for the review and approval of the
Executive Director. The revised plans shall comply with the following requirements:

A. BIuff Face Development — View Corridor. For the portion of the proposed project that
extends seaward of the top of the edge of the coastal bluff, and within the view corridor
depicted in Exhibit #7 of the Commission’s Staff Report Dated March 28, 2014, the
following provisions shall apply:

1) No portion of the structure, including roof deck railings and rooftop equipment, shall
exceed the elevation of the top of the edge of the coastal bluff at the west end of Bixby
Park (52.0 feet relative to the datum as indicated on the project plans entitled
“Silversands Site Plan Review Submittal”” dated December14, 2012);

2) Appurtenances such as furniture, landscaping, cabanas, tents, trellises, umbrellas,
visual screens, and the like, shall not exceed the elevation of the top of the edge of the
coastal bluff at the west end of Bixby Park. Therefore, any decks or patios located
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seaward of the top of the edge of the coastal bluff shall be designed at an elevation which
ensures that any such appurtenances do not extend above the elevation of the top of the
edge of the coastal bluff at the west end of Bixby Park.

B. No building or development shall extend toward the beach further than the toe of the
bluff.

C. The roof elevation of the structure shall not exceed a height of 45 feet above Ocean
Boulevard.

A topographic survey prepared by a licensed surveyor shall be provided to the Executive Director
as part of this revised plans submittal to identify the location of the top edge of the coastal bluff,
the toe of the bluff, and the elevation of the top of the edge of the coastal bluff at the west end of
Bixby Park. The permittee shall undertake and maintain the development in conformance with the
final plans approved by the Executive Director. Any proposed changes to the approved plans shall
be reported 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. No changes to the approved plan shall occur without a Commission amendment to
this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is
required.

Geologic Safety. The proposed development must meet a minimum 1.5 Factor of Safety (FOS).
Coastal Development Permit A-5-LOB-13-0246 does not authorize or approved any bluff, hillside,
or shoreline protective device.

A. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit, for the review
and approval of the Executive Director, a geotechnical report for the approved development that
demonstrates that the proposed project, as approved by the Commission, meets a minimum 1.5
FOS without the construction of any bluff, hillside, or shoreline protective device. The report,
which shall specifically address excavation, grading, construction on the bluff face, foundations,
and permanent site drainage shall be prepared and certified by an appropriate licensed professional
(i.e., civil or other appropriate engineer). All final design and construction plans, including
foundations, grading and drainage plans, shall be consistent with all recommendations contained in
the geotechnical report.

B. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit, for the
Executive Director's review and approval, evidence that an appropriate licensed professional has
reviewed and approved all final design and construction plans and certified that each of those final
plans is consistent with all of the recommendations specified in the geotechnical report approved
by the California Coastal Commission for the project site.

Any substantial change in the proposed development approved by the Commission that may be
required by the consultants shall require an amendment to the permit or new coastal development
permit. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved final plans.
Any proposed changes to the approved final plans shall be reported to the Executive Director. No
changes to the approved final plans shall occur without a Commission amendment to this coastal
development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is legally
required.

On-site Parking and Transportation Demand Management. At least two on-site parking
spaces for each residential unit, and one space for each hotel room, shall be provided and
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maintained in the garage of the approved structure. At least nine (9) additional parking spaces
shall be provided for guests of residents. Facilities (e.g., bike racks) for parking at least forty (40)
bicycles shall also be provided on the property (this forty-space requirement is in addition to the
storage space for bicycles that will be available for rent in the approved bicycle rental facility).
Vehicular access to the on-site parking shall be taken only from 15" Place. The permittee shall
also provide an airport shuttle service for hotel guests, a valet parking attendant at all times when
hotel-room occupancy capacity exceeds fifty-percent (50%), and free transit passes for all
employees. Valets shall store vehicles only in the project’s parking garage. The public streets
shall not be used by valets to store vehicles.

7. Encroachments. The development approved by this coastal development permit is limited to the
applicant’s private property. Private use or development of the beach, park, or any public right-of-
way is not permitted. There shall be no encroachment of private development onto or over any
portion of the public beach, the public park, or the rights-of-way abutting the applicant’s property.
Prohibited encroachments include, but are not limited to: landscaping, tables, chairs and signs. No
portion of the structure, including balconies, awnings and decks, shall extend seaward of the
applicant’s southern (beach-fronting) property line.

8.  Construction Staging Plan. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant
shall submit for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a Construction Staging Plan
that identifies the project staging area(s) to be used during construction of the approved
development. The construction staging plan shall include a site plan that depicts the limits of the
construction site and staging area(s), construction corridors, and the location of fencing and
temporary job trailers. The portion of the beach to be used for construction staging activities shall
be limited to an area not to exceed fifty feet seaward of the toe of the bluff. The permittee shall
undertake the development in conformance with the approved Construction Staging Plan. Any
proposed changes to the approved Construction Staging Plan shall be reported 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. No changes to the
approved plan shall occur without a Commission amendment to this coastal development permit
unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is required.

9.  Protection of Water Quality — During Construction. A. Prior to issuance of the coastal
development permit, the applicant shall submit for the review and approval of the Executive
Director, a Construction Best Management Practices Plan for the project site, prepared by a
licensed professional, and shall incorporate erosion, sediment, and chemical control Best
Management Practices (BMPs) designed to minimize to the maximum extent practicable the
adverse impacts associated with demolition and construction to receiving waters. The plan shall
include the following requirements:

Q) No construction materials, demolition debris, or waste shall be placed or stored in a
manner where it may be subject to wave, wind, rain, or tidal erosion and dispersion. All
trash generated on the construction site shall be properly disposed of at the end of each
construction day.

(i) Any and all debris and excess soil or sand resulting from demolition, excavation and
construction activities shall be removed from the project site within 72 hours of
completion of demolition, excavation or construction. Demolition, excavation and
construction debris and sediment shall be removed or contained and secured from work
areas each day that demolition, excavation and construction occurs to prevent the
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accumulation of sediment and other debris that could be discharged into coastal waters.
All demolition, excavation and construction debris and other waste materials removed
from the project site shall be disposed of or recycled in compliance with all local, state
and federal regulations. No debris shall be placed on the beach or in coastal waters. If a
disposal site is located in the coastal zone, a coastal development permit or an
amendment to this permit shall be required before disposal can take place.

(i) Erosion control/sedimentation Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be used to
control dust and sedimentation impacts to coastal waters during construction and
demolition activities. BMPs shall include, but are not limited to: placement of sand bags
around drainage inlets to prevent runoff/sediment transport into the storm drain system
and the Pacific Ocean.

(iv)  All construction materials, excluding lumber, shall be covered and enclosed on all sides,
and kept as far away from storm drain inlets and receiving waters as possible.

(V) During demolition, excavation and construction of the proposed project, no runoff, site
drainage or dewatering shall be directed from the site into any street or drain that
discharges into the beach or ocean, unless such discharge specifically authorized by the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board.

(vi)  Inthe event that lead-contaminated soils or other toxins or contaminated material are
discovered on the site, such matter shall be stockpiled and transported off-site only in
accordance with Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) rules and/or Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) regulations.

B. The required Construction Best Management Practices Plan for the project site shall also
include the following BMPs designed to prevent spillage and/or runoff of construction and
demolition-related materials, sediment, or contaminants associated with construction activity. The
applicant shall:

() Develop and implement spill prevention and control measures and shall ensure the
proper handling, storage, and application of petroleum products and other construction
materials. These shall include a designated fueling and vehicle maintenance area with
appropriate berms and protection to prevent any spillage of gasoline or related petroleum
products or contact with runoff. It shall be located as far away from the receiving waters
and storm drain inlets as possible.

(i) Maintain and wash equipment and machinery in confined areas specifically designed to
control runoff. Thinners or solvents shall not be discharged into sanitary or storm sewer
systems. Washout from concrete trucks shall be disposed of at a controlled location not
subject to runoff into coastal waters, and more than fifty feet away from a storm drain,
open ditch or surface waters.

(iii)  Provide and maintain adequate disposal facilities for solid waste, including excess
concrete, produced during construction.

(iv)  Provide and maintain temporary sediment basins (including debris basins, desilting
basins or silt traps), temporary drains and swales, sand bag barriers, wind barriers such
as solid board fence, snow fences, or hay bales and silt fencing.
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10.

11.

12.

(v) Stabilize any stockpiled fill with geofabric covers or other appropriate cover, and close
and stabilize open trenches as soon as possible.

(vi)  Implement the approved Construction Best Management Practices Plan on the project
sites prior to and concurrent with the demolition, excavation and construction operations.
The BMPs shall be maintained throughout the development process.

C. The Construction Best Management Practices Plan approved by the Executive Director
pursuant to this condition shall be attached to all final construction plans. The permittee shall
undertake the approved development in accordance with the approved Construction Best
Management Practices Plan. Any proposed changes to the approved Construction Best
Management Practices Plan shall be reported 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. No changes to the approved plan shall occur without a
Commission amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director
determines that no amendment is required.

Future Improvements. This permit is only for the development described in Coastal
Development Permit A-5-LOB-13-0246. Any future improvements to the development authorized
by this permit, including but not limited to repair and maintenance, shall require an amendment to
Coastal Development Permit A5-LOB-13-0246 from the Commission or shall require an additional
coastal development permit from the Commission or from the applicable certified local
government.

No Future Bluff or Shoreline Protection Device. No bluff or shoreline protective device(s) shall
ever be constructed to protect any of the development approved pursuant to Coastal Development
Permit A-5-LOB-13-0246.

A. By acceptance of this coastal development permit, the applicant agrees, of behalf of itself (or
himself or herself, as applicable) and all successors and assigns, that no bluff or shoreline
protective device(s) shall ever be constructed to protect any of the development approved pursuant
to Coastal Development Permit A-5-LOB-13-0246 in the event that the development is threatened
with damage or destruction from waves, erosion, storm conditions, bluff retreat, landslides, or
other natural hazards in the future. By acceptance of this coastal development permit, the
applicant hereby waives, on behalf of itself (or himself or herself, as applicable) and all successors
and assigns, any rights to construct such devices that may exist under Public Resources Code
Section 30235.

B. By acceptance of this coastal development permit, the applicant further agrees, on behalf of
itself (or himself or herself, as applicable) and all successors and assigns, that the landowner shall
remove any of the development authorized by this coastal development permit if any government
agency has ordered that the structure is not to be occupied due to any of the hazards identified
above. In the event that portions of the development fall to the beach before they are removed, the
landowner shall remove all recoverable debris associated with the development from the beach and
ocean and lawfully dispose of the material in an approved disposal site. Such removal shall
require a coastal development permit.

Assumption of Risk, Waiver of Liability and Indemnity Agreement. By acceptance of this
coastal development permit, the applicant, on behalf of itself (or himself or herself, as applicable)
and all successors and assigns, and any other holder of the possessory interest in the development
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authorized by this permit, acknowledges and agrees (i) that the site may be subject to hazards from
waves, storm waves, flooding and erosion; (ii) to assume the risks to the applicant and the property
that is the subject of this permit of injury and damage from such hazards in connection with this
permitted development; (iii) to unconditionally waive any claim of damage or liability against the
Commission, its officers, agents, and employees for injury or damage from such hazards; and (iv)
to indemnify and hold harmless the Commission, its officers, agents, and employees with respect
to the Commission’s approval of the project against any and all liability, claims, demands,
damages, costs (including costs and fees incurred in defense of such claims), expenses, and
amounts paid in settlement arising from any injury or damage due to such hazards.

Local Government Approval. The proposed development is subject to the review and approval
of the local government (City of Long Beach). This action has no effect on conditions imposed by
a local government pursuant to an authority other than the Coastal Act, including the conditions of
the City of Long Beach Site Plan Review Case No. 1302-16. In the event of conflict between the
terms and conditions imposed by the local government and those of this coastal development
permit, the terms and conditions of Coastal Development Permit A-5-LOB-13-0246 shall prevail.

Liability for Costs and Attorney’s Fees. By acceptance of this coastal development permit, the
Applicant/Permittee agrees to reimburse the Coastal Commission in full for all Coastal
Commission costs and attorney’s fees -- including A) those charged by the Office of the Attorney
General, and B) any court costs and attorney’s fees that the Coastal Commission may be required
by a court to pay -- that the Coastal Commission incurs in connection with the defense of any
action brought by a party other than the Applicant/Permittee against the Coastal Commission, its
officers, employees, agents, successors and assigns challenging the approval or issuance of this
permit. The Coastal Commission retains complete authority to conduct and direct the defense of
any such action against the Coastal Commission.

Deed Restriction. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit
to the Executive Director for review and approval documentation demonstrating that the applicant
has executed and recorded against the parcel governed by this permit a deed restriction, in a form
and content acceptable to the Executive Director: (1) indicating that, pursuant to this coastal
development permit, the California Coastal Commission has authorized development on the
subject property, subject to terms and conditions that restrict the use and enjoyment of that
property; and (2) imposing the Special Conditions of this permit as covenants, conditions and
restrictions on the use and enjoyment of the property. The deed restriction shall include a legal
description of the entire parcel governed by this coastal development permit. The deed restriction
shall also indicate that, in the event of an extinguishment or termination of the deed restriction for
any reason, the terms and conditions of this coastal development permit shall continue to restrict
the use and enjoyment of the subject property so long as either this coastal development permit or
the development it authorizes, or any part, modification, or amendment thereof, remains in
existence on or with respect to the subject property.
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IV. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

A. Project Description

The City of Long Beach approved Local Coastal Development Permit No. 1302-16 authorizing the
construction of a four-story hotel and condominium project on the coastal bluff near downtown Long
Beach (Exhibit #3). The City’s approval of the project was appealed to the Commission, and on
November 15, 2013, the Commission found that a substantial issue exists with the City’s action to
approve the local permit. As a result of the successful appeal, the coastal development permit
application for the proposed project is now before the Commission as a De Novo matter.

The proposed seven-level project (four stories above Ocean Boulevard) would mix 33 residential units
with 72 hotel rooms, along with a swimming pool, a beach-level café and bike rental facility, and a
street-level restaurant (See Exhibits). The proposed structure does not exceed a height of 45 feet above
Ocean Boulevard. On-site parking would be provided by an underground parking garage (two levels)
with 147 parking spaces (1 space per hotel room, 2 spaces per condominium unit, plus nine guest
spaces). Vehicular access to the proposed parking garage is provided from 15" Place, the street end that
extends south from Ocean Boulevard on the west side of the project site. The applicant has also
proposed to dedicate for public access the portion of the property that is on the beach seaward of the toe
of the coastal bluff (Exhibit #3).
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The project site is located on the south side of Ocean Boulevard at the southern terminus of Cherry
Avenue, between 15" Place and Bixby Park (Exhibit #3). The one-acre project site is currently
developed with a two-story, forty-room motel (Beach Plaza Hotel, http://beachplazahotellongbeach.com).

In 2007, the City approved the demolition of the 1940s-era motel that currently occupies the project site
when it approved Local Coastal Development Permit No. 0604-08. Local Coastal Development Permit
No. 0604-08 also authorized the construction of a four-story, 56-unit residential complex plus forty hotel
rooms. The City has characterized the currently proposed development as a modification to the
development proposal that it entitled on September 6, 2007 when it approved Local Coastal
Development Permit No. 0604-08. The applicant and City both assert that the entitlements granted by
the City in 2007 are still in effect (Exhibits #16&17).

The currently proposed project is considered by the City, the applicant, and staff to be an improvement
over the previously entitled project (Exhibit #6). Both the 2007 project and the currently proposed
project would preserve the hotel/motel use on the project site, but the current proposal would provide
significantly more guest rooms than the 2007 project: 72 hotel rooms instead of 40 rooms. The number
of approved private residences (condominium units) in the project would be decreased from 56 units to
33 units. The currently proposed project would also provide additional public amenities that were not
included the 2007 project: a beach-level café, bike rental facility, and a restaurant/bar with outdoor
seating and coastal views. The proposed beach-level café will be directly accessible to the existing
beach bike path and the proposed beach pedestrian path approved by Coastal Development Permit 5-12-
320 (Exhibit #7). In addition, as part of the currently proposed project the applicant has agreed to
provide mitigation (in the form of an in lieu fee) for the loss of the lower cost overnight
accommodations that currently exist on the project site.

B. Certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) Policies

As a De Novo permit matter, the standard of review for the proposed development is the City of Long
Beach certified LCP. Since the proposed project is located between the first public road and the sea, the
proposed development must also conform with the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal
Act.

The one-acre project site is on the coastal bluff situated between the public beach (to the south) and
Ocean Boulevard, which the LCP identifies as a scenic corridor (Exhibit #3). Bixby Park borders the
project site on the east, and 15" Place on the west. Multi-unit residential buildings occupy most of the
properties located on top of the bluff in the project area, except for Bixby Park and the project site. This
densely developed residential neighborhood is about one-half mile east of downtown Long Beach
(Exhibit #2).

The project site comprises the eastern edge of LCP Area A, referred to as the “Bluff Community.”
Pages I11-A-10 through A-13 of the certified City of Long Beach LCP sets forth the following policies
for LCP Area A:

e This plan emphasizes the development of Ocean Boulevard as a local scenic route rather
than as a commuter corridor.
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e The existing visitor serving facilities, especially the three motels, shall be preserved as
they provide for coastal access and enjoyment by persons of low and moderate income.

e The three existing motels are to be preserved as stated in Recreation and Visitor Serving
Facilities.

e The blocks (south of Ocean Boulevard) between Tenth Place and Cherry Avenue shall
also be rezoned Planned Development allowing low-rise residential buildings (See
Ordinance).

Page 111-A-12 of the certified LCP describes the implementation of the Policy Plan for LCP Area A, as
follows:

“VISUAL RESOURCES AND SPECIAL COMMUNITIES

Measures for implementation of this policy plan adequately protect and enhance the visual
resources of Area A, particularly those dealing with setbacks, view protection, shadow
control, and development of street ends.”

The certified LCP then refers to the LCP implementing ordinances (LIP), which include the Ocean
Boulevard Planned Development District (PD-5, formerly PD-1). The project site is located at the
eastern edge (Subarea 2) of the Ocean Boulevard Planned Development District (PD-5), which is the
ordinance referred to in the above-stated LCP policies. The Ocean Boulevard Planned Development
District contains the specific use and building design standards that protect and enhance the public views
from the sites situated south of Ocean Boulevard. These LIP standards include setback requirements,
height limits, density limits, open space requirements, terracing requirements, and lot coverage and floor
area ratio limits. The land use designation for the project site is motel use as the LCP states that,
“Existing motel use sites shall remain in motel use” (Exhibit #4, p.6). The LCP also allows high-density
residential developments of up to 54 residential units per acre. The height limit for the subarea is 45
feet. The implementing ordinance states that, “Any variance from those standards shall only be allowed
if the following finding of fact is made: The variation will have no adverse effect on access along the
shoreline including physical, visual or psychological characteristics of access.”

The proposed project is within Subarea 2 of the City of Long Beach Ocean Boulevard Planned
Development District (PD-5: Exhibit #4). The Planned Development District (PD-5) is part of the
implementing ordinances portion of the City of Long Beach certified LCP.

The certified LCP sets forth the following building standards for the project site within PD-5:
[Note: See Exhibit #4 for the entire PD-5 Ordinance.]

General Development and Use Standards (For all of PD-5)

(@ Use. All uses in this plan area shall be multi-family residential. Existing motel sites
shall be retained in motel use.

(b) Access.
1. Vehicular access shall be limited to the north/south side street, the “Places™,
whenever a development site has access to the side streets.
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2. Pedestrian access from Ocean Boulevard to the beach shall be provided along the
“Places”. Each new development shall provide for improving such access at one place
through the provision of for such features as new stairways, lighting, landscaping and
street improvements according to an improvement plan consistent with an LCP access
plan map to be developed by the Tidelands Agency and the Bureau of Parks, and
approved by the Planning Commission. Such plan shall be developed and approved
prior to granting of any development approval. Development responsibility for such
provisions shall be at least one-half of one percent of the value of the development.

Building Design Standards

1. Design character. All buildings shall be designed as to provide an interesting
facade to all sides and to provide an open and inviting orientation to Ocean
Boulevard. The following additional features shall also be provided:

A. The exterior of building design, style and facade shall be appropriate for
the area and harmonious with surrounding buildings.

B. Any portion of any building south of the shoulder of the bluff shall be
terraced to reflect the sloping nature of the bluff.

2.  Yard Areas.

A. Setbacks.

(1) Ocean Boulevard frontage —twenty feet from property line.

(2) Side streets — eight feet from side street property line.

(3) Interior property lines — ten percent of the lot width.

(4) Beach property lines — no building shall extend toward the beach
further than the toe of the bluff, or where existing development
has removed the toe of the bluff, no building shall extend toward
the beach further than existing development on the site.

B. Projections into setbacks. Porte-cochere and balconies may project into

yard areas provided: 1) they do not project into interior yard areas. 2)

They do not project more than one-half of the required setback.

Parking. Number of spaces.

A. Two spaces for each dwelling unit. One-quarter space per dwelling unit shall be
required for guest use.

B. Hotel/Motel. One space per room (including banquet, meeting rooms, restaurants,
etc.), or 0.75 per room (including banquet, meeting rooms, restaurants, etc., counted
separately).

Specific Building Design Standards For Subarea 2 of PD-5]

a)

b)
c)

Uses. Residential; up to a density of fifty-four dwelling units per acre. Existing motel

use sites shall remain in motel use.

Access. Same as general development and use standards.

Building Design.

1. Floor Area Ratio. The gross floor area of the building shall not exceed 2.5 times the
area of the site. Parking area shall not be included as floor area.
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2. Height. The height of the building shall not exceed 45 feet or four stories above
Ocean Boulevard grade.

3. Lot Coverage. Lot coverage shall not exceed 65 percent from Ocean Boulevard
grade to the sky.

4. Usable Open Space. Each unit shall have a minimum of 64 square feet of usable
open space abutting the unit, accessible only from the dwelling unit.

The proposed project conforms to the LCP height limit of four stories and 45 feet above Ocean
Boulevard elevation. The 147 proposed on-site parking spaces meet the parking requirements of the
certified LCP. At the beach level, consistent with the certified LCP and the existing pattern of bluff face
development, the proposed structure will not extend beyond the current toe of the bluff (Exhibit #12).
The applicant has proposed to dedicate the 6,000 square foot (approx.) portion of the project site that
exists seaward of the toe of the bluff to the City [See Special Condition 44 (Exhibit #5, p.14)]. The
following sections of the staff report address the proposed project’s compliance with the land use (i.e.,
preservation of the motel use) and bluff face development restrictions set forth in the certified City of
Long Beach LCP.

C. Motel Use - Lower cost Overnight Accommodations

Section 30213 of the Coastal Act provides for the protection and provision of lower cost visitor and
recreational facilities.

Section 30213 of the Coastal Act states:

Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where
feasible, provided. Developments providing public recreational opportunities are preferred.
The commission shall not: (1) require that overnight room rentals be fixed at an amount
certain for any privately owned and operated hotel, motel, or other similar visitor-serving
facility located on either public or private lands; or (2) establish or approve any method for
the identification of low or moderate income persons for the purpose of determining eligibility
for overnight room rentals in any such facilities.

Visitor-serving commercial development is considered a priority use under the Coastal Act. The public
access policies of the Coastal Act require that lower cost overnight accommodations shall be protected,
encouraged, and, where feasible, provided. The applicant proposes to demolish a forty-room motel
(Beach Plaza Hotel, http://beachplazahotellongbeach.com) that currently occupies the project site. A
new 72-room hotel is included in the proposed project.

The appellant contends that the proposed project does not comply with Section 30213 of the Coastal Act
because it does not protect the lower-cost overnight accommodations ($64.99 and up) that are currently
provided by the motel that occupies the project site (Exhibits #14&15). The appeal asserts that the
proposed 72-room “boutique” hotel may deny accessibility to the coast because it will have higher room
rates than the existing motel. The appeal also asserts that the proposed demolition of the motel conflicts
with the certified LCP policy which states that, “Existing motel use sites shall remain in motel use”.

The proposed hotel, which would face the beach, is not being designed or planned to provide lower cost
accommodations. The applicant states that proposed hotel’s room rates will be similar to the rates
charged by other hotels in the Downtown Shoreline area of the City, and the proposed project will not
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provide any lower cost overnight accommodations as required by Section 30213 of the Coastal Act.
Therefore, as a result of the proposed demolition, the proposed project will result in the loss of existing
lower cost overnight accommodations.

In regards to the LCP policy which states that, “Existing motel use sites shall remain in motel use”, staff
has found the applicant’s assertions and the City’s determination convincing that it is not feasible to
maintain the motel use in the existing buildings in perpetuity. At some point, the existing motel
buildings must be substantially remodeled and/or replaced in order to continue to be usable as overnight
accommodations. The existing motel (actually four structures) is 66 years old (1947: L.A. County
Assessor’s Office). Therefore, the issue becomes one of preserving the “motel use” on the project site,
and whether the proposed new hotel is a land use equivalent to motel use.

Motels and hotels are defined differently, but both are commercial uses that provide the public with
overnight accommodations. Other than the architectural differences (interior doors versus exterior doors
and location of parking areas), the issue largely comes down to the room rates and the amenities
provided by a hotel versus a motel. Hotels (especially new hotels) generally cost more to stay in than
motels, but the typical hotel would also provide more amenities (e.g., dining room, lobby, bar, secure
parking, concierge, etc.) than would a typical motel. The City has found that the proposed project, with
the inclusion of a new hotel on the site, is consistent with the LCP requirement that the project site
remain in motel use because the proposed project would continue to provide the public with overnight
accommodations. While this is a somewhat broad interpretation of the LCP policy, staff agrees that it is
reasonable to find that a hotel use is equivalent to a motel use when analyzing a proposed development
in this context; the context being the proposed project is located in a residential area rather than a
commercial area and the broader LCP issue is one of residential land use versus commercial land use.
Whether the project site is required to provide lower cost accommodations is the real question.

The primary LCP and Coastal Act issue is the loss of lower cost overnight accommodation that would
result from the proposed demolition of the existing motel. The LCP states, “The existing visitor serving
facilities, especially the three motels, shall be preserved as they provide for coastal access and
enjoyment by persons of low and moderate income™. Approval of the application to demolish the motel
would not protect this lower cost facility. However, a new lower cost visitor and recreational facility
can be encouraged and provided if the applicant provides funding for such a project in lieu of actually
protecting the lower cost overnight accommodations that exist on the project site. In several cases the
Commission has found that the payment of in lieu fees is an acceptable way to mitigate and replace lost
lower cost overnight accommodations [Coastal Development Permit Nos. 5-04-291, 5-06-328, 5 A-253-
80, and A-69-76, A-6-IMB-07-131, 3-07-002, 3-07-003].

Therefore, staff is recommending that the applicant mitigate the loss of the lower cost overnight
accommodations that exist on the project site by paying an in lieu fee into a fund that will be used to
provide lower-cost overnight accommodations elsewhere in the state’s coastal area.

Lower Cost Facilities Shall Be Protected, Encouraged, and Provided

Historically, the Commission has approved new hotel developments along the coastline because they are
visitor-serving facilities. These hotels, however, are often exclusive because of their high room rates,
particularly in recent years. Typically, the Commission has secured public amenities when approving
these hotels (e.g., public accessways, public parking, and open space dedications) to address the Coastal
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Act priorities for public access and visitor support facilities.! The Commission has also required
mitigation for the use of land that would have been available for lower cost and visitor serving facilities
(e.g. NPB-MAJ-1-06A). The expectation of the Commission, based upon several recent decisions, is
that developers of sites suitable for overnight accommodations will provide facilities which serve the
public with a range of incomes [HNB-MAJ-2-06-(Huntington Beach-Timeshares); A-6-PSD-8-04/101
(San Diego-Lane Field); A-5-RPV-2-324 (Rancho Palos Verdes-Long Point); RDB-MAJ-2-08
(Redondo Beach); SBV-MAJ-2-08 (Ventura); 5-98-156-A17 (Long Beach-Pike Hotel); LOB-MAJ-1-10
(Long Beach-Golden Shore)]. If the development cannot provide for a range of affordability on-site, the
Commission has required off-site mitigation, such as payment of an in-lieu mitigation fee, to fund
construction of lower cost overnight accommodations such as youth hostels and campgrounds.

The loss of existing lower cost overnight accommodations within the coastal zone is an important issue
for the Commission. Generally, the few remaining low to moderately priced hotel and motel
accommodations in the coastal zone tend to be older structures that become less economically viable as
time passes. As more recycling occurs (as progress dictates), the stock of low cost overnight
accommodations tends to be reduced, since it is generally not economically feasible to replace these
structures with accommodations that will maintain the same low rates. As a result, the Commission sees
more proposals for higher-cost accommodations, including limited-use overnight accommodations. If
this development trend continues, the stock of lower cost overnight accommodations will eventually be
depleted.

In light of these trends in the market place and along the coast, the Commission is faced with the
responsibility to protect and to provide lower-cost overnight accommodations as required by
Section 30213 of the Coastal Act. Research conducted as part of the Commission’s 2006 workshop
on hotel-condominiums showed that only 7.9% of the overnight accommaodations in nine popular
coastal counties were considered lower-cost [Coastal Commission Hotel-Condominium Workshop,
August 9, 2006]. Although statewide demand for lower-cost accommodations in the coastal zone is
difficult to quantify, there is no question that camping and hostel opportunities are in high demand
in coastal areas, and that there is an on-going need to provide more lower-cost opportunities along
California’s coast. For example, the Santa Monica hostel occupancy rate was 96% in 2005, with the
hostel being full more than half of the year, and the California Department of State Parks estimates
that demand for camping increased 13% between 2000 and 2005 with nine of the ten most popular
State Park campgrounds being on the coast. In Long Beach, there is a particular need for a youth
hostel that would serve domestic and international travelers that arrive in Los Angeles and
commonly take advantage of the light rail public transportation system to get to the coast.

Lodging opportunities for more budget-conscious visitors to the coast are increasingly limited. As
the trend to demolish or convert low-cost hotels/motels continues, and only new first class luxury
hotels are being built, persons of low and moderate incomes will make up fewer of the guests
staying overnight in the coastal zone. Without low-cost lodging facilities, a large segment of the
population will be excluded from overnight stays at the coast. By forcing this economic group to
lodge elsewhere (or to stay at home), there will be an adverse impact on the public’s ability to
access the beach and coastal recreational areas. Therefore, by protecting and providing low-cost
lodging for the price-sensitive visitor, a larger segment of the population will have the opportunity
to visit the coast. Access to coastal recreational facilities, such as the beaches, harbor, piers, and

! In this case, the applicant has proposed to dedicate to the City of Long Beach a portion of the project site that is on the
sandy beach.
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other coastal points of interest, is enhanced when lower cost overnight lodging facilities exist to
serve a broad segment of the population.

In order to protect and provide for lower-cost visitor-serving facilities, the Commission has imposed
in-lieu mitigation fees on development projects that remove existing facilities and/or propose only
new high cost overnight accommodations, or change the land use to something other than overnight
accommodations. By requiring such mitigation a method is provided to assure that at least some
lower-cost overnight accommodations will be protected and/or provided.

Defining Lower Cost

In a constantly changing market, it sometimes can be difficult to define what price point constitutes low
cost and high cost accommodations for a given area. In its previous actions, the Commission has
addressed what are appropriate terms for defining low cost and high cost hotels [Coastal Development
Permit Nos. 5-04-291, 5-88-062, 5-84-866, 5-81-554, 5-94-172, 5-06-328, 5 A-253-80, and A-69-76, A-
6-IMB-07-131, 3-07-002, 3-07-003]. More recent Commission actions have utilized a formula that can
be used to determine low and high cost overnight accommodations for a specific part of the coast [SBV-
MAJ-2-08]. The formula is based on California hotel and motel accommodations (single room, up to
double occupancy), and does not incorporate hostels, RV parks, campgrounds or other alternative
accommodations into the equation, as these facilities do not provide the same level of accommodation as
hotels and motels. Hostels, RV parks and campgrounds are inherently lower cost, and are the type of
facilities that a mitigation fee for the loss of lower cost over-night accommodations would support.

The formula compares the average daily rate of lower cost hotels in a specific coastal zone area (e.qg.,
city or bay) with the average daily rates of hotels and motels across the entire State of California. Under
this formula, low-cost is defined as the average room rate for all hotels within a specific area that have a
room rate less than the statewide average room rate.

To determine the statewide average daily room rate, Commission staff surveyed average daily room
rates for all hotels in California. Statewide average daily room rates are collected monthly by Smith
Travel Research., and are available on the California Travel and Tourism Commission’s website:
http://www.visitcalifornia.com, under the heading “California Lodging Reports.” Smith Travel
Research data is widely used by public and private organizations. To be most meaningful, peak season
(summer) rates were utilized for the formula. To ensure that the lower cost hotels and motels surveyed
meet an acceptable level of quality, including safety and cleanliness, only AAA rated properties were
included in the survey. According to the AAA website, “to apply for (AAA) evaluation, properties must
first meet 27 essential requirements based on member expectations — cleanliness, comfort, security and
safety.” AAA assigns hotels ratings of one through five diamonds.

The statewide average daily room rate in California in 2008 for the months of July and August was
$133.00. [Note: The most recent data available was for last winter (February 2014), when the statewide
average daily room rate was $131.85. For the Los Angeles and Long Beach area, the average daily
room rate was $139.24 for February 2014.] The data shows that the annual average room rate in
California peaked in 2008 at $123, and then declined in 2009 and 2010 during the economic downturn.
In 2012, the statewide annual average room rate rebounded to the same annual average as 2008 ($123).
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In 2013, the annual average room rate in California was higher than ever at $130 as occupancy rates
after four consecutive years of average rate increases.’

Using the formula, a 2008 study for the City of Ventura defined low cost accommodations as those
charging less than $104.50 per night, or approximately 25% below the statewide 2008 average daily
room rate of $133.00 [SBV-MAJ-2-08]. In Ventura, high cost accommodations are defined as those
hotels with daily room rates 25% higher than the statewide average which equates to $166.00. Rates
then between $104.50 and $166.00 would be considered moderately priced for the City of Ventura. A
similar study for Long Beach has not been conducted.

The Proposed Hotel

In this case, the project site is unique for a hotel in the Long Beach area in that it faces a sandy public
beach. According to the applicant, the 2013 motel rates ranged between $64.99 and $149.99 per night,
depending on the room and season. The proposed project does not provide any lower-cost overnight
accommodations. The applicant states that the proposed hotel’s room rates would be about the same as
the nightly rates of other higher-cost hotels in the Downtown Shoreline area, which generally range
between $179 (standard off-peak) and $259 (suite peak rate), significantly higher than the 2013 state
average of $130. Comparable higher-cost hotels in the Downtown Shoreline area are: Hyatt The Pike
($249), Hilton ($159), Hyatt Regency ($249), Maya ($233), Holiday Inn ($169), Queen May ($179), and
Residence Inn ($189).°

Although Long Beach (downtown and inland) has a substantial supply of lower-cost motels, there are no
overnight accommodations in the Downtown Shoreline area that would be considered affordable or
lower-cost. In addition, these lower cost motels are located outside of the coastal zone and could be
replaced by higher cost hotels or motels or other uses in the future. The proposed project is on a
beachfront site that might otherwise be used to provide lower cost accommodations available to a wider
range of the public. Therefore, staff is recommending that the applicant mitigate the loss of the lower-
cost overnight accommaodations on the site by paying an in lieu fee to provide for lower-cost overnight
accommodations elsewhere.

Mitigation Requirement

The Commission has found in past actions that the loss of existing, low cost hotel units should, under
most circumstances, be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio lost to new units provided. Commission staff has met
with the applicant and advised them that the Commission has given the direction that mitigation fees or
other mitigation options are necessary to protect and provide low cost visitor serving overnight
accommodations. The mitigation fee issue was also a subject of the November 15, 2013 Commission
appeal hearing when the Commission found that a substantial issue exists with the City’s approval of the
proposed project. The applicant has indicated a willingness to pay an in lieu fee as a condition of the
permit.

Although the actual provision of lower-cost accommodations in conjunction with a specific project is
preferable, in past action, the Commission has also found that when this approach is not feasible, then
the requirement of in-lieu fees to provide new lower-cost opportunities constitutes adequate mitigation

% Source: 2014 Smith Travel Research, Inc.
® Source: Booking.com: Search for reservations on Saturday, August 2, 2014 (2 adults).
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for the loss or reduction of lower cost overnight accommodations. Recent Commission decisions for
individual development projects (6-92-203-A4/KSL, A-6-ENC-07-51, Oceanside LCPA 1-07, and
Redondo Beach LCPA 2-08) have required the payment of an in-lieu fee of $30,000 paid for each
required replacement room as a part of the mitigation package. For high cost overnight visitor
accommodations where low cost alternatives are not included onsite, a mitigation fee of $30,000 per
room is being required for 25% of the high cost rooms constructed.

The $30,000 per room in-lieu fee amount was established based on figures provided by Hostelling
International in a letter dated October 26, 2007. The figures provided are based on two models for a
100-bed, 15,000 square foot hostel facility in the coastal zone, and utilize experience from the existing
153-bed Hostel International San Diego Downtown Hostel. Both models include construction costs for
the rehabilitation of an existing structure and factor in both “hard” and *“soft” construction and start-up
costs, but do not include costs associated with ongoing operations. “Hard” costs include, among other
things, the costs of purchasing the building and land and construction costs. “Soft” costs include closing
costs, architectural and engineering contracts, construction management, permitting fees, legal fees,
furniture and other equipment costs.

Based on these figures, the total cost per bed ranged from $18,300 for a leased facility to $44,989 for a
facility on purchased land. This model is not based on an actual project, and therefore the actual cost of
the land/building could vary significantly, and therefore the higher cost scenario could represent an
inflated estimate. In order to take this into account, the Commission finds that a cost per bed located
between the two model results is most supportable and conservative. More recent conversations with
representatives from the Hostelling International USA have also supported the idea that the 2007
estimated cost per room would be applicable to the Los Angeles region as well, with inflation taken into
account.

Therefore, consistent with recent past commission actions, an in-lieu fee requirement of $30,000 per
room shall apply to all the rooms (40) in the motel that will be demolished, plus an added amount to
compensate for inflation since 2007 (Consumer Price Index). Staff calculated the added rate of inflation
to $30,000 since October 26, 2007, when the Hostelling International study was done. According to the
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics CPI Inflation Calculator, $30,000 in 2007 has the buying power of
$33,970.11 in 2014. Therefore, in today’s dollars the total in-lieu fee for the removal of forty lower cost
overnight accommodations is $1,358,800 ($33,970 x 40 = 1,358,800).

Special Condition Two requires the applicant to deposit the in lieu mitigation fee into an interest-bearing
account prior to the issuance of the permit. The in-lieu fee shall be used to provide funding grants to
public agencies or non-profit organizations for the provision of lower cost overnight visitor
accommodations within or in close proximity to the coastal zone, including but not limited to hostel
accommodations, campground accommodations, cabins, or low cost hotel or motel accommodations.
Preferably, the funds would be used to support the establishment of lower cost overnight visitor
accommodations like a hostel in the coastal area of Long Beach, or elsewhere in the Los Angeles
County coastal zone. The in lieu fee is necessary to mitigate adverse impacts to public recreation caused
by the loss of opportunities to provide for lower-cost overnight accommodations in the Long Beach
shoreline area. Only as conditioned can the proposed development be found to be consistent with
Section 30213 of the Coastal Act.
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D. Public Views — Visual Impacts

One important aspect of the proposed project is its mass and design, and the effect it would have on the
public view from Bixby Park (Bixby Park Annex). Bixby Park is the City park that abuts the eastern
side of the project site (Exhibit #3). Like the project site, Bixby Park sits atop the coastal bluff and
extends down the face of the bluff to the public beach below. The park provides the public with
sweeping shoreline views and vistas that extend from the Queen Mary and Port of Long Beach on the
west, to Belmont Pier on the east (Exhibit #7). The shoreline runs east-west in Long Beach (Exhibit #2).

Bixby Park: Southwest view towards project site and existing motel and 1900 Ocean Tower (Jan. 2014).

Since the existing motel structures on the project site are set back from the edge of the top of the bluff,
there exists a significant public view across the southern portion of the project site (the bluff face),
where no buildings currently exist. The tops of a few trees at the toe of the bluff (on the project site)
partially obstruct the view of the beach below the bluff.

The design of the proposed project would block significant views of the shoreline from Bixby Park. The
proposed development would extend the building footprint 264 feet (including beach-level patios within
a thirteen-foot deep building setback area) south of the inland property line that abuts Ocean Boulevard.
The proposed development would be built down into the face of the coastal bluff and would project
approximately sixty feet further towards the beach (and into the public view) than the existing motel
structures on the site, which are set back a few feet from the top edge of the coastal bluff.
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lE’roposed Project — Eastern elevation facing Bixby Park.

The eastern side of the proposed 45-foot high hotel faces Bixby Park. The proposed building design is
essentially a four-story, 250-foot long wall along the western edge of the park. The proposed building
would rise vertically seven levels above the public beach, with very little articulation or step-backs
except for the stepped-back upper-most level (Exhibit #12).

The Commission has found in prior cases that the LCP’s 45-foot height limit for the project site is the
absolute maximum, but it is not the only building standard that can limit the height of buildings in PD-5.
Special and more restrictive design standards apply to any property, or portion of property, situated
south (seaward) of the top edge of the bluff (See Appeal No. A-5-LOB-04-226). These LCP standards
include building setback requirements, lot coverage and floor area ratio limits, open space requirements,
and terracing requirements.

The certified LCP’s building standards for PD-5 require that, “Any portion of any building south of the
shoulder of the bluff shall be terraced to reflect the sloping nature of the bluff.” In this case, about one-
quarter of the proposed structure is located south (seaward) of the shoulder (i.e., top) of the bluff. If the
building height were permitted to exceed the height of the bluff top it would not be able to reflect the
sloping nature of the bluff as it would extend up and beyond the elevation of the top of the bluff and into
the public’s shoreline view from Bixby Park, significantly affecting one of the best amenities provided
by this portion of the park.

The City, in its approval of the local coastal development permit, found that the proposed design of the
structure was not consistent with the LCP requirement that “any portion of any building south of the
shoulder of the bluff shall be terraced to reflect the sloping nature of the bluff”. Therefore, the City
imposed a condition (Special Condition No. 40) to require design modification to the south (beach-
facing) elevation to better reflect the sloping nature of the bluff (Exhibit #5, p.14). The City’s condition
states, “The applicant shall make design modifications tot eh south elevation to better reflect the sloping
nature of the bluff...”. Lowering and/or setting part of the development further back towards the top
edge of the bluff is necessary to preserve the public views (toward the southwest) from Bixby Park.

The Commission, on an appeal action in 2004, required a similar revision to a project in PD-5 in order to
preserve a public view from the 12" Place Street end, three blocks west of the currently proposed project
[Coastal Development Permit/Appeal No. A-5-LOB-LOB-04-226 (1720 Bluff Place)]. In that case, the
Commission required that the top level of the proposed residential building to be deleted from the plans
and limited the top of structure approved pursuant to Coastal Development Permit A-5-LOB-LOB-04-
226 to an elevation of 46.9 feet in order to protect the public’s shoreline view from the street end.
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Building Footprints: Existing Motel (top) and Proposed Hotel (Studioneleven).
(Bixby Park is on the right (east) side of the photos, the 1900 Ocean Tower is on the left side.)
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In this case, a similar condition is required in order to protect the public’s significant shoreline
views from the western side of Bixby Park. Therefore, as a condition of the permit, the applicant is
required to provide revised plans that would preserve the public views (toward the southwest) from
Bixby Park. The required revisions to the project plans would affect only the portion of the
proposed project that extends seaward of the top edge of the coastal bluff, and would carry-out the
LCP requirement that “any portion of any building south of the shoulder of the bluff shall be
terraced to reflect the sloping nature of the bluff’. The LCP term, “shoulder of the bluff”, is
interpreted to mean the top edge of the bluff where the grade changes from a steep slope to
relatively flat area of the project site. Although the location of “Top Edge of Bluff” is actually
identified on the County of Los Angeles Assessor’s Map attached to this staff report as Exhibit #3,
an actual topographic survey would be needed to identify the exact location of the top edge of the
bluff on the project site.

The significant public view that shall be protected is the view looking southwest from the top of the
bluff on the western side of Bixby Park. The view directly west (parallel to the bluff and shoreline) is
partially obstructed by a pre-coastal high-rise condominium building (approximately 200 feet high —
1900 Ocean Tower) that extends seaward onto the beach beyond the coastal bluff. The 1900 Ocean
Tower obstructs about twenty degrees of the view west down the bluff. Beyond the twenty degrees of
obstructed view, the vista encompasses the beach in the foreground, the shoreline, and the Downtown
Marina and Queen Mary in the background. The tops of a few trees at the toe of the bluff (on the project
site) partially obstruct the view of the beach below the bluff, but the beach and ocean are clearly visible.

The proposed project, if modified to not extend above the elevation of the top of the bluff in Bixby Park
(52.0 feet), would not significantly obstruct the public view from the park. Special Condition Four
requires the applicant to submit revised plans for the modified project. For the portion of the proposed
project that extends seaward of the top of the bluff edge, and within the view corridor depicted in
Exhibit #7, the following provisions would apply: 1) no portion of the structure, including roof deck
railings and rooftop equipment, shall exceed the elevation of the top of the edge of the coastal bluff at
the west end of Bixby Park (52.0 feet relative to the datum as indicated on the project plans entitled
“Silversands Site Plan Review Submittal’” dated Decemberl14, 2012); and 2) appurtenances such as
furniture, landscaping, cabanas, tents, trellises, umbrellas, visual screens, and the like, shall not exceed
the elevation of the top of the edge of the coastal bluff at the west end of Bixby Park. Therefore, any
decks or patios located seaward of the top of the edge of the coastal bluff shall be designed at an
elevation which ensures that any such appurtenances do not extend above the elevation of the top of the
edge of the coastal bluff at the west end of Bixby Park. The view corridor depicted in Exhibit #7 is the
public view toward the southwest from the top of the bluff on the western side of Bixby Park. It
includes the area within a ninety-degree angle formed by the top edge of the coastal bluff and the
extension of the applicant’s eastern property line, except for the westerly twenty-degree portion of the
view where the pre-coastal 1900 Ocean Tower obstructs the westerly view. As conditioned, the
proposed project is consistent with the certified Long Beach LCP which protects public vistas from the
park and street ends in the project area.
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E. Public Access and Recreation

The proposed project, which is located between the first public road and the sea, must also conform with
the following public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states:

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution,
maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities shall
be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect
public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse.

Section 30211 of the Coastal Act states:

Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea where acquired
through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the use of dry sand
and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation.

Section 30220 of the Coastal Act states:

Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that cannot readily be
provided at inland water areas shall be protected for such uses.

Section 30221 of the Coastal Act states:

Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for recreational use and
development unless present and foreseeable future demand for public or commercial
recreational activities that could be accommodated on the property is already adequately
provided for in the area.

Public Recreation

Section 30221 of the Coastal Act requires that oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be
protected for recreational use. The proposed development, as conditioned, will provide significantly
more guest rooms than the current motel and the project approved by the City in 2007: 72 hotel rooms
instead of 40 rooms. The currently proposed project would also provide additional public amenities that
are not currently provided at the site or proposed as part of the 2007 project: a beach-level café and bike
rental facility, and a restaurant/bar with outdoor seating and coastal views. The proposed beach-level
café will be directly accessible to the existing beach bike path and the proposed beach pedestrian path
approved by Coastal Development Permit 5-12-320 (Exhibit #7). The applicant has also proposed to
dedicate to the City of Long Beach a fee interest for public access the portion of the property that is on
the beach seaward of the toe of the coastal bluff (Exhibit #3). In addition, as part of the currently
proposed project the applicant has agreed to provide mitigation (in the form of an in lieu fee) for the loss
of the lower cost overnight accommodations that currently exist on the project site.

Shoreline Access

The nearest public access stairways down the bluff face are located one block west of the project site at
the 14™ Place street-end, and one block east at Bixby Park. The City has not proposed to construct a
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public access stairway at the 15th Place street-end, a City right-of-way. However, as a condition of
approval the City has required the applicant to re-grade and re-vegetate the bluff face at the 15™ Place
street-end right-of-way consistent with the City’s “Plan for Development - Bluff Erosion and
Enhancement Project” of November 2000 (Exhibit #5, p.7: Condition 19). The provision of a public
stairway at the terminus of 15" Place, however, remains as a potential future improvement as the City
has required the applicant to contribute one-half of one percent of the project’s construction costs to be
used for off-site beach access improvements (Exhibit #5, p.7: Condition 20).

Encroachments - Staging Plan

Any private encroachment onto the public beach or into a public accessway would conflict with the
requirement of Section 30211 of the Coastal Act, which states: “Development shall not interfere with the
public's right of access to the sea...” Therefore, Special Condition Seven prohibits any such
encroachments. In addition, the applicant is required to provide a construction staging plan (Special
Condition Eight) that limits encroachments onto the public beach. Only as conditioned does the
proposed development conform certified LCP and the public access and recreation policies of the
Coastal Act.

On-site Parking

The proposed project must provide adequate on-site parking in order to protect the public on-street
parking that supports public access to the beach. The certified LCP requires the provision of two on-site
parking spaces for each residential unit and one space for each hotel room.

The proposed project includes 33 residential units, 72 hotel rooms, a beach-level café, and a street-level
restaurant (See Exhibits). On-site parking would be provided by an underground parking garage (two
levels) with 147 parking spaces (1 space per hotel room, 2 spaces per condominium unit, plus nine guest
spaces). Vehicular access to the parking garage is from 15" Place only. The existing motel’s driveway
entrance off Ocean Boulevard will be removed, and the City intends to modify the Ocean
Boulevard/Cherry Avenue intersection in order to improve safety and circulation.

The applicant has also proposed to implement specific mitigation measures in order to reduce adverse
impacts to the surrounding public parking supply. Special Condition Six states:

On-site Parking and Transportation Demand Management. At least two on-site parking
spaces for each residential unit, and one space for each hotel room, shall be provided and
maintained in the garage of the approved structure. At least nine (9) additional parking
spaces shall be provided for guests of residents. Facilities (e.g., bike racks) for parking at
least forty (40) bicycles shall also be provided on the property (this forty-space requirement
is in addition to the storage space for bicycles that will be available for rent in the approved
bicycle rental facility). Vehicular access to the on-site parking shall be taken only from 15"
Place. The permittee shall also provide an airport shuttle service for hotel guests, a valet
parking attendant at all times when hotel-room occupancy capacity exceeds fifty-percent
(50%), and free transit passes for all employees. Valets shall store vehicles only in the
project’s parking garage. The public streets shall not be used by valets to store vehicles.

Only as conditioned does the proposed development conform certified LCP and the public access and
recreation policies of the Coastal Act.
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Building Footprint - Setbacks
In regards to the setback from the public beach, the certified LCP states:

Beach property lines — no building shall extend toward the beach further than the toe of the
bluff, or where existing development has removed the toe of the bluff, no building shall
extend toward the beach further than existing development on the site.

The applicant has not yet provided a survey of the site. Special Condition Four requires the applicant to
provide a survey (prepared by a licensed surveyor) to the Executive Director in order to identify the
location of the top edge of the coastal bluff, the toe of the bluff, and the elevation of the top of the edge
of the coastal bluff at the west end of Bixby Park. No building or development is permitted to extend
toward the beach further than the toe of the bluff (Special Condition Four). Development above the
elevation of the top edge of the bluff is prohibited within the view corridor depicted on Exhibit #7.

The proposed structure is set back at least fifteen feet (ten present of the lot width) from Bixby Park;
however, low walls and patios are proposed within this side setback. The proposed structure is set back
at least twenty feet from the Ocean Boulevard property line, as required by the LCP. As conditioned,
the Commission finds that the proposed development conforms certified LCP and the public access and
recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

F.  Water Quality and Marine Resources

The proposed development has a potential for a discharge of polluted runoff from the project site into
coastal waters. To address these concerns, Special Condition Nine requires the applicant to provide a
Construction Best Management Plan for the review and approval of the Executive Director. These BMP
measures shall include details for the appropriate management of equipment and construction materials
and equipment to minimize the project’s adverse impact on coastal waters. As conditioned, the
proposed development will protect water quality as required by the certified LCP.

G. Future Improvements

The development is located within an existing developed area and, as conditioned, would be compatible
with the character and scale of the surrounding area. However, the proposed project raises concerns that
future development of the project site potentially may result in a development which could adversely
affect public views, and public access and recreation. To assure that future development is consistent
with the certified LCP and the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act, the Commission
finds that a future improvements special condition must be imposed (Special Condition Ten). As
conditioned the development conforms with the certified LCP and the public access and recreation
policies of the Coastal Act.

H. Geologic Safety, Future Shoreline/Bluff Protection and Assumption of Risk

The certified LCP (Page I11-A-12) states: “Construction of units on the face of the bluff will require that
studies be made by each developer of soil stability conditions.” Also, Page I11-A-6 of the certified LCP
identifies the bluffs in LCP Area A, where the project site is located, as a hazard area because “the area
is subject to tsunamis” and “there exists a very great potential for liquefaction.”
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Therefore, Special Condition Five requires that the applicant, prior to issuance of the coastal
development permit, shall submit for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a geotechnical
report for the approved development which addresses the construction of the proposed project. The
report shall be prepared and certified by an appropriate licensed professional (i.e., civil or other
appropriate engineer). The proposed development must meet a 1.5 Factor of Safety (FOS). Any
substantial change in the proposed development approved by the Commission that may be required by
the consultants shall require an amendment to the permit or new coastal development permit. All final
design and construction plans, including foundations, grading and drainage plans, shall be consistent
with all recommendations contained in the geotechnical report. Only as conditioned does the
development conform with the provisions of the certified LCP.

As the certified LCP makes clear, development adjacent to the ocean and the edges of coastal bluffs and
hillsides is inherently hazardous. Development which may require a bluff, hillside, or shoreline
protective device in the future cannot be allowed due to the adverse impacts such devices have upon
public access, visual resources, and shoreline processes. To minimize risks to life and property and to
minimize the adverse effects of development on coastal bluffs, hillsides, and shoreline processes the
development has been conditioned to require adherence to the geotechnical recommendations, to
prohibit the construction of protective devices (such as a retaining wall or shoreline protective device) in
the future, for a drainage and runoff plan to minimize the percolation of water into the hillside or bluff,
and to require that the landowner or any successor-in-interest assume the risk of undertaking the
development. Special Condition Twelve acknowledge the applicant’s agreement to assume the risks of
the development and waive any claims of liability against the Commission, its officers, agents, and
employees.

Special Condition Eleven prohibits the construction of future shoreline protective devices to protect the
proposed development in the event that the development is threatened with damage or destruction from
waves, erosion, storm conditions, bluff retreat, landslides, or other natural hazards in the future. By
acceptance of this coastal development permit, the applicant hereby waives, on behalf of itself (or
himself or herself, as applicable) and all successors and assigns, any rights to construct such devices that
may exist under Public Resources Code Section 30235. The landowner shall remove the development if
any government agency has ordered that the structure is not to be occupied due to any of the hazards
identified above. In the event that portions of the development fall to the beach before they are
removed, the landowner shall remove all recoverable debris associated with the development from the
beach and ocean and lawfully dispose of the material in an approved disposal site. Such removal shall
require a coastal development permit.

In order to ensure that any prospective future owners of the property are made aware of the applicability
of the conditions of this permit, the Commission imposes Special Condition Fifteen requiring that the
property owner record a deed restriction against the property, referencing all of the special conditions of
this permit and imposing them as covenants, conditions and restrictions on the use and enjoyment of the
Property. Thus, as conditioned, this permit ensures that any prospective future owner will receive actual
notice of the restrictions and/or obligations imposed on the use and enjoyment of the land in connection
with the authorized development, including the risks of the development and/or hazards to which the site
IS subject, and the Commission’s immunity from liability.
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I.  California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

Section 13096 Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations requires Commission approval of a coastal
development permit application to be supported by a finding showing the application, 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.

In this case, the City of Long Beach is the lead agency for purposes of CEQA review of this project. In
2007 the City issued a CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration (ND24-07) for the development that was
previously proposed and approved on the project site pursuant to Local Coastal Development Permit No.
0604-08. In 2013, the City found that the currently proposed modified project does not result in any
additional impacts that were identified in 2007.

Specific mitigation measures are imposed in the form of special conditions of the coastal development
permit. Mitigation measures, in the form of special conditions, require the applicant to: a) mitigate for
the loss of lower cost overnight accommodations, b) revise the project design in order to preserve public
views of the shoreline from Bixby Park, c) implement best management practices to minimize adverse
impacts to water quality during construction, and d) assume the risks of the development.

The proposed project, as conditioned, has been found consistent with the City of Long Beach certified
LCP and the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. All adverse impacts have been
minimized by the recommended conditions of approval and there are no feasible alternatives or
additional feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant
adverse impact which the activity may have on the environment. Therefore, the Commission finds that
the proposed project, as conditioned to mitigate the identified impacts, is the least environmentally
damaging feasible alternative and complies with the applicable requirements of the Coastal Act to
conform to CEQA.
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Appendix A - Substantive File Documents

. City of Long Beach certified Local Coastal Program (LCP), 7/22/1980.

. City of Long Beach Ocean Boulevard Planned Development District (PD-5).

. Coastal Development Permit No. A-5-LOB-04-226 (1720 Bluff Place, Long Beach).

Local Coastal Development Permit No. 1203-14 (Bixby Park Bluff Imp. Project, Long Beach).
Local Coastal Development Permit No. 0604-08 (2010 E. Ocean Blvd., Long Beach).

. Local Coastal Development Permit No. 1302-16 (2010 E. Ocean Blvd., Long Beach).

. City of Long Beach Tentative Tract Map No. 068942.

Negative Declaration ND24-07 (2010 E. Ocean Blvd., City of Long Beach).
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$2.00

OCEAN BOULEVARD
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT (PD-5)

The intent of this Planned Development Plan is to provide a framework to guide new
development in a way that is sensitive to the high level of public interest in the plan area. The plan
area is land between the public beach and the first parallel public roadway, Ocean Boulevard, from
Alamitos Boulevard, to Bixby Park which is designated a scenic route. The land is in private
ownership and is primarily used as multi-family residences at a high density. Many of these uses
are likely to be replaced by new uses. This plan is intended to cause new development to be of
a similar nature, designed with sensitivity to the policies of the California Coastal Act of 1976 and
the Long Beach Locai Coastal Plan, and incorporating a maximum of public involvement and -
review of the individual projects.

A special incentive provision is provided in this Planned Development Plan to encourage
lot assembly for the construction of high rise development. In this incentive higher density and
greater height are provided in exchange for greater visibility of the ocean, greater on-site open
space and greater contributions to access to the beach by improvements in public right-of-way.

In reviewing and approving site plans and tract maps for the development- of the area, the
City Planning Commission shall be guided by the goals and policies of the General Plan and the
General Develocpment and Use Standards specified herein. The Commission shall not permit
variance from those standards uniess it finds that such variance meets the intent of the original
standards and is consistent with the overall goals and objectives of the adopted Specific Plan.

Any variance from those standards shall only be allowed if the following finding of fact is

made: The variation will have no adverse effect on access along the shoreline including physical,
visual or psychological characteristics of access.

GENERAL DEVELOPEMENT AND USE STANDARDS

(a) Use. All uses in this plan area shall be multi-family residential.

Existing motel sites shall be retained in motel use. The Pacific Coast Club site, if the
designated cultural flandmark building is maintained, may be used for hotel, retail, office or private
club uses. :
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(b) Access.

1. Vehicular. Vehicular access shall be limited to the north/south side streets,
the “Places”, whenever a development site has access to the side streets. When such
access is not available, access shall be from Ocean Boulevard.

2. Pedestrian. Pedestrian access from Ocean Bouievard to the beach shall be
provided along the “Places”. Each new development shall provide for improving such
access at one place through the provision for such features as new strairways, lighting,
landscaping and street improvements, according to an improvement plan consistent with
LCP access plan map to be developed by the Tidelands Agency and the Bureau of Parks,
and approved by the Planning Commission. Such plan shall be developed and approved
prior to the granting of any development approval. Development responsibility for such
provisions shall be at least one-half of one percent of the value of the deveiopment.

(c) Building Design Standards.
1. Design character. All buildings shall be designed so as to provide an
interesting facade to all sides and to provide an open and inviting orientation

to Ocean Boulevard. The following additional features shall aiso be provided:

A. The exterior building design style and facade shall be appropriate for
the area and harmonious with surrounding buildings.

B. Any portion of any building south of the shoulder of the bluff shall be
terraced to reflect the sloping nature of the bluff. ‘

2. Yard areas.
A Setbacks.

(1) Ocean Boulevard frontage - twenty feet from property line.

(2) Side streets - eight feet from side street property line.

(3) Interior property lines - ten percent of the lot width.

(4) Beach property lines - no building shall extend toward the
beach further than the toe of the biuff or where existing
development has removed the tow of the bluff, no building shall

extend toward the beach further that existing development on
the site.
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(d)

(e)

B. Projections into setbacks. Porte-cochere and balconies may project
into yard areas provided:

(1)  They do not project into interior yard areas.

(2)  They do not project more than one-half of the required setback.

Parking.

1. Number of spaces.

A. Residential. 2.00 spaces shall be required for each dwelling unit for
resident use, except elderly housing provided as affordable housing
(so stipulated by Deed restriction) which shall require not less than
1.25 spaces per unit. One-quarter space per dwelling unit shall be
required for guest use. '

B. Hotel/Motel. One space per rcom (inciuding banquet, meeting rooms,
restaurants, etc.) Or 0.75 per room (including banquet, meeting
rooms, restaurants, etc., counted separately).

C. Other uses. As per Zonihg Regulations outside of planned
development areas.

2. Size of spaces. Parking space sizes shall be as required for the applicable
use under Table 41-2 of Chapter 21.41 of the Long Beach Zoning
Regulations.

3. Tandem spaces.  Tandem spaces may be used in hotel/motel use with

valet parking arrangements and in residential use when both spaces are
assigned or soid to the same dwelling unit. Guest parking may be provided
in tandem with valet parking arrangements. -

4. All parking shall be in garages closed to public view of vehicles inside.
No parking garage other than grade access facilities shall be permitted at
grade on the Ocean Boulevard frontage.

Landscaping.
One palm tree not less than fifteen foot high as street tree for each twenty feet of

street frontage; one twenty-four inch box and one fifteen gallon tree for each twenty
feet of street frontage. Five five-gallon shrubs per tree. One cluster of three palm

‘trees for each twenty feet of beach frontage. Any exposed biuff area shall be
‘landscaped to the satisfaction of the Park Bureau of the-Degartment of Public

OASTAL COMMISSION
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Works, including bluff areas on public property and adjacent public street rights-of-

way.
) Off-site improvements required of developer.
1. Public access. Public access shall be provided for as described under
pedestrian access.
2. Landscaping. Each new building constructed shall provsde street trees, biuff

and beach landscaping.

SPECIFIC DEVELOPMENT AND USE STANDARDS

Subarea 1. This subarea is the area closest to downtown. lt is distinguished by three
existing high rise buildings, The Villa Riviera, The Pacific Coast Club, and the St. Regis (the
former two being designated as cultural landmarks) and a single-family home designed by
the prominent archltectural team of Charles and Henry Greene.

(8) Uses. Resndentxa(. ‘Standard site development - up to fifty-four dwelling units per
net acre; incentive development - up to one hundred twenty dwelling units per net
acre.

(b)  Access. As noted in general standards

(c) Building Design.

1. Floor area ratio.

A Standard site development. No building shall exceed in gross floor
area more than two and one halif times the area of its site.

B. incentive development. No building shall exceed in gross floor area
more than six times the area of its site.

Parking area shall not be included as floor area.
2. Height.

A. Standard site development. Forty-five feet or four stories above
Ocean Boulevard elevation.

B. incentive development. No building shall exceed the height of the

COASTAL COMMISSION
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bottom of the roof of the Villa Riviera, or sixteen stories, whichever is
more restrictive.

3. Lot coverage.

| A Standard site development. From Ocean Boulevard grade to the sky,
lot coverage shall not exceed sixty-five percent of the iot area.

B. Incentive development. From Ocean Boulevard grade to the sky, iot
i coverage shall not exceed thirty percent of the lot area. Planters, not
more than three feet above Ocean Boulevard grade shall not be
considered as iot coverage.

4. Special design features for incentive development.

A. The development site must be not less than forty thousand square
feet in net site area.

B Provisions shall be incorporated into the proposal for public views
through the site to the ocean to the maximum extent practical by such
means as, but not limited to: '

(1)  Open Ocean Boulevard story for view under the development;
or

(2)  Wide, unfenced side yards; or

(3)  Unfenced diagonal setbacks at comer with side street (Places);
or

(4)  In addition to item (1), (2), and (3), gach incentive development
shall provide view corridors through the development as
additional side yard width so that the total area provided in both
side yards shall not be less than thirty percent of the width of
the site. Instead of a typical side yard, this view corridor may
be provided through a triangular area of not less than fifteen
percent of the lot area, provided the base of the triangie is at
the front setback line, the point of the triangle is at the rear
setback line and one side of the triangle is contiguous to a side
yard setback line. The view corridor and side yard setback
areas shall contain no structure or plant material which blocks

1 \ public views to the sea from Ocean Boulevard. However, upon
| a demonstration that maximum public ocean views for auto and
pedestrian traffic are protected, the following uses may be

COASTAL COMMISSION
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permitted: raised planters, elevated not more than three feet
above Ocean Boulevard; landscaping consisting of low-growing
plants and shrubs, and high-branching trees; and security
fencing along the bluff top where visually open materials are
used, e.g., wrought iron or chain link. :

C. The building shall be designed to minimize shadows being cast north
of Ocean Boulevard. Shadows shall not be cast north of Ocean
Boulevard between the hours of 11:30 A.M. to 1:30 P.M. except
during three months of the year.

D. Development on a single site shall contain no more than one high rise
structure.

Subarea 2. This area is a transition area between the large scale high intensity

development of the downtown and smaller, less intense development of the eastern portion
of the coastal zone.

(a) Uses. Residential; up to a density of fifty-four dwelling units per acre.
Existing motel use sites shall remain in motel use.

(b)  Access. Same as general development and use standards.

(c)  Building design.

1. Floor area ratio. The gross floor area of the building shall not exceed two
and one-half times the area of the site. Parking area shall not be included as

floor area.

2. Height. The height of the building shall not exceed forty-five feet or four
stories above Ocean Boulevard grade.

3. Lot coverage. Lot coverage shall not exceed sixty-five percent from Ocean
Boulevard grade to the sky.

4. Usable open space. Each unit shall have a minimum of sixty-four square feet
of usable open space abutting the unit, only accessible from the dwelling unit.
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CITY OF LONG BEACH RECEIVED
DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

333 WEST OCEANBOULEVARD « LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90802 « FAX(562)570-6068

arT M 20149
v T CUTd

- REVISED COAL . COMMISION
NOTICE OF FINAL LOCAL ACTION
Application No.: | 130216 |
Project Location: 2010 E. Ocean Boulevard
Applicant: ~ Studio One Eleven

Attn: Michael Bohn . ‘
111 W. Ocean Boulevard, 20th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802 .

Permit(s) Requested: . Local Coastal Development Permit .
S L . Modification.to.an approved Site Plan-Review.

" Project Description: A Local Coastal Development Permit and.a:Modification to an
approved Site Plan Review to revise the project from a four-story,

~ 56-unit residential complex with 40.hotel rooms to a four-story, 33-

~ unit residential complex with 72 hotel.rooms and associated
amenities, located at 2010 E: Ocean Boulevard in the Ocean
Boulevard Planned Development District (PD-5) Subarea 2.

Local action was taken by the: Planning Commission approved the request on:
- May 2, 2013 (appealed to the City Council) -

Qity ";Ci;‘_ouncil denied the appeal and upheld the Planning
.Commission decision:on:

July 9, 2013
Decision: : Conditionally Approved
Local action is final on: C . October 4, 2013

This project is in the Coastal Zone and IS appealable o the Coastal Commission.

“If you challenge the action in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else
raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or issues raised via written correspondence delivered to
the (public entity conducting the hearing) at or prior to the public hearing.”

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

Derek Burnham Jeff Winkleple&k, Planner

Planning Administrator Phone No.: (562)570-660£0ASTAL ’COMMISSION
District: 2 ArS-LoB-13. ol%6
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Exhibit B

REVISED LOCAL COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT FINDINGS
. Case.No. 1302-16 S
Date: October4, 2013

Pursuant to Chapter 21.25, DiVision IX of the Long Beach Municipal Code, the City shall
not approve a Local Coastal Development 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
COASTAL PROGRAM, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO ALL
REQUIREMENTS FOR REPLACEMENT OF LOW AND MODERATE-INCOME
HOUSING; AND: -+ A RN

The Local Coastal Program and land use regulations for'this site is:the Ocean
Boulevard Planned Developmént ‘Plan (PD-5) -dated -April 21, 1982, which
provides for large-scale high intensity dense residential developments in two
different subareas. S N .

The zoning designation for this site is the Ocean Boulevard - Planned
Development District (PD-5) Subarea 2. This subarea is identified as a transition
between the large-seale high ‘intensity development ‘of downtown and smaller,
less intense development of the eastern portion of the coastal zone.

The: proposed project conforms 16 the density“requirements and development
standards of the Planned Development Plan inéluding height. density, setbacks,
terracing and parking requirements. ' .

The site currently contains the 40-room Beach. Plaza Hotel that will be
demolished prior'to construction of the proposed project. The 40 hotel rooms will
be will be re-incorporated as part of the new projéct as required by both PD-5
and the Local Coastal Plan. There are no existing residential units on the site.
There are no existing residential units on the site. Therefore, the project is not
subject to Chapter 21.60 and Chapter 21.61 of the Long Beach Municipal Code
relative to relocation assistance for- qualified very low ' and low-income
households and the maintenance of and replacement of very low to moderate-
income housing units in the Coastal Zone.

THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT CONFORMS TO THE PUBLIC ACCESS
AND RECREATION POLICIES OF CHAPTER 3 OF THE COASTAL ACT. THE
SECOND FINDING ONLY APPLIES TO DEVELOPMENT LOCATED
SEAWARD OF THE NEAREST PUBLIC HIGHWAY TO THE SHORELINE.

Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act deals with the public’s right to use of the beach and
water resources for recreational purposes. The chapter provides Eﬁﬁi‘ﬁi
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Findings

Case No. 1302-16

10/03/13
state and local governments to- require beach access dedication and to prohibit
development that restricts public access to the beach and/or water resources. As
required, the developer will be dedicating approximately the beach area between
the toe of the slope to the mean high tide line to the City for public use.

‘The project, as currently proposed, will not reduce access or public views to the
beach. : ' : . :

The proposed 72-room hotel and 33-unit residential complex will not block public
access to the beach or recreational resources. Re-establishment of the hotel will
help to ensure continued public coastal access and recreation opportunities.

The project, as proposed, complies with all PD-5, Subarea 2 ‘requirements
including height, parking, setbacks, floor-area ratio, lot coverage and open
space. Additionally, the portion of the project south of the shoulder (upper edge)
of the bluff will be terraced to reflect the sloping nature of the'bluff, =

Adc-iiAtit;naI"Iy, as réquiredjby the Planhed Developmeht Iiégula_t,ions,, the d,éveloper
will be contributing funds (0.5% of the value of the development) for bluff
improvements for general access along the bluff area. :

MODIFICATION TO SITE PLAN REVIEW FINDINGS

1. THE DESIGN IS HARMONIOUS, CONSISTENT AND COMPLETE WITHIN
ITSELF AND IS COMPATIBLE IN DESIGN, CHARACTER AND SCALE, WITH
NEIGHBORING STRUCTURES AND THE COMMUNITY IN WHICH IT IS
LOCATED; AND

The proposed design of the building incorporates a consistent design.theme that
is-compatible in design, character and scale with the neighboring structures. The
materials used for the new construction, including. wood siding, metal fascia and
mosaic tiles-are complementary to the materials used on the adjacent buildings.

2. THE DESIGN CONFORMS TO THE "DESIGN GUIDELINES FOR R-3 AND R-4
MULTI-FAMILY DEVELOPMENT", THE "DOWNTOWN DESIGN
GUIDELINES", THE GENERAL PLAN, AND ANY OTHER DESIGN
GUIDELINES OR SPECIFIC PLANS WHICH MAY BE APPLICABLE TO THE

PROJECT.

The project, as proposed, complies with all PD-5, Subarea 2 requirements
including height, parking, setbacks, floor-area ratio, lot coverage and open
space. Additionally, the portion of the project south of the shoulder (upper edge)
of the bluff will be terraced to reflect the sloping nature of the bluff.

3. THE DESIGN WILL NOT REMOVE SIGNIFICANT MATURE TREES OR
STREET TREES, UNLESS NO ALTERNATIVE DESIGN IS PO%R&FAL COMMISSION
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Findings
Case No. 1302-16
10/03/13

No mature trees or street trees will be removed as a result of the project.

4., THERE IS AN ESSENTIAL NEXUS BETWEEN THE PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT
REQUIREMENTS ESTABLISHED BY THE ORDINANCE AND THE LIKELY
IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT; AND

The proposed improvements that include, but are not limited to, the
reconstruction of sidewalks, re-configuring of the adjacent intersections, and
improvement of the street-end of 15" Place in the public right-of-way do not

exceed the likely impacts of the proposed project coupled with cumulative
~development.

5. THE PROJECT CONFORMS TO ALL REQUIREMENTS SET FORTH IN
CHAPTER 21.64 (TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT).

Not applicable.

COASTAL COMMISSION
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REVISED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL -
LOCAL COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT/MODIFICATION
TO SITE PLAN REVIEW

Case No. 1302-16
Date: October 4, 2013

This permit and all development rights hereunder shall termmate concurrent with
the expiration date from the previously approved Tentative Tract Map (TT6892)
-under Case No. 0604-08, unless construction is commenced or a time extension is
granted, based on a'written and approved request submitted prlor to the expiration
of the one year period as provided in Section 21.21.406 of the Long Beach
Municipal Code. The time éxtension request shall be submltted to the Zoning

Administrator for reviéw and approval as per Section 21 21 406 of the Zoning
Regulations. ‘

This permit shall be invalid if the owner(s) and/or appllcant(s) have falled to return
writtert acknowledgment of their acceptance of the conditions of approval on the
Conditions of Approval Acknowledgment Form supplied by the Planning Bureau.

This acknowledgment must be submitted within 30 days form the effective date of
approval (final action date or, if in the appealable area of the Coastal Zone, 21 days
after the local final action date). Prior to the issuance of a buﬂdlng permlt the
appllcant shall submit a revised set of plans reflecting all of the design changes set
forth'in the conditions of approval to the satisfaction of the Zoning Administrator.

Violation of any of the conditions of this permit 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.

All conditions of approval must be printed verbatim on all plans submltted for plan
review to the Development Services Department. These condltlons must be printed
on all plans submltted for plan review.

The developer must comply with all mitigation measures of the applicable .
Environmental Review (ND 24-07) prior to the issuance of a Certificate of
Occupancy. These mitigation measures, if applicable, must be pnnted on all plans
submitted for plan review.

Approval of this development 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 levels standards, including, but not
limited to, sewer capacity charges, Park Fees, and Transportation Impact Fees.

EXHIBIT#___ S
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" Conditions of Approval
Case No. 1302-16
Date: 10/04/13
Page 2 '

7.

10.
11.

12.
» dust

13.
14,
15.

16.

7.

The Director of Development Services is authorized to make minor modifications to
the approved concept design plans or.any of the conditions if such modifications
shall achieve substantially the same results as would strict compliance with said
plans and conditions. '

Site development, including landscaping, shall conform to plans approved onfile in

the Department of Development Serwces

r-‘"I:he' p-roperty shall be’ _developed and ma"lntalned in a neat quuet and orderly
. ‘condition and . operated in & manner so _as not to be detrlmental to adjacent

propertl \and occupants. Thls shall encompass the malntenance of the exterior
facades of the bu1|d|ngs and all |andscap|ng surroundmg the butldlng including all
publtc parkways :

All structures shall conform to Building Code requlrements Notthhstandmg this
r_evtew all requnred perm|ts from the Buuldmg and Safety Bureau must be secured.

Any grafﬁt_i found o'hf site, must be removed wi_thin 24 hou‘rs, of its appearance.

Site. preparat(on and constructlon shall be conducted in a manner which minimizes

Prior to the release of the foundation: perm'it the applicant shall submit a soils
analysis and shorlng plan for the discretionary approval of the Superintendent of
Bunldlng and Safety

The app[ncant/developer shall be required to keep the beach area from the toe of
the bluffs seaward maintainéd in a clean condition and-open to the public. Storage
of construction matena!s and equipment on the beach is expressly prohlblted

Upon completion of construction, applicant shall restore any damage to the beach
to the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall formulate a plan to
reduce impacts regarding construction hours, construction personnel parking and
the staging of construction materials to the satisfaction of the Director of
Development Services.

Prior to the release of any building permit, the applicant shall submit for review and
approval of the Director of Development Services a landscape and irrigation plan in
full compliance with Chapter 21.42 of the Long Beach Zoning Code and any

landscape standards outlined in the Ocean Boulevard Planned Development Plan
(PD-5).

EXHIBIT #___—_
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Conditions of Approvat
Case No. 1302-16
Date: 10/04/13

Page 3

“ on public propetty ard 2
_contaln root dlverter b

The plan s'ha|l nweet the f:OIl'o'win"g' minimum :Iandscap’e rédUirements:

One palm tree not less than t" fteen foot high as street tree for each twenty feet of
street frontage; one twenty-four inch box and one fifteen gallon tree for each twenty
feet of street frontage. Five five- gallon shrubs per tree. One cluster of three (25 ft.

and 30 ft.) tall palm trees fqr each twenty feet of beach frontage Any exposed bluff

area shall be Iandscaped to the satlsfactron of Public Works, including bluff areas
] t' publlc street nghts of¥way All street trees shall

18 The

19.

21.

22.

'Developmg nt — Blutf Erosren and Enhancement Pro;ect of Novel

D evelop‘_fent Servnces
and thye Director of Parks Recreation and Manne B

the developer shall
of the “Plan for
r 2000, to the
satlsfactlon of the Dlrector of Parks Recreation and Manne Undér such gurdellnes

the developer shall re- grade the 15t Place right-o f—way bluff to create a slope not to
exceed 1.5 to 1, shall install an jrrigation system or modify the existing irrigation
systemto contaln an automatlc shut-off provision in the case of abreak or leak, and
shait re-landscape the bluff. The re- gradlng shall meet the grade of the property at

1

In conjunctlon wrth‘_the‘ st_reet end beautlf catlon |mprovemen_ts

~ the property line on the west side of 15" Place. No cross- -lot dramage shall be

allowed from the prOJect to the 15“‘ Place bluff rlght-of~way, or fromthe regarded
nght-of-way to the property west of 15" Place.

The apph'cant shall pro\(lde for not less than one-half of one percent of the value of
the construction costs for gff-site improvements to beach access to the satisfaction
of the Director of Parks, Recreation and Marine and the Director of Development
Services.

The applicant shall provide for reconstruction and stabilization, if necessary, of 1 5"
Place to the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works.

Prior to the issuance of any demolition permits, the applicant shall prepare a
“Construction Staging and Management Plan” for revrew and comment by the
Palacio Del Mar Homeowners Association (25 15" Place). The Plan shall be
approved by the Director of Development Services or their designee. The Plan shall

indicate: | COASTAL COMMISSION

EXHBIT#____ S
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‘ , Conditions of Approval , o
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Date: 10/04/13 -

Page 4

No construction parking is permitted on the west side of 15" Place
Entry and exit points for construction employees

Parking for construction employees

Temporary constructton office location

Construction equrpment staglng area

Demolltron materials storage area

Construct|on matenals storage area’

'Screenlng for the’_p ( ect srte and all storage and staglng areas

‘(temporary fencing wi opaq _

. .Detalls of the Constructron Stagtng and Management Plan shall be
~included on all final grading and construction plans.

23. ’.Pnorto thei issuance of any bundrng permits, the appllcant shall demonstrate onthe
: final pro;ect plans that all exterior llghtlng t" xtures and Ilght standards shall be
shielded and shall be located and mstalled to prevent splllover of llght onto the

© surrounding properties and roadways '

24.  Priorto the lssuance of any buﬂdlng permlts the appllcant shall demonstrate onthe

© final pro;ect plans that mlnlmally reﬂectlve glass and other building matenals will be
mcorporated on the building extenors in orderto reduce refleotlve glare The use of
glass with over 25 percent reﬂectrvrty shall be prohlblted

25.  As required by South Coast Air Quality Management Dlstrrct Rule 403- Fug|t|ve
Dust, all construction actlvmes that are capable of generatmg fugrtrve dust are
required to lmplement dust control meaSUres during each phase of the project
development to reduce the amount of partlculate matter entrained in the ambient
air. The measures shall be prmted onthe ﬁnal gradmg and oonstructron plans They
include the following: .

» Application of soil stabilizers to inactive copstruction areas.

* Quick replacement of ground cover in disturbed areas (as appllcable)

e Watering of exposed surfaces tWIce daily.

o . Watering of all unpaved haul roads three times daily.

» Covering all stock piles with tarp.

* Reduction of vehicle speed on unpaved roads.

» Post sign on-site limiting traffic to 15 miles per hour or less.

» Sweep streets adjacent to the project site at the end of the day if visible
soil material is carried over to adjacent roads.

e Cover or have water applied to the exposed surface of all trucks hauling
dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials prior to leaving the site to prevent
dust from impacting the surrounding areas.

26.  Prior to release of the grading permit, the applicant shall prepare and submit a

EXHIBIT # S
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Conditions of Approval
Case No. 1302-16
Date: 10/04/13

Page 5

Storm Master Plan to identify all storm run-off and methods of proposed discharge.
The plan shall be approved by all agencies.

27.  Prior to the release of any grading or building permit, the project plans shall include
a narrative discussion of the rationale used for selecting or rejecting BMPs. The
project architect or engineer of record, or authorized qualified designee, shall sign a
statement on the plans to the effect: “As the architect/engineer of record, | have
selected appropriate BMPs to effectively ‘minimize the negative impacts of this
project’s construction activities on storm water quality. The project owner and
contractor are:aware that the selected BMPs must be installed, monitored and
maintained to ensure their effectiveness. The BMPs not selected for implementation
are redundant or-deemed not applicable to'thé propbsed coristriiction activities.

28.  Anyperson(s) associated with the proposed project shall only operate or permit the

.-operation of any tools or equipment.used for site preparation, construction or any

other related building activity that produces loud or unusual noise which annoys or
disturbg a reasonable person of normal sensitivity between the following hours:

Weekdays 7:00am to 7:00pm Sundays  No work permitted
Saturdays 9:00am to 6:00pm Holidays  N& work perinitted.

29.  The applicant shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City of Long Beach,
its agents, officers, arid employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against
the City of Long Béach or its agents, officers, or employees brought to attack, set
aside, void, or annul an approval of the City of Long Beach, its advisory agencies,
commissions, or legislative body concerning this project. The City of Long Beach
will promptly notify the applicant of any such claim, action, or proceeding against
the City of Long Beach and will cooperate fully in the defense. If the City of‘L'ong
Beach fails to promptly notify the applicant of any such claim, action or proceeding
or fails to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not, thereafter, be
responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City of Long Beach.

30.  All stucco surfaces shall have a smooth fine sand stucco finish.

31.  Trash bins shall be fully enclosed at all times. If the proposed enclosure does not
meet the capacity needs for the complex, an additional enclosure shall be required.

32.  The Developer shall fully screen any utility meters or equipment to the satisfaction
of the Director of Development Services.

33.  The applicant shall comply with the following conditions to the satisfaction of the

Public Works Department: COASTAL COMMISSION

EXHIBIT # S
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‘Conditions of Approval
Case No. 1302-16
Date: 10/04/13
Page 6

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

Prior to the start of any on-sﬂe/off—sute construction, the Developer shall submit a
construction plan for pedestnan protectlon street lane ¢losures, construction

- staging, shoring excavatioins and the routing of construction vehlcles {excavation
hauling,-concrete and-other delivéries, etc.). -

o

V . b. The final map shall be. based upon critena. establlshed by the Dlrector of Public
Works _

- ..C. Prlorto approvalofthe ﬂnal map, the Developershall obtain utility clearance letters
- for any- publig eritity ‘or..public. utility holding -any interest in" the  subdivision as
required by Section 66436{c)(1) of:the Subdivision Map Act. .

d. Prior to the release of any building permit, the Developer shall submit to the
-Department of Public Works a Storm Drain Master Plan to’ ldentify all'storm drain
run-off afid methods of proposed discharge to’ the satisfaction of the” Director of
-Public Works.

¥ .

e. All off-site lmproVements not completed prior to the approval of the subdivision

map shall be secured by bonds or an instrument of credit .

PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY

f. , The Developer shalt construct all off-site |mpr0vements needed to provide full ADA
acdessibility compliance within the adjacent public right-of-way to the satisfactionof
the Director of Public Works. If a dedication.of additional right-of-way is necessary

fo satlsfy ADA requlrements the nghbof—way dedication way shall be provided..

g. Démolition ahd reconstruction of curb and-gutter, driveways, sidewalks, wheelchair
ramps,-and roadway, removal and relocation of utilities, traffic signal moedifications
and installations, traffic striping and signing, street tree. removals and plantings in
the public right-of-way, shall be performed under Public Works street improvement
permit. Permits to perform work within the public nght-of—way must be obtained
from the Public Works counter, 10th Floor of City Hall 333 West Ocean Boulevard,
telephone (562) 570-6784.

h. All work within the public rights-of-way shall be performed by a contractor holding a
valid State of California contractor's ficense and City of Long Beach Business
License sufficient to qualify the contractor te do the work. The contractor shall
have on file with the City Engineer Certification of General Liability Insurance and
an endorsement evidencing minimum limits of required general liability insurance.

i. Easements shall be provided to the City of Long Beach for proposed public utility
facilities, as needed, to the satisfaction of the concerned City Department or public
agency and shown on the map.

j- Unless approved by the Director of Public Works, easements shall not be granted '
to third parties within areas proposed to be granted, dedicated, or offered for
dedication to the City of Long Beach for public streets, alleys, utility or other public
purposes until after the final map is filed with the County Recorder. If easements
are granted after the date of tentative map approval and prior to final map

EXHIBIT # S
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Conditions of Approval
Case No. 1302-16
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Page 7

recordation, . a notlce of subordination must be executed by the third-party
easement holder prior to the filing of the final- map.

ENGINEERING BUREAU
k. The Developer shall improve the parkway on the two streets fronting this project

with drought-tolerant accent shrubbery and permeable groundcover such as
decomposed granite as descrlbed in Sectlon 21 42 060 of the Munrcrpal Code

l. The Developer shall provide for street trees with root barrrers and irrigation on 15th
Place, adjacent to the projéct site. The Developer and/or successors shall privately

maintain al] street trees, Iandscapmg and sprlnkler systems reqmred in connection
with this project. N

m. The Developer shall contact the Street Tree Drvtsron of the Department of Public
Works, at (562) 570-2770, prior-to beginning the tree planting, landscaping, and
irrigation. system work on:15th Place. The Street Tree lrv' ion . will assist with the

size, type -and manner:in.which.the. street trees are fo be, mstalled

n. ~ The Developer shall be responsible for the malntenance of the off-site
improvements during construction of the on-site |mprovements Al off-site
improvements found damaged as a.result of construgtion activities shall be

reconstructed or replaced by the Developer to the satlsfactlon of the Dlrector of
Publrc Works.

0. - The Developer shall remove unused drlveways and replace with full-height curb,
curb gutter and sidewalk to the sdtisfaction of the. Director of Public Works.
Sidewalk improvements shall be constructed with Portland cement concrete.

p- ‘The Developer shall provide for the resettrng to grade of existing manholes,
pullboxes and meters in conjunction with the requrred off-site improvements tothe
satisfaction of the Director of Public Works.

q. - The Developer shall repair the cracked and uplifted section of sidewalk pavement
' adjacent to the east side of 15" Place and along the sidewalk at the south end of
15" Street. Sidewalk improvements shall be constructed with Portland cement
concrete to the satisfaction of the Director of Publi¢ Works. All sidewalk removal

limits shall consist of entire panel replacements (from joint line to joint line).

r. The Developer shall construct the curb and gutter along the southeast end of 15
Place as needed for a complete and continuous curb and gutter. Improvements
shall be constructed with Portland cement concrete to the satisfaction of the
Director of Public Works.

s. Prior to approving an engineering plan, all projects greater than 1 acre in size must
demonstrate coverage under the State Construction General NPDES Permit. To
meet this requirement, the applicant must submit a copy of the letter from the State
Water Resource Control Board acknowledging receipt of the Notice of Intent (NOI)
and a certification from the developer or engineer that a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) has been prepared. Should you have any questions
regarding the State Construction General NPDES Permit or wish to obtain an
application, please call the State Regional Board Office at (213) 266-7500 or visit
their website for complete instructions at

EXHIBIT # S
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www.waterboards.ca. qovlstormwtrlconstructlon html Left—cllck onthe Construction
General Permit 99:08:DWQ link. ' =
t. " Public improvements shall be constructed in accordance with approved plans.

Detailed off-site improvement plans shall be submitted to the Department of Public
Works for review and approval. .
TRAFFIC & TRANSPORTATION BUREAU
u. The size‘and configuration of all proposed driveways serving the pro;ect site shall
' be subject-to review and- approvai of the City Traffic Englne'er Driveways grater
than 28 feet requires a varianceé; contact thié Traffic and Transportation Bureau at

(562) 570-6331 to request additional information regarding driveway construction
reqmrements :

v " In ieu. of a traffic: |mpact study, developer shall upgrade the traffic signal
" equipment at the intersection of Ocean Boulevard and Cherry Avenue to improve
the phasing ‘separation” between véhicular and pedestrian traffic. These traffic
signal |mprovements shall be constructed to the satlsfactlon of the City Traff:c
Engmeer ‘

WL The Developer shall explore WIth the City Traffic Englneer the o‘ptlon of expanding
traffic control functions ofthe Ocean ‘Boulevard and Cherry-Avenue intersections to
include 15th Place. Contact Dave Roseman, City Traffic Engineer, at (562) 570-
6331, to arrange a meeting to discuss this optlon If it is determined that these
traffic improverients are feasible, the Developer shall include this work with the
traffic signal upgrade to the' satlsfactlon of the Clty Trafflc Engmeer

X. If a new intersection deSIgn is required by the City Traffic Engineer, the
Crosswalks and Curb ramp configurationis on the Ocean Boulevard, Cherry Avenue
and 15th Place: adjacent to'the pr01ect sité shall be revised and/or constructed to

conform to the new intersection design to the satisfaction of the Director of Public
Works.

y. ' The Developer shall salvage and reinstall all traffic signs that require temporary‘
' removal to accommodate new construction within the public right-of-way. All traffic
signs shall be reinstalled to the satisfaction of the City Traffic Engineer.

z. The Developer shall replace all traffic signs and mounting poles damaged or
misplaced as result of construction activities to the satisfaction of the City Traffic
Engineer.

aa. The Developer shall repaint all traffic markings obliterated or defaced by

construction activities to the satisfaction of the City Traffic Engineer.

bb. All traffic control device installations, including pavement markings within the
private parking lot, shall be installed in accordance with the provisions of the
current Manual On Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), (i.e., white parking
stalls, stop signs, entry treatment signage, handicapped signage, etc)

cC. The Developer shall contact the Traffic & Transportation Bureau, at (562) 570-
6331, for approval to construct-the proposed loading zone on 15lh Place, or to
modlfy the existing curb marking adjacent to the project site.

EXHIBIT#_5
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LONG-TERM MAINTENANCE

. dd. The Developer and successors shall: be reSponstble forthe maintenance of the site
drainage .system -and .for the operation and maintenance .of the: private sewer
connection to the pu ¢.sewer in the abutting publlc rlght-of-way. and for the
maintenance of the sidewalk, . parkway, street trees .and other Iandscapmg,
including irrigation, within and ‘along' the adjacent ‘public nght—of—way Such
responsibilities shall be enumerated and specified in the project "Conditions,
Covenants and ‘Restrictions", and a recorded’ copy of satd décumerit shall be
provided fo-the Director of Public Woiks.

34. TheC,C&R's shall be executed and recorded against the tltle of the parcel and
shall contain the followmg prowsmns (provnsnons shall also be noted on the ﬁnal

map)
a The subject reS|dentlaI prOJect consusts of th|rty-three (33) re5|dent1al
b. r um of Severity-five (75) parkmg spaces _W|II be" per_manently

v maihtained as parking facilities for the reS|dentlal hoHich of the project.
The spaces shall be permanently assigned to a $pecific tinit and labeled
thusly or ass:gned as guest parking and |abeled thusly Parking spaces
must be used solelyfor the parking of person ) ;
may not'be’leased, stibleased, sold or givento o "s‘-not a reS|dent(s) of

, the condominium unit within the development.” These statements shall
also be noted on the final map; and

C. The cofmmon ‘areas and facilities for the condommlum shall be clearly
descrlbed including a parking assighment plan; and 7 _
d. The Homeowner's Association shall be résponsible for the operationand -

maintenance of the private sewer connection to the public sewer in the
pubhc rlght-of-way the site drainage system, the mairntenance of the
common areas and facmtles the exterior of the building, the abutting
street trees, parkways and any costs or corrections due to building or
property maintenance code enforcement actions. Such responsibilities
shall be provided for in the C, C & R's; and

e. Graffiti removal shall be the responsibility of the Homeowners
Association and shall be removed within 24 hours; and
f. A clear, detailed and concise written description of the common areas

and facilities of the condominium shall be provided. This mformatlon
shall be included on the final map.

g. Individual homeowners shall be jointly liable and responsible for any
costs of corrections due to building or property maintenance code
enforcement actions.

35.  Separate permits are required for signs, fences, retaining walls, trash enclosures,
flagpoles, pole-mounted yard lighting foundations and planters.

EXHIBIT #_2
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36.

37.

8.

39.

41.
42.

43,

®

Site development, including landscaping, shall corférm to'the approved plans on
file inthe Department of Development Services. At least one set of approved plans
containing Planning, Building, Fire; and; if applicable, Redevelopment and Health
Department stamps shall be maintained at the job site, at all times for reference

* purposes dunng construction and final mspectlon

The Applicant and/or successors is.encouraged to utilize and mcorporate energy

conserving equipment, hghtlng and related features with the project to the greatest
extent possible. . .

}Appllcant shall ﬁle a separate plan check submittal to the Long Beach Fire
Department for their review and approval prior to the issuance of a building permit.

‘Prlor to the i lssuance ofa bunldlng permlt the appl:cant shall submtt architectural,
landscaping and lighting, drawings _for the.review and approval of the Pollce
Departrpent for thelr determmatlon of compl:ance with Pol/ice Department security

, recommendatlons

The applicant shall make W@MMMMMN&

.reﬂect the slopmg nature of the bluff, to the satisfaction of the Director of
Development Services. : :

The applicant shall submit a valet parklng plan prior to the issuance of a Certificate
of Occupancy, to manage project parking on the property to the satisfaction of the
Director of Development Services and the City Traffic Engineer.

Hotel dellverles and drop offs shall occur either in a designated loading/unioading
space on 15" Place or within the parklng garage to the satisfaction of the Director
of Development Services and the City Traffic Engineer.

Delivery trucks serving the project shall be limited to a maximum 30 feet in length.
Pursuant to the adopted Local Coastal Plan requirements and Subdivision Map Act
requirements, the applicant shall dedicate the beach portion of said property
between the toe of the bluff and the mean high tide line, as shown on the approvea
plans.

Applicant Requested Conditions:

Bicycle rentals will be made available on site to hotel guests and, potentially, the
public. The long term feasibility of maintaining the bike rental facility will be
contingent on its economic viability. If the bike rentals are not viable, the owner will

EXHIBIT#_ S~
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notify the City of Long Beach 30 days in advance of closing the facility in order for
the City to determine if other feasible options may be available.

The owner will provide a public café at beach level fronting the ocean. This is
contingent on the owner bmpprovals from all applicable
local and state agencies such as the City of Long Beach and California Department
of Alcoholic Beverage Control.

A hotel branded restaurant and bar lounge with outdoor seating that provides views
of the coast will be provided. This is contingent on the owner being able to gain
desired approvals from all applicable local and state agencies such as the City of
Long Beach and California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control.

COASTAL COMMISSION
AS-LoB- 13- 0246
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Unite Here Loeal 11 Oct. 21, 2013
APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

! SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal A- S-Lom™dy-) - 0A4 b
PLEASE NOTE:

* Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section.
*  State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan,
% of Port Master Plan palicies and requirements in which you believe the project’is inconsistent and the reasofis the
decision warrants a new hearing. (Use additional Ppaper as necessary.)
®.  This need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient

discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request,

- Stats. 1991 -

‘:The. city of Long Beach, a coastal city, is quickly becoming too expensive for working families to enjoy.
“Therefore, it is our recommendation that the California Coastal Commission recqusi e ibili
" of this-project. : o o %&gﬁﬂl éﬁﬁﬂ?&ﬁﬂ"
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South Coast -?Regfi:o n
FEB 1 8 2[]14

CAL|FORNIA
Re: Coastal Development Permit No. 1302-16; Commission AppeamﬁsxAh@MM%

Date: 2/14/2014 unc-\-& Here Loca\ 11 A-5-LoB-13-02%6

To: California Coastal Commission and Staff

Permit Background

In 2007, the Clty of Long Beach approved the demolition of the 1940s-era motel that currently occupies
the site by issuing Local Coastal Development Permit No. 0604-08. Local Coastal Development Permit
0604-08 authorizes the construction of a four-story, 56-unit residential complex with forty hotel rooms. In
2010, the project site was purchased by the Applicant who applied for a modification to the previously
entitled project. On May 2, 2013, the Planning Commission conditionally approved the modification by
issuing Local Coastal Development Permit No. 1302-16. Local Coastal Development Permit No. 1302-
16 modifies the previously approved hotel/ condominium development to allow the construction of a
four-story, 33-unit residential complex with 72 hotel rooms.

UNITE HERE Local 11 appealed the approval of Local Coastal Development Permit No. 1302-16 to
Long Beach City Council. The Long Beach City Council affirmed the Planning Commission’s decision.
Subsequently, UNITE HERE Local 11 appealed Council’s decision to the Califomi,a Coastal Commission
on the grounds that (1) the modification approval did not adequately take the impact of the project into
consideration, and (2) that the approval undermined the City’s duty under Article II, §30213 of the
Coastal Act to protect lower cost visitor accommodations. Commission Appeal Number: A-5-1 OB-13-
0246. On November 18, 2013, the Coastal Commission found a substantial issue, and continued the de
novo hearing for a later date,

It should be noted at the outset that the motel slated for demolition is inaptly named the Beach Plaza
Hotel. The City of Long Beach Zoning Regulations define a hotel as “having the entry to the guestrooms
from a common interior corridor. Long Beach Municipal Code §21.15.1380. A motel, on the other hand,
is “distinguished from a hotel by having entry individually and independently from outside the building or
buildings.” §21.15.1800. The existing building—with doors that open to the outside of the building—is a
motel; however, the proposed project is a hotel as it has guest doors opening into a common corridor.

The Coastal Commission should not grant this coastal development permit as it violates the Local
Coastal Program. '

The proposed hotel project is inconsistent with the Long Beach Local Coastal Program (“LCP”) and all
Long Beach Regulations and Ordinances incorporated therein, and is not consistent with the intent of the
Specific Plan:

1) The proposed project demolishes an existing motel-use and replaces it with a boutique hotel—this
is prohibited in The Bluff Community (Area A) Plan and, specifically, by the Ocean Boulevard
Planned Development Plan (subarea 2). LCP at HI-A-10 and III-A-16.

2) The Bluff Community Plan intends to preserve the multi-family residential use of the

neighborhood in part by preserving existing motels, and only allowing a hotel With@GASTAL COMMISSION
AS-LoB-13:-02¢¢
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amenities—and therefore a highet neighborhood 1mpact—at a location much closer“to doWntown
LCP at ITI-A-16.

3) The Bluff Community Plan expressly preserves its three existing motels to protect access to the
coast for people of low and moderate incomes. LCP III-A-10 .This project will significantly
impact access to the coast for low and moderate income persons; a finding of fact to the contrary
would ignore the reality of coastal development that allows the replacement of motels with luxury
or boutique hotels. LCP at TII-A-16. :

For these reasons, the Coastal Commission should deny the Applicant’s Coastal Development Permit No.
1302-16; however, if the Commission approves the permit, then the in-lieu fees should be set at an
amount of money that represents actual costs associated W1th replacmg the ex13t1ng affordable
accommodations.

I.  The proposed project demolishes an existing motel-use and replaces it with a boutique
hotel—this is prohibited in The Bluff Community (Area A) Plan and the Ocean Boulevard
Planned Development Plan (subarea 2).

The Coastal Commission should not approve a hotel project that is inconsistent with the Local Coastal
Program.' The proposed hotel project is governed by the development standards expressed in The Bluff
Community (Area A) Plan and the Ocean Boulevard Planned Development Plan (subarea 2). Both the
community and specific plans intend to protect the primarily residential nature of the neighborhood and
access to the coast for person of low and moderate income. The plans do this, in part, by preserving
existing motel-uses and allowing a hotel-use only at the site of the Pacific Coast Club, LCP at ITI-A-1;
Long:Beach Mun. Code Chapter.21.37. +

The Bluff Commuhity (Areé A) Plan is an area bounded by Alamitos Avenue on the west by Cherry

Avenue on the east, and from Broadway south to the water line. LCP at I1I-A-1: The Bluff Community

(Area A) Plan states that “[t}he existing visitor serving facilities, especially the three motels shall be

_ preserved as they provide for coastal access-and en_]dyment by persons of low and moderate income.’
LCP III-A-10 (emphasis added). :

The Ocean Boulevard Planned Development District *area is land between the public beach and the first
parallel public roadway, Ocean Boulevard, from Alamitos Boulevard, to Bixby Park. LCP ITI-A-16.The
Ocean Boulevard Planned Development Plan’s General Development and Use Standards expressly
provide that “[a]ll uses in this plan area shall be multi-family residential. Existing motel sites shall be
retained in motel use. The Pacific Coast Club site, if the designated cultural landmark building is
maintained, may be used for hotel, retail, office or private club use.” LCP at IlI-A-17.

The existing motel is located in the Bluff Community Plan and the Ocean Boulevard Planned
Development Plan areas. It was built from 1947-1955, and so is one of the three motels explicitly
protected in that area at the time that the 1980 Local Coastal Program was adopted. The existing motel
site is not the Pacific Coast Club—the one location at which the Specific Plan allows a hotel.

! Long Beach Local Coastal Program. o COASTAL COMMISSION

2 Ocean Boulevard Planned Development District.
3 lLos Angeles County Tax Assessor Records.
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Like the Long Beach Municipal Code, the Ocean Boulevard Planned Development Plan is intentional in
its-use of'the words of “motel” and “hotel.” The use of the word “hotel” with regards to the Pacific Coast
Club demonstrates that the drafters of the LCP understood the difference between the two types of
overnight accommodations. In fact, there are 26 Planned Development Districts in the City of Long
Beach.! All of them are intentional in their use of the words “hotel” and “motel.” One planned
development district allows the use of bed and breakfasts,” two planned development districts allow only
motel-use,’ and all of the others that allow overnight accommodations reference “hotels” or “hotels and
motels” together.’

Ocean Boulevard Planned Development District and the Belmont Pier Planned Development District are
the two districts that expressly limit language to motels. The Ocean Boulevard Planned Development Plan
explicitly preserves the three existing motels, and the Belmont Pier Planned Development District limits
overnight accommodations to a “motel not to exceed the area of existing motel.” LCP I1I-C-23. For that
reason, it is not surprising that there are currently no hotels inside either of those planned development
districts. These planned development districts are uniquely suited to contemplate accessito coastal
resources in their intended uses. Not only are these coastal planned development districts, but they also
act as book-ends to Bluff Park. Bluff Park is a public resource and a neighborhood amenity, but not a
tourist attraction. Currently, the park itself is protected by the low-impact uses of its adjacent planned
development districts, and access to the park is protected by providing low cost overnight
accommodations. The approval of full scale hotels in the adjacent neighborhoods threatens the local
residents’ enjoyment of the park, but also adds unforeseen stressors to the park’s environment and '
preservatlon '

The Coastal Commission has a duty to follow local coastal programs. Since the Local Coastal Program
explicitly preserves the existing motel, the Commission should not approve the coastal development
permit for this project.

II.  The Bluff Community Plan intends to preserve the multi-family residential use of the
neighborhood in part by preserving existing motels, and allowing a hotel with higher
amenities—and therefore a higher neighborhood impact—at a location much closer to
downtown,

The preference for motels over hotels in both the Bluff Community (Area A) Plan and the Ocean
Boulevard Planned Development Plan is due to the neighborhood’s multi-family residential use. LCP III-
A-16 (“All uses in this plan area shall be multi-family residential”). Hotels have other amenities like
restaurants and bars—with more staff, more traffic, and greater parking needs. A hotel-use interferes with
the residential purpose of the neighborhood.

The proposed hotel project has two restaurants and a bar on-site. The proposed hotel is also likely to host
events that the neighborhood previously did not have to accommodate. All of these additions to the site
will have a higher volume of people out in the neighborhood at later hours with more noise, traffic, and

4

Long Beach Zoning Ordinances.
* PD-10.
¢ PD-2, PD-5 (n.b. PD-5 is the Ocean Boulevard Planned Development Plan currently, but it is PD-1 in the 1980

Local Coastal Program—only the district numbering has changed, the language is the same). TAL Mi
"PD- 1, PD-4, PD-6, PD-7, PD-9, PD- 12, PD-15, PD-17, PD-18, PD-21, PD-25, PD-27, PD-29, PD ‘59%% GOM SSION

EXHIBIT #J__

PAGE_= _ OF




" less parkrng In fact, over 700 Long Beach residents sxgned a petmon opposmg the proposed hotel project
based on parklng concerns alone. An October 2013 parking study conducted by Orosz Engineering Group
echoed the concerns of the residents, estimating that the proposed hotel project was under patked by 36

8
spaces.

The only hotel allowed in the specific plan, the Pacific Coast Club, is located in subarea 1 of the Specific
Plan. Subarea 1 is characterized by being close to downtown. The Pacific Coast Club, in fact, is only 1/5
of a mile—or about a three minute walk—from the multi-use downtown area. The proposed project site,
on the other hand, is in subarea 2 of the Specific Plan, is more than a mile from the multi-use downtown

area, and is tucked into a multi-family residential neighborhood.

In sum, the construction of a hotel at this site is inconsistent with the intent of the original standards and is
inconsistent with the overall goals and objectives of the adopted Specific Plan. The proposed project will
usurp an existing, protected motel site to build a hotel in a location not intended for a hotel-use—thereby
infringing on the residential nature of the neighborhood.

\

IIL.  The loss of affordable overnight accommodations will significantly impact access to the
coast for low and moderate income persons--this contravenes the intent of the LCP, and so
a variance is not appropriate. ’

The Coastal Commission should not approve a coastal development permit that contravenes the Local
Coastal Program by destroying a motel site explicitly preserved for the purpose of coastal access. The
Local Coastal Program expressly preserves the ex1stmg motel as it “prov1de[s] for coastal access and
enjoyment by persons of low and modetate income.” LCP at {II-A-10. Moreover, since the demolition of
this motel and the loss of affordable accommodafions contravenes the intent of the Local Coastal Program
a variance is not appropriate: “[t]he Commission shall not permit variance from those standards unless it
finds that such variance meets the intent of the original standards and is consistent with the overall goals
and objectives of the adopted Specific Plan.” LCP at ITI-A-16. The intent is explicit: “[t]he existing visitor
serving facilities, especially the three motels shall be preserved as they provide for coastal access and
enjoyment by persons of low and moderate income.” LCP at ITI-A-10 (emphasis added). Since the intent
is explicit, a variance that allows for the demolition of a motel and the construction of a hotel is not
appropriate.

A variance can only be granted if the Commission makes a finding of fact that “the variation will have no
adverse effect on access along the shorelines including physical, visual, or psychological characteristics
of access.” LCP at ITI-A-16. A finding of fact that this project will have no adverse effect on access would
ignore the reality of how boutique and Iuxury hotel development along the coast has already impacted
access for persons of low and moderate income.

The Coastal Commission should consider the case of Santa Monica—a city that today offers little
overnight accommodations that a person of low or moderate income can afford. The lack of affordable
accommodations in Santa Monica today can be attributed, in part, to the loss of motels that started more
than twenty years ago.” Boutique and luxury hotels have slowly replaced affordable accommodations in

8 Orosz Engineering Group, Inc. Parking Assessment- Silversand Project; 2013 E. Ocean Boulevard, “]:ong Beach,

Ca, October 31, 2013 (Attached). COASTAL COMMISSION

? "Staff Report: Application Number 5- 09:040, May 18. 2009.
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Santa Monica. A 2009 Coastal Commission staff report for Coastal Development Permit No. 5-09-040
found that since 1986 there’had been a loss of around five separate low-cost overnight facilities in the
city—a total of 363 rooms.'° During that same time period, Santa Monica saw five hotels constructed or
refurbished into first class hotels. At the time of the staff report, the room rates for those five hotels were
around $300 and up per night. Id.

Like Santa Monica, Long Beach is a city rich with coastal resources. Unlike Santa Monica, the wave of
upscale hotel development has not yet diminished access to the coast for people of low and moderate
incomes. The demolition of this existing motel immediately infringes on access to the Coast; however, it
also sets a precedent likely to cause much more adverse impact on access in the future. The pretense that
in-lieu fees have protected access to overnight accommodations along the coast for working people
ignores what happens in reality. In this instance, the Coastal Commission has the opportunity to protect
access to the Long Beach coast by following the intent of the specific plan of this area to preserve existing
motels.

This in mind, UNITE HERE Local 11 asks that the Coastal Commission deny the Applicant’s request for
a permit.

IV.  The Coastal Commission should not approve Coastal Development Permit No. 1302-16, but
if it does, then the in-lieu fees should be set at an amount of money that represents the
actual cost of constructing a new.motel.

At the time that a 2010 Coastal Commission Report on the status of in-lieu fee mitigation for impacts to
lower cost overnight accommodations was put out, the Statg: :of California had only collected around $16
million dollars of in-lieu fees since 1977.! This amount of money is far too low considering the cost of
land and construction in the Coastal Zone. This in mind, the Coastal Commission should recommend an
in-lieu fee based on the actual costs of replacing the existing motel.

For example, Reed Construction Data estimates that it-would cost $8,108,000 ($165.48/sq. ft.) to build a
2-3 story wood frame motel in Long Beach in 2013. Estimates are derived from a building model that
assumes basic components, using union labor for a 49,000 square foot building, and does not include
land." The motel slated for demolition has a total square footage of 22,329." If estimated construction
costs are at $165.48 per square foot, then the rough cost of replacing the motel is $3,695,002.

The Coastal Commission should recommend an in-lieu fee amount that is based on the cost per square
foot of replacing the existing motel. UNITE HERE Local 11 recommends that the in-lieu fee be set at no
lower than $3 million.

V. Conclusion

The preservation of coastal access is one of the foremost goals of the California Coastal Act. In this
instance, the Coastal Commission has the concrete opportunity to preserve access for people of low and

a

1d. at 10.
' Status Report on In-Lieu Fee Mitigation for Impacts to Lower Coast Overnight Accommodations. -
12 Reed Construction Data--Long Beach Motel Estimate. COASTAL COMM|SS|0N

%L os Angeles County Tax Assessor.
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moderate income—not only at this place and time—but moving forward in all of Long Beach. The
Coastal Commission has a duty to enforce the provisions of the Long Beach Local Coastal Program. The
LCP preserves the existing motel site, and since the demolition of this motel contravenes the intent of the
. Specific Plan a variance is not appropriate. If the Coastal Commission decides to grant a variance, then it
should preserve access to the coast by implementing an in-lieu fee that can realistically contribute to
financing new affordable accommodations.

The members of UNITE HERE Local 11 respectfully request that the Coastal Commission deny the
application for Coastal Development Permit No. 1302-16 so that the Long Beach coastline remains
accessible to people of low and moderate incomes.

ATTACHED:

Long Beach Planned Development Districts Map

COASTAL COMMISSION
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studi@@ Gleven . RECEIVED

South Coast Region

at Perkowitz+Ruth Architects

MAR 1 0 2014

March & 2014 CALUFORNIA -

COASTAL COMMISSION

o

Commission Chair, Commissioners, and Coastal Staff,

Studio 111, as.the applicant for the previous owner West Millennium Homes, submitted and
received entitlement approval for a 40 room hotel with 56 condominium-units (LB Case No.
0604-08). We have retained those entitlements with the City of Long Beach and have the ability
to submit and pull construction permits any time prior to October 11, 2014, We are able to pay
for an extension beyond this date as well.

Since that time, a new owner Silversands Properties USA, has acquired the site and have
improved the project. As many of you know, the improved project was shared with the Coastal
Commission. Several commissioners commented back in the November meeting that this
design was superior, being greener and providing more public amenities. The current
application was supposed to be heard at the March hearing. (Application No. A-5-LOB-12-0246 ;
LB Case No. 1302-16; 72 hotel rooms and 33 residential condos) From our understanding, this
has since been pulled from the agenda by Coastal staff, (See attachment: E-mail chain from
Chuck Posner). -

We responded to staff’s position with an offer that was never addressed by staff prior to the
issuance of the coastal agenda for March 12-14", therefore we have no way of knowing if the
commission would have been interested in our offer.

Our offer was three-fold:

1. Keep the March hearing date and we would agree to 38 out of 40 rooms that would fall
under the "current" in lieu fee - which is $30K a key based on 2007 fees plus inflation.
- or -

2. Move the hearing date to April in Santa Barbara and we would continue to argue our
position an the amount of rooms that would be impacted by an in-lieu fee using coastal
staff's previous formulas. '

- Qr -

3. If staff would not agree to 1 or 2; then we would pull our application and revert back to
the original entitlements, thus no in-lieu fees paid to the Coastal Commission and
resulting in an inferior project for all involved.

We would think that based on previous comments back in November by this Commission that
you would be interested in the current proposal with in-lieu fees however, to be clear, if the
hearing date is moved beyond April that will not be an option. After the.meeting in November
we were assured that in lieu fees could be resolved within a month or two-yet to date we do

111 West Geean Bivd . 21st Fioor COASTAL COMM|SSION

Long Beach. CA 50802 ELOR-
t 562.901.1500 f 562 901 150 A-S-LoB-13-0246
www . studia-111 com info@studic-111.com
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not know what they are. We have met with staff on several occasions since the November
hearing and we have addressed their concerns, so we are ready to move forward either way. |
am hoping that today you address staff with your concerns regarding potentially losing in-lieu
fees and a terrific project.

In Summary, your decision in not whether a development on this property will take place but,
as one Commissioner stated at the previous hearing, whether a better community serving
development is permitted. Otherwise, the Owners will proceed with the originally approved
and entitled project.

Thank you,

Mo

Michael Bohn
Principal, AlA
Studio One Eleven

CC: Edward and Joan Dang — Owner Representative
Michael Muchinson — Consultant

Attachment: E-mail Chain from Chuck Pasner

COASTAL COMMISSION
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CITY OF LONG BEACH

DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

333 West Ocean Blvd., 4" Floor Long Beach, CA 90802 Phone: 570.5237 Fax: 570.6205

March 18, 2014

California Coastal Commission
200 Oceangate, Tenth Fioor
Long Beach, CA 90802

Re: Application No. A-5-LOB-12-02486; LB Case No. 1302-18; 72 hotel rooms and 33
residential condos (2010 E. Ocean Boulevard)

Dear Commission Chair, Commissioners and Coastal Staff:

This letter confirms the active entitlements for the property at 2010 E. Ocean Boulevard
(Application 5-LOB-07-155, LB Case No. 0604-08) and conveys the City’s consideration on
hotel versus motel operations.

The approved entittements include a Local Coastal Development Permit, Site Plan Review
and Tentative Tract Map for a 56-unit condominium complex with 40 hotel rooms.

- Following is the chronology of the approval status for the project:

Planning Commission approval of entitiements — September 17, 2007

Effective date (after Coastal Commission appeal period) — October 11, 2007

Initial expiration date per the conditions (36 months) — October 11, 2010

AB 333 (2009) — State of California grants automatic 24-month time extension to

active subdivision maps — October 11, 2012

* AB 208 (2011) — State of California grants an additional 24-month time extension to
active subdivision maps — October 11, 2014 _

s AB 116 (2013) — State of California grants an additional 24-month time extension to

active subdivision maps — October 11, 2016

The City of Long Beach carries forward all entitlements concurrent with the time extensions
for the subdivision map. Also, in addition to the above listed time extensions granted by the
State, the applicant may request up to three additional one-year time extensnons for the
project through the City of Long Beach.

The applicant has a vested right in the approved entitlements. If requested by the
applicant, the City wouid be required to issue building permits for the entitted 56-unit
condominium complex with 40 hotel room project after the required plan check process
confirmed that all applicable conditions of approval were met.

: GOASTAL COMMISSION
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2010 E. Ocean Bivd.
March 18, 2014
Page 2 of 2

In 2007, the City reviewed the then proposed project and its consistency with the Local
Coastal Program (LCP) and the Ocean Boulevard Planned Development District (PD-5)
including the statement which indicates “existing motel use sites shali remain in motel use.”

At that time, the City determined that the proposed hotel was, essentially, synonyrHous with
the motel definition as it met the intent of the LCP and would continue to provide an
equivalent visitor-serving use. In addition, as a land use, the City preferred the hotel model
with controlled interior access to the rooms which would help reduce the potential for
negative impacts (noise, etc.) to adjacent properties in comparison to the motel model with
direct, exterior access to the rooms. The determination of hotel versus motel was
confirmed when the project received no appeals at either the local or Coastal Commission
level. '

Respectfully,

J. Bodek, AICP
Director of Development Services

AJB:JW .
P:\ExOfe\Correspondence\2014\3.18.14 2010 Ocean Blvd Coastal Commission.doc

CC: Patrick H. West, City Manager
Suzanne Frick, Assistant City Manager
Jeff Winklepleck, Acting Planning Administrator
Michael J. Mais, Assistant City Attorney
Edward Djang, Owner
Studio One Eleven c/o Michael Bohn, Applicant

v
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South Coast Region

November 12, 2013

NOV
California Coastal Commission 12 2013
Attn: Charles Lester, Executive Director
o CALIFORNIA
45 Fremont St., Suite 2000 COASTAL COMMISSION

San Francisco CA 94105-2219
RE: Item F18A: 2010 E Ocean Boulevard Hotel Project Appeal
Dear Mr. Lester and Commissioners:

I am writing to you regarding a boutique hotel and condo project modification that was
recently approved by the Long Beach City Council and is now being appealed to the
California Coastal Commission based on coastal accessibility issues. This project was
modified to include nearly double the number of hotel rooms and decrease the number of
residential units. That in itself would not be problematic were it not for the fact that it is
sited in an already densely populated coastal neighborhood with scarce parking. This
neighborhood consists of many single family and multi-family residences that were built
without adequate or, sometimes, any onsite parking.

The hotel project is proposed to be a boutique hotel, is located right on the beach, and now
contains amenities which will increase the probability of it becoming a destination in itself,
hosting wedding, parties and events without adequate guest parking. Guests will find it
very difficult, if not impossible to find parking off-site, and without adequate on-site
parking, this could result in decreased accessibility to the coast,

I urge you to send this project back to the City Council for further development of a
parking needs impact study and reconsideration of the project.

Sincerely,

AN

BONNIE LOWENTHAL
Assemblymember, 70" District COASTAL COMMISSION

EXHBIT#___18
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DR. SUJA LOWENTHAL Second Council District
333 West Ocean Boulevard

COUNCILMEMBER Long Beach, CA 90802
CITY OF LONG BEACH (562) 570-6684
RECEIVED
November 13, 2013 South Coast Region
. NUV 1 9 2013
Dr. Robert Garcia, Commissioner
California Coastal Commission
. CALIFORNIA
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 COASTAL COMMISSION

San Francisco, CA 94105
Dear Commissioner Garcia;

I'respectfully request that item 18a (Appeal No. A-5-LOB-13-0246 (Studio One Eleven, Long
Beach) be continued to a future Commission meeting in order to allow the project developer and
owner additional time to discuss mutually acceptable solutions with the appellant.

As you know, the City of Long Beach Planning Commission conditionally approved the
demolition of the existing forty-room motel at 2010 E. Ocean Boulevard, and the construction of
a four-story, 56-unit residential complex with forty hotel rooms in 2007. In May, 2013, the
owners requested and received conditional approval to modify their Local Coastal Development
Permit, adding 32 more hotel rooms to the project and reducing the number of condominium
units from 56 to 33.

The appellant contends that the project does not comply with Section 30213 of the Coastal Act
because it does not protect the lower-cost overnight accommodations, denies accessibility to the
coast and does not address all of the impacts associated with the revised project such as traffic,
parking and noise impacts among others.

As the elected representative in whose district this project resides, I would appreciate the
Commission's support for continuation of this item in hopes that the two parties can reach an
agreement that benefits residents, businesses and visitors.

Please do not hesitate to contact me, should you or your colleagues have any additional questions
or concerns.

Warmly,
(IL dh——-‘
Dr. Suja Lowenthal DPD COASTAL COMMISSION
Councilmember, District 2
City of Long Beach EXHIBIT # 18
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NOV 19 2013
R CALFORNIA
. nu BRPC coO AS\fAQIQQBMIR‘d%QE% DerFense CoOuNCIL
November 14, 2013
Via USPS Priority Mail RECEIVED
The Honorable Members of the California Coastal Commission NOV 1 8 2013
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 CALIFORNIA

COASTAL COMMISSION

Re: Opposition to Item 18a on Agenda for November 15, 2013
Appeal no. A-5-LOB-13-0246, Studio One Eleven, Long Beach

Dear Coastal Commissioners:

On behalf of the Natural Resources Defense Council and our members and activists, I am writing
to ask you to grant the appeal filed in this matter by UniteHere Local 11 so that your staff can
perform the analysis necessary to ensure compliance with Pub.Res.Code Sec. 30213, which
provides in part that: “Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected,
encouraged, and, where feasible, provided.”

T'understand that there is a substantial question about whether the hotel rooms in the proposed
project will be more expensive than the rooms in the current Beach Plaza Motel, leading to a loss
of lower-cost facilities for people who want to stay near the beach. Your staff appears to have
conceded the cost issue, writing that “...[T]The new hotel rooms will likely cost more than the
rooms in the existing seventy-year old motel . . .”[Staff Report at page 8] But staff failed to
connect the dots by focusing on whether the motel “use” will be protected and neglecting to
analyze issues of affordability and use by people wishing to stay or vacation near the beach.

Evidence has been provided to you by UniteHere Local 11 showing that, in fact, affordability
will be reduced for motel stays near the beach in Long Beach if the proposed project is approved.
In my view, staff needs to take this and other evidence under consideration to determine whether
the project complies with Section 30213. Because staff has not'done so, I urge you to grant
UniteHere Local 11°s appeal based on the current record.

Thank you for your consideration of this letter.

Yours truly,

T)&W COASTAL COMMISSION

David Pettit EXHIBIT#___1®
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| RECEIVED
California Coastal Commission
Attn: Charles Lester, Executive Director NOV 15 2013
45 Fremont, Suite 2000 CALIFORNIA
COASTALCOMMISSION

San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

RE: Item F18A: 2010 East Ocean Boulevard Hotel Project Appeal

Please find the attached petition totaling 377 Signatures asking the coastal commission to retum the
above item to the Long Beach City Council. :

The Bluff Project is a 72 hotef room 33 condo, and restaurant project is missing up to 50 parking
spaces| The projectis being devetoped on Ocean and Cherry, an area already rich with activity.
This includes one of the largest farmer's mafkets in Long Beach, Yoga on the biluff that gets
upwards of 75-100 participants per daily session, an active neighborhood association and small
business corridor.

The coast will be inaccessible to tourists based both on cost of rooms and the lack of parking.
The Coast and the community’s neighborhood park will become even more inaccessible,

Send this project back to city council so they can require the developers to include more
parking.

This lack of parking is a question of access, since plainly the coastis harder to access if
parking is unavailable. Coastal Commissioners' goal is to provide access to the coast; this is
why you need to send this back to Long Beach City Council.

Jo find the online pelition please see:

| )
| @inz;e;rce Di“rector

| "Long Beach Coalition for Good Jobs and a Healthy Community COASTAL COMMISSION
ac Cobed CJ QLA EXHIBIT #_LB___
. PAGE_Y ___OF




PRE/SEIITrN

DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS

Name or description of project:
2010 East Ocean Boulevard, Long Beach, CA; Four-story, 33-unit residential complex with 72
hotel rooms and associated amenities

Date and time of receipt of communication:

December 6, 2013 RECEE‘;ED
gouth Coast Region

Location of communication:

Phone DEC 3 0 2013
Type of communication:

nfer NIA
Teleconference COAS%:\\[‘:‘E%%M‘SS‘ON

Person(s) in attendance at time of communication:
Rachel Torres, UNITE HERE

Person(s) receiving communication:
Mark Vargas

Detailed substantive description of the content of communication:
(Attach a copy of the complete text of any written material received.)

Rachel expressed her appreciation for the Commission’s vote on the item at the past meeting.
She also expressed frustration with not being able to have direct communications with the
Applicant.

Date: December 12, 2013

Signature of Commissioner:

—

COASTAL COMMISSION
eHBTe__ 19
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