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Exhibit 2 — Appeals (A-5-LOB-17-0032)
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
(562) 590-5071

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT Racoived oy c

DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT Mooting ™iSsion
J
SECTION L. Appellant(s) UN 0 8 2057

F’Om:

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s): \

Coastal Commissioners: B ocNCo
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000
Long Beach, CA 90802 (562) 590-5071

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of local/port government:____City of Long Beach

2. Brief description of development being appealed: _Construction and operation of
the Belmont Beach and Aquatic Center, an indoor/outdoor pool facility with
adjacent café and restroom buildings.

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.):
4000 E. Olympic Plaza, City of Long Beach, Los Angeles County.

4. Description of decision being appealed:

a. Approval; no special conditions:

b. Approval with special conditions:_XX

c. Denial:

NOTE: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be
appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealable.

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:

APPEAL NO: A-5-LOB-17-0032

DATE FILED: June 9, 2017

DISTRICT: South Coast




SECTION V. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

The proposed project, as approved by the City, raises several substantial issues in regards to
consistency with the certified LCP and the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal
Act.

The approved 125,500 sq. ft. swimming pool complex, café, and 55,745 sq. ft. park on a 5.8-acre
beachfront site in the Belmont Shore area of Long Beach constitutes new development that is not
coastal dependent and would result in potential adverse impacts to existing public access and
recreation opportunities in conflict with the public access and recreation policies of both the
certified LCP and the Coastal Act. In addition, the project does not comply with the height
restrictions for new development in the area and would result in potential adverse impacts to
public views and visual resources in conflict with the policies and provisions of the City’s LCP.

The primary issue raised by the project is that although the beach is currently wide enough that
the structure would most likely be safe from wave action in the immediate future, given sea level
rise, the new pool facility is expected to be directly subject to wave action and shoreline erosion
during the structure’s expected life. The project appears to be designed to likely ensure the
structure’s stability (from an engineering perspective) once the area of the beach where the
seaward portion of the structure is located becomes inundated due to sea level rise; however, this
would be achieved by utilizing a substantial foundation that would both extend not only below
the expected scour level of the beach but would also be built up relatively high in elevation. This
foundation itself would act effectively as a seawall in that it would fix the back of the beach (no
landward migration of the sandy beach would be possible because the structure would “fix” the
back of the beach and; thus, the seaward portion of the structure would eventually be expected to
be located in the water with little or no sandy beach seaward of the pool facility) which, in the
long run, could adversely impact public access along the beach inconsistent with the public
access/recreation policies of the City’s certified LCP, as well as the Coastal Act.

Commission staff has previously informed the City in multiple meeting, phone calls, and letters
that the City should more fully evaluate relocating the facility to an area that would not be
affected by sea level rise/wave action for the expected life of the development, consistent with
the public access/recreation policies of the City’s LCP and the Coastal Act, the Commission’s
Sea Level Rise Guidance Document, and with Section 30235 of the Coastal Act which the
Commission interprets to mean that new development should be sited and designed to not require
shoreline protective devices (or in the case, where the structure itself has been designed in a
manner that the structure itself would effectively function as a shoreline protective device with
the same potential impacts to the beach and public access).

In addition, the height of the 78 ft. high structure significantly exceeds the 25 ft. height limit for
development on site pursuant to the City’s LCP; thus, as approved by the City, the project would
be inconsistent with the height limits for new development in this area and would result in
potential adverse effects to visual resources along the coast inconsistent with the visual resource
protection policies of the City’s certified LCP.
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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
(562) 590-5071
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT "4t ommissio
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SECTION 1. Appellant(s)
Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s): \

Coastal Commissioners: T()l’ N bU [ l’go( nd s
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000

Long Beach, CA 90802 (562) 590-5071

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of local/port government:____ City of Long Beach

2. Brief description of development being appealed: _Construction and operation of
the Belmont Beach and Aquatic Center. an indoor/outdoor pool facility with
adjacent café and restroom buildings.

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.):
4000 E. Olympic Plaza, City of Long Beach, Los Angeles County.

4. Description of decision being appealed:

a. Approval; no special conditions:

b. Approval with special conditions:_ XX

c. Denial:

NOTE: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be
appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealable.

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:

APPEAL NO: A-5-LOB-17-0032

DATE FILED: June 9, 2017

DISTRICT: South Coast




SECTION 1V, Reasons Supporting This Appeal

The proposed project, as approved by the City, raises several substantial issues in regards to
consistency with the certified LCP and the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal
Act,

The approved 125,500 sq. ft. swimming pool complex, café, and 55,745 sq. ft. park on a 5.8-acre
beachfront site in the Belmont Shore area of Long Beach constitutes new development that is not
coastal dependent and would result in potential adverse impacts to existing public access and
recreation opportunities in conflict with the public access and recreation policies of both the
certified LCP and the Coastal Act. In addition, the project does not comply with the height
restrictions for new development in the area and would result in potential adverse impacts to
public views and visual resources in conflict with the policies and provisions of the City’s LCP.

The primary issue raised by the project is that although the beach is currently wide enough that
the structure would most likely be safe from wave action in the immediate future, given sea level
rise, the new pool facility is expected to be directly subject to wave action and shoreline erosion
during the structure’s expected life. The project appears to be designed to likely ensure the
structure’s stability (from an engineering perspective) once the area of the beach where the
seaward portion of the structure is located becomes inundated due to sea level rise; however, this
would be achieved by utilizing a substantial foundation that would both extend not only below
the expected scour level of the beach but would also be built up relatively high in elevation. This
foundation itself would act effectively as a seawall in that it would fix the back of the beach (no
landward migration of the sandy beach would be possible because the structure would “fix” the
back of the beach and; thus, the seaward portion of the structure would eventually be expected to
be located in the water with little or no sandy beach seaward of the pool facility) which, in the
long run, could adversely impact public access along the beach inconsistent with the public
access/recreation policies of the City’s certified LCP, as well as the Coastal Act.

Commission staff has previously informed the City in multiple meeting, phone calls, and letters
that the City should more fully evaluate relocating the facility to an area that would not be
affected by sea level rise/wave action for the expected life of the development, consistent with
the public access/recreation policies of the City’s LCP and the Coastal Act, the Commission’s
Sea Level Rise Guidance Document, and with Section 30235 of the Coastal Act which the
Commission interprets to mean that new development should be sited and designed to not require
shoreline protective devices (or in the case, where the structure itself has been designed in a
manner that the structure itself would effectively function as a shoreline protective device with
the same potential impacts to the beach and public access).

In addition, the height of the 78 ft. high structure significantly exceeds the 25 ft. height limit for
development on site pursuant to the City’s LCP; thus, as approved by the City, the project would
be inconsistent with the height limits for new development in this area and would result in
potential adverse effects to visual resources along the coast inconsistent with the visual resource
protection policies of the City’s certified LCP.
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.

SECTION1. Appellant(s)

Name:; GORDANA KAJER
Mailing Address: 235 Loma Avenue

City: Long Beach Zip Code: 90803 Phone:  (562) 522-8004 |

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of local/port government: City of Long Beach

2. - Brief description of development being appealed:

Coastal Development Permit for construction of Belmont Beach Aquatic Center Project), an indoor/

outdoor pool facility with an adjacent passive park, cafe, and restroom buildings {(Application No.
1405-01)

3.  Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.):
4000 E. Olympic Plaza, Long Beach, California

4. Description of decision being appealed (check one.):

[J  Approval; no special conditions

Approval with special conditions:

O X

Denial

Note:  For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be
appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealable.

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:

APPEAL NO: Afé’l/o B- [7]- 0052-
DATE FILED: /‘VM«-Q_ b.207/77
DISTRICT: W [’ ‘gﬂdf'~




STATEMENT OF REASONS FOR APPEAL

The development does not conform to the standards set forth in the certified local coastal
program.

The project fails to meet design requirements for buildings in the Belmont Pier Planned
Development Area set forth in the 2006 revision of the certified LCP. Those building design
requirements include the following:

A. Style. All buildings shall be designed in appropriate coastally oriented design styles in
harmony with other existing styles in the area.

B. Height. No buildings shall exceed two stories in height or 25’ above grade if located on-shore
or two stories or 25’ space above the pier if located over the water.

C. Lot Coverage. No building shali cover more than 50 percent of its site nor shall occupy more
than 50 percent of its site parallel to Ocean Boulevard. Commercial uses on the west side of
39th Place shall be excepted from this and may occupy 100 percent of their sites.

D. Special Design Standards. All buildings shail be located and designed to provide a maximum
feasible amount of unobstructed views through their sites towards the beach and recreational
facilities.

A portion of the site is zoned “Park,” a citywide designation that establishes an allowable
building height of 30 feet that appears to be in conflict with the specific height limits for the
Belmont Pier Planned Development Area. In any case, the proposed building is at least twice as
high as the LCP allows.

The proposed buiiding is not in harmony with other existing structures, is 78 feet high, covers
more than 50 percent of the site and does not provide the maximum feasible amount of
unobstructed views toward the beach.

In order to justify the 78 foot height of the structure when the LCP height limit is 25 feet, the
City relied on its standards variance procedures set forth in its LCP implementing ordinance,
namely Long Beach Municipal code 21.25.306. it provides that a variance can be granted only if
“The unique situation causes the applicant to experience hardship that deprives the applicant
of a substantial right to use of the property as other properties in the same zone are used . . .”

The Finding that the applicant is deprived of the right to use the property as other properties
are used, has no factual basis. The Findings, a copy of which is attached hereto, focus on the
former use of this site, not on the use of other properties nearby or on other properties with
these zoning designations. There are no facts recited in the Findings to support its conclusory
statement that “The unique situation causes the applicant to experience hardship that deprives
the applicant of a substantial right to use of the property as other properties in the same zone
are used . ..” The only “hardship,” if there is one, is that the LCP as currently certified does not
allow the construction of a project inconsistent with its land use and implementing ordinances.
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C.

Pedestrfan., Pedestrian walloays shall
flow throughont the area. All walk-

ways shall be improved to the satisfaction
of the City Engineer. . )

.

3. Building Design.

A.

Style. All Bulldings- shall be designed
in’ appropriate coastally oriented design
styles in harmony with other existing
styles in the area. .
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Special Design Standards. All buildings
shall be located and designed to provide

a maximum feasible amownt of unobstructed
views through their sites towards the v
beach and recreatiomal facllities.

Open Areas. Open areas shall be land-
scaped and shall centain pedestrian
pathways accessible to the public.

Such access shall be guaranteed through
deed restrictions. Open areas may also,
be utilized as areas for outdooT dining.

4. Parking.

A.

Public. The existing number of puhlic

parking spaces shall be retained. Puhlic

parking may be relocated from the Granada

Avenue parking lot to under and west of

Belmont Pier, but not extend westward

of 38th Place, provided an equal mumber

of spaces in the Granada Avenue parking

lot be converted to beach, bicycle path

or landscaped uses. No parking structures

shall be allowed. (




STANDARDS VARIANCE FINDINGS
4000 E. Olympic Plaza
Application No. 1405-01
' March 2, 2017

Pursuant to Chapter 21.25 (Specific Procedures), Division 11l of the Long Beach Municipal
Code, the Standards Variance procedure is established to allow for flexibility in the Zoning
Regulations. This flexibility is necessary because not all circumstances relative to all lots
can be foreseen and evaluated in the writing of such regulations. In order to prevent abuse
of the flexibllity, certain findings of fact must be made before any variance can be granted.
These findings have been incorporated in the Long Beach Municipal Code.

1.

THE SITE OR THE IMPROVEMENTS ON THE SITE ARE PHYSICALLY UNIQUE
COMPARED TO THE OTHER SITES IN THE SAME ZONE;

The project site is unique in that it is split-zoned. The northern portion of the site
is located in the Belmont Pier Planned Development District (PD-2), while the
southemn portion of the site is located in the Park (P) zone. The maximum building
heights allowed in PD-2 and the P zone are 25 feet and 30 feet, respectively. The
proposed Belmont Beach and Aquatic Center will reach a maximum height of 78
feet and be built over a portion of each zoning district.

The 5.8-acre project site was formerly developed with the Belmont Plaza Pool, a
public pool facility which opened in 1968. The Beimont Plaza Pool facility
consisted of a 60-foot-tall natatorium that housed a 14,010-square-foot
competition pool for swimming and diving, a 5,665-square-foot restaurant and
banquet hall, and locker room and office areas. The facility also included two
outdoor pools and 45,160 square feet of passive parkland. The natatorium was
closed in January 2013, and demolished in February 2015, after studies found it
suffered from major seismic and structural deficiencies. Following demolition of
the former pool facility, the area of the project site where the former facllity stood
was backfilled, compacted, and at the request of the Califomla Coastal
Commission, covered with a thin layer of sand. The remainder of the project site
consists of paving (Olympic Plaza right-of-way, parking lot areas, walkways and
pathways), vegetation (primarily grasses and trees), and the aforementioned
outdoor pools. The diverse range of project site conditions is thus unique when
compared with other sites in the PD-2 and P zone.

Commercially developed parcels are located north of the site, across Olympic
Plaza; bicycle and pedestrian pathways, volleyball courts, and the beach are
located south of the site; the Beach Parking Lot and City Maintenance Yard are
located east of the site; and the Belmont Veterans Memorial Pier, Pler Parking Lot,
and a four-story muiti-family residential building are located west of the site. The
presence and location of these existing improvements act as site constraints that
limit possible design options, Including the ability to design a facility in compliance
with applicable height limitations. Furthermore, the proposed closure of Olympic
Plaza ~ it's to be integrated into the passive park and landscaping component of
the project — would leave the site uniquely without a street frontage.

10




Standard Variance Findings
Application No. 1405-01
March 2, 2017

The Long Beach General Plan's Open Space and Recreation Element (OSRE)
and Chapter 21.35 of the Zoning Regulations, Park District, both classify the
Belmont Pool Complex as a designated Special Use Park. Per the OSRE, Special
Use Parks “provide unique cultural heritage and/or educational features which
attract a broad audience from near and far.” The proposed replacement pool
facility would retain this unique designation and continue the site's demonstrated,
45-year ability to support a swimming facility capable of accommodating local,
regional, and national aquatic events.

2, THE UNIQUE SITUATION CAUSES THE APPLICANT TO EXPERIENCE
HARDSHIP THAT DEPRIVES THE APPLICANT OF A SUBSTANTIAL RIGHT
TO USE OF THE PROPERTY AS OTHER PROPERTIES IN THE SAME ZONE
ARE USED AND WILL NOT CONSTITUTE A GRANT OF SPECIAL PRIVILEGE
INCONSISTENT WITH LIMITATIONS IMPOSED ON SIMILARLY ZONED
PROPERTIES OR INCONSISTENT WITH THE PURPOSE OF THE ZONING
REGULATIONS;

From 1968 — 2015, the project site was improved with the 60-foot-tall Belmont
Plaza Pool. When the need for a replacement pool facility was identified, the Long
Beach City Council and a Stakeholder Advisory Commiittee, with input from the
California Coastal Commission, identified specific objectives for the facility. These
objectives identified the need for a facility on the same site with increased aquatic
programming that could accommodate up to 4,250 spectators and minimized view
disruptions when compared to the former facility. The objectives also called for a
pool complex with a signature design that is distinctive yet appropriate for the site's
seaside location, and one that provided greater amount of on-site open space and
passive park / landscaped area than the former facility. Achieving these diverse
project objectives with the spatial constraints identified in Finding 1 necessitates a
facility that would stand taller than the site's 25- and 30-foot height limitations.

Construction and operation of the 78-foot-tall Belmont Beach and Aquatic Center
would not grant the applicant a special privilege inconsistent with limitations
imposed on similarly zoned properties. The Belmont Plaza Pool functioned as a
public, region-serving pool facility, the only one of its kind in the City. Like the
proposed facility, its 60-foot height exceeded the site's 25- and 30-foot height
limitations. With the site's established history of accommodating an over-height
flagship pool facility, approval of the subject variance request would therefore not
constitute a grant of special privilege, '




Standard Variance Findings
Application No. 1405-01
March 2, 2017

3.

THE VARIANCE WILL NOYT CAUSE SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECTS
UPON THE COMMUNITY; AND

The over-height component of the project, the pool facility, will not cause
substantial adverse effects upon the community. The natatorium and outdoor pool
deck will be located atop a 7-foot-tall plinth. The natatorium will rise 71 feet from
plinth level, giving the facility a total height of 78 feet. The curved, elliptical shape
of the natatorium would result in a reduced sense of mass and scale when
compared to the natatorium of the former Belmont Plaza Pool, which was buiit in
a traditional style that emphasized height and scale. The rectangular former
natatorium stood 60 feet fall for its entire 230-foot length. Its broad sides faced
north and south, hindering views of the coast from northern vantage points. Only
the peak of the proposed natatorium would exceed the height of the former facility.
From this peak, the roof of the natatorium would taper downward, resulting in the
majority of the structure being of a lower height than the former facility.
Additionally, the natatorium would be comprised of a web of structural steel infilled
with ethylene tetrafluoroethylene (ETFE) plastic, a roof system that would allow for
a higher degree of transparency than the former facility. The increased visibility
through the site and less imposing, more coastally-oriented style of the proposed
natatorium would represent an improvement in the visual quality of the site and as
such will not cause substantial impacts upon the community.

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the
CEQA Guidelines, Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 01-16 was prepared for the
proposed project. The EIR analyzed the project for potential environmental
impacts, discussed alternatives, and proposed mitigation measures for identified
potentially significant impacts. The purpose of the mitigation measures Is to
minimize, offset, or otherwise reduce or avoid these identified impacts. Mitigation
measures proposed for the project include sound engineer designing of the
facility's sound systems — both temporary and permanent — to ensure noise levels
from the venue do not exceed City standards at the site’s surrounding sensitive
land uses and the filing, review, and approval of an Event Traffic Management Plan
to address potential traffic circulation impacts during large special events (450+
spectators). Special, project-specific conditions of approval would also serve to
limit adverse impacts upon the community. Among these conditions are a
requirement that the facility cease operations and illumination of the natatorium at
10:00 p.m., nightly, a prohibition on alcohol sales, and the requirement of a facility
lighting plan.

IN THE COASTAL ZONE, THE VARIANCE WILL CARRY OUT THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM AND NOT INTERFERE WITH PHYSICAL, VISUAL AND
PSYCHOLOGICAL ASPECTS OF ACCESS TO OR ALONG THE COAST.

The Local Coastal Program contains specific policies for various planning areas of
the City's coastal zone. The project site is located within Area C — Belmont Heights
Neighborhoods of the Local Coastal Program, an area containing a mixture of

12




Standard Variance Findings
Application No. 1405-01
March 2, 2017

residential housing types, a node of commercial uses south of Ocean Boulevard
at Livingston Drive, and the Belmont Pier, Belmont Pool, and Colorado Lagoon
recreation areas. The project furthers Local Coastal Program policies that call for
enhancement of coastal zone public recreation and public access, and an increase
in public use of coastal resources. These policies are achieved with the expanded,
more modern facility. The facility provides an increase in the amount of
programmable water surface area, spectator seating, and on-site open space from
the former facllity that stood at the site. Project compliance with Area C-specific
policies would also be achieved. These policies include retention of existing
Termino Avenue and Bennett Avenue view corridors (achieved, and enhanced
from the former box-shaped facility, with the proposed facility's bubble shape and
use of transparent building material) and the closure of Olympic Plaza at the north-
end of the site (the area would be converted into a landscaped pedestnan
circulation and emergency fire access path).
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.
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3. Development's Jocation (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.):
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4. Description of decision being appealed (check one.):

[J  Approval; no special conditions

& Approval with special conditions:
[0 Denial

Note:  For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be
- appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealable.

TO BE.COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3)

SECTIONIV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal
PLEASE NOTE:

e 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.

e  State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan,
or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the
decision warrants a new hearing. (Use additional paper 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,

The Long Beach Area Peace Network reasons that the Beimont Beach and
Aguatics Center is not in conformity with Coastal Act goals and policies.
Specifically, the California Coastal Act requires pubic participation in the
deéign and approval of and public access to public projects in the coastal
zone. Due to both lack of public participation and lack of pubiic access the
BBAC project must be denied a Local Coastal Permit.

“While each LCP reflects unique characteristics of individual local coastal
communities, regional and statewide interests and concerns must also be
addressed in conformity with Coastal Act goals and policies. Foliowing
adoption by & city council or county board of supervisors, an LGP is
submitted to the Coastal Commission for review for consistency with
Coastal Act requirements.” California Coastal Commission

The Long Beach Area Peace Network stands by our original argument that
the Beimont Beach and Aguatics Center Project has not met the legal
requirements of the California Coastal Act as outlined in our appeal to the
Long Beach City Council. We ask that staff refer to 1) LBAPN's original
written appeal to the Long Beach City Council {aftached), 2) oral testimony
given by LBAPN representative, Anna Christensen, at the May 16th City
Council hearing of LBAPN's appeal (script attached, actual presentation
can be viewed on Legistar), 3) LBAPN re BBAC’s Consisiency with Coastal
Act Policies {attached), and 4) additional supportive documents (attached).
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Note: The Long Beach Area Peace Network (LPAPN) supports the arguments of other appellants to the granting of a
Local Coastal Permit for the Belmont Beach and Aquatics Center. In commenting here on the City’s specific ,
arguments for the project’s Consistency with California Coastal Act Policies, LBAPN has focused issues addresses in
our appeal of the BBAC. The red text highlights 1)specific aspect of a policy 2) the city’s rationale for consistency
with that aspect, and 3) LBAPN's rationale for inconsistency with that aspect of the California Coastal Act Policy,
sections 30210, 30211, 30213, 30220.
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Section 30210: 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.

Consistent. The proposed Project provides for enhanced public safety needs through
the reconstruction of the Belmont Pool facilities. The proposed Project includes
installation of ADA-compliant facilities, including ramp access, thereby increasing
public access and improving public safety. Belmont Pool has been located in the coastal
zone for approximately 45 years and there is community support to continue and
maintain the uses at this location. The pool complex has previously and would continue
to remain open to the public. Classes and other programs offered at the facility would
continue to serve various populations including children, youth, and seniors. Therefore,
the proposed Project would be consistent with Coastal Act Section 30210.

LBAPN comment: 1} The BBAC 1s not a reconstruction of the Belmont Pool facilities -
1t 1s a new facility, designed primarily for local, regional, national. and international
competitions. 1t was created by and for professional athletes, sports teams and private
aquatic business owners to provide the time and space for private lessons, team
practice, and competitions. Promoters of the BBAC, including the City of Long Beach,
have been adamant that the BBAC will be a revenue generating site for major aquatics
competitions because of 1t's two Olympic-sized pools, high dive+pool+spa. viewer
seating, and restaurant, In ferms of both the design and location of the BRAC,
providing “recreational opportunities for all the people” is a secondary consideration.
2) Building the BBAC on a sandy beach rather than on solid ground raises concerns of
structural mtegrity/public safety 1 the case of liquefaction due 1o carthquakes and sea
rise. 3) A segment of the aquatics community designed the BBAC and does support it,
the larger community does not. The Belmont Shore Residents Association and the
Surfrider Foundation, Long Beach Chapter, support the appellants. LEDS dismissed
out of hand those who voiced opposition to the BBAC. The majority of Long Beach
residents were denied the equal opportunity to participate in both the design and siting
of the BBAC. At the May 16th, city council meeting both Lena Gonzalez and Rex
Richardson) chastised LBDS for failing to hold meetings outside the 3rd District and

questioned the accessibility of the site by residents of their districts (st and 9th).
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Section 30211:
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 301212.5:
Wherever appropriate
and feasible, public
facilities, including
parking areas or
facilities, shall be
distributed throughout
an area as to mitigate
against the impacts,
social and otherwise, of
overcrowding or overuse
by the public of any
single area.

Consistent. The proposed Project would not interfere with the public’s right of access
to the sea or beach. The proposed Project would replace and upgrade the previous pool
facilities and would provide additional access through the installation of new modern
facilities. The proposed Project would maintain the existing coastal access for the
public, and the new facilities would serve local and regional visitors and enhance the
existing public recreational opportunities. Therefore, the proposed Project would be
consistent with Coastal Act Section 30211.

LBAPN comment: The additional access for local and regional visitors consists of
expanded opportunitics for athletic competitors and their viewing audience - not
expanded opportunities for public recreational users. The fact that existing public
recreational opportunities are limited by pay to play businesses and local sports feams
does not justify an additional Olympic-size pool. The site itself Limits public access.
Consistent. Parking for the proposed Project would continue to be provided by the two
existing pay lots adjacent to the Project site: (1) the Belmont Veteran’s Memorial Pier
Parking Lot (Pier Parking Lot) northwest of the pool facility; and (2) the Beach Parking
Lot (Beach Parking Lot) southeast of the pool. Both lots contain an approximate total
of 1,050 public parking spaces. No additional parking is proposed. Facilities associated
with the proposed Project are not located in close proximity to similar recreational
facilities and the proposed Project would replace a previous use that has not induced
substantial overcrowding or overuse. As discussed in Section 4.13, Transportation and
Traffic, of this Draft EIR, unless special events are held at both the indoor and outdoor
pools simultaneously, the total number of spectators for the proposed Project is
expected to be similar to the baseline conditions of the existing pool facility.
Additionally, any event with more than 450 spectators would be considered a large
special event that would require an Event Traffic Management Plan (Mitigation
Measure 4.13.1). This plan may include active traffic management and/or off-site
parking and shuttles. Therefore, the proposed Project would be consistent with Coastal
Act Section 30212.5.
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Section 30213: 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

[N A

Consistent. Coastal recreation uses in the vicinity would remain available to the public,
for example, sightseeing on the pier, bicycle access at the proposed Project site, and
other passive beach activities. The proposed Project facility would be accessible to the
public for a nominal fee and as stated above, classes and other programs offered at the
tacility would serve various populations including children, youth, and seniors. Various
swim meets and competitions will be hosted at the facility and such events would be
accessible for the public to attend at a nominal charge anticipated to range from $3 to
$15 depending on the event, These operational characteristics are consistent with the
operational characteristics of the former Belmont Pool facility. No substantial changes
related to public recreation are anticipated after Project completion. Therefore, the
proposed Project would be consistent with Coastal Act Section 30213.

LBAPN comment: Admittedly the BBAC would not deny admussion to the general
public and would continue to provide public classes and programs for a fee. However,
due to both 1ts site and primary function as a4 competitive sports facility, concerns about
both public access and public recreation remain. Clearly referenced is the public’s
ability to pay a fee 1o watch swim meets and competitions. “Nominal fee” as used here,
mmplies a certain level of disposable income. However, the majority of Long Beach
residents are of limited means and while fees of up to $15 may be deemed necessary,
they will restrict access - as will the additional time and moncey required to reach a
facility that 1s not centrally located. The “operational characteristics” of the BBAC that
are not consistent with the Belmont Pool Facility are those that do not serve the
recreational users preferred by the Coastal Act. Unlike the Belmont Pool, the focus of
the BBAC is not to meet the recreational and/or public safety and/or health needs of the
community. The primary goal of the BBAC is to create an “iconic” destination for
competitive events, and to provide the time and space for teams and those athletes who
can afford it to practice for such events. Re sightseeing on the pier - due to storm
damage and negligence the pier s no longer open to the public while the funds needed
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Section 30220: 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:
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.

Consistent. A recreational pool is not coastal-dependent, however the Belmont Pool
facilities have been located in the Coastal Zone for approximately 45 years, and there is
community support to continue such uses at this location. The pool complex has and
would continue to remain open to the public, and classes and other programs would
serve various populations including children, youth, and seniors. In addition, the
location of the pool facilities at the beach encourages public access and use of coastal
resources. Therefore, the proposed Project would be consistent with Coastal Act
Section 30220. LBAPN: BBAC 1s not coastal dependent, not supported by community
Consistent. See response to Coastal Act Section 30220. The Belmont Pool facilities
would provide long-term recreational uses for persons within the City and the region.
As demand for Olympic-standard aquatic facilities in the City remains high, conversion
of the proposed Project site to other uses is not under consideration or very likely and
the continuation of a pool facility ensures the continuation of recreational uses on
oceanfront lands. The proposed Project would, therefore, be consistent with Coastal Act
Section 30221, by protecting such recreational facilities for the long term.

LBAPN: The demand for Olympic-standard aquatic facilities in the City has not been
“high.” The actual and unmet need of the City is for community pools that can provide
recreation and swimming instruction to the majority of Long Beach residents who need
to learn to swim. The BBAC will not ensure the continuation of recreational uses on
oceanfront lands precisely because 1t is favors an “Olympic-standard” venue to train

competitors and hold sporting events. Additionally, LBDS has failed to consider

alternative sites that would be safer, more accessible, and have no impact on coastal/
biological resources. Project objectives were intentionally constrained in order to rule

out consideration of alternative sites, regardless of the consequences.
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Section 30231: The
biological productivity
and the quality of coastal
waters, streams,
wetlands, estuaries, and
lakes appropriate to
maintain optimum
populations of marine
organisms and for the
protection of human
health shall be
maintained and, where
feasible, restored
through, among other
means, minimizing
adverse effects of
wastewater discharges
and entrainment,
controlling

Consistent. The pool complex has and would continue to remain open to the public;
classes and other programs would continue to serve various populations including
children, youth, and seniors. Harbor and coastal waters will be protected through
implementation of the water quality management program, including implementation
of BMPs both during construction and operation. BMPs as outlined in Section 4.8,
Hydrology and Water Quality, of this Draft EIR, are designed to ensure that water
quality is not adversely impacted and that biological productivity of coastal waters is
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runoff, preventing
depletion of
groundwater supplies
and substantial
interference with surface
water flow, encouraging
waste water reclamation,
maintaining natural
vegetation buffer areas
that protect riparian
habitats, and minimizing
alteration of natural
streams.

maintained. During construction, BMPs would prevent soil and sediment, construction
debris, and chemicals from entering surface water flows. During operation, BMPs
would keep pesticides and trash from surface water flows.

Although groundwater dewatering would be required during construction, groundwater
dewatering activities would be temporary, and the volume of groundwater removed
would not be substantial. During operation, the impervious surface area would decrease
by 0.5 ac, which would increase infiltration. As a result, the proposed Project would not
interfere with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net depletion in
groundwater supplies.

Surface water flow would not be substantially altered by the prbposed Project since the
replacement of the former pool facility would result in a decrease in impervious surface

‘larea and stormwater runoff from the site compared to existing conditions. The proposed

Project would increase the amount of pervious land cover by 0.5 ac as described in
Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality. Therefore, the proposed Project would be
consistent with Coastal Act Section 30231 by minimizing adverse effects on coastal
waters.
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Section 30232:
Protection against the
spillage of crude oil, gas,
petroleum products, or
hazardous substances
shall be provided in
relation to any
development or
transportation of such
materials. Effective
containment and cleanup
facilities and procedures
shall be provided for
accidental spills that do
occur.

Consistent. Accidental spillage of hazardous substances during construction is
controlled through implementation of appropriate NPDES or other regulatory measures
to ensure against any impacts resulting from accidental spills.

During operational activities, spillage of solvents and fuels on site can occur as part of
typical pool maintenance activities. However, the uses on site are not changing, and the
chemicals needed for pool and building maintenance are not changing. Prevention and
clean up would comply with all applicable health and safety regulations. In addition,
implementation of operational BMPs regarding the transportation and disposal of such
wastes would ensure effective containment of accidental spills. Therefore, the proposed
Project would be consistent with Coastal Act Section 30232.
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Section 30233: The
diking, filling, or
dredging of open coastal
waters, wetlands,
estuaries, and lakes shall
be permitted in
accordance with other
applicable provisions of
this division, where
there is no feasible less
environmentally
damaging alternative,
and where feasible
mitigation measures
have been provided to
minimize adverse
environmental effects.

Consistent. The proposed Project does not include dredging or diking of open coastal
waters, wetlands, estuaries, or lakes. Therefore, the proposed Project would be
consistent with Coastal Act Section 30233.
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Policies

Section 30235: Consistent. The proposed Project does not include any revetments, breakwaters, groins,
Revetments, walls, or other construction that would alter natural shoreline processes. Therefore, the

breakwaters, groins,
harbor channels, sea
wall, cliff retaining
walls, and other
construction that alters
natural shoreline
processes shall be
permitted when required
to serve coastal
dependent uses or to
protect existing
structures or public
beaches in danger from
erosion, and when
designed to eliminate or
mitigate adverse impacts
on local shoreline and
sand supply.

proposed Project would be consistent with Coastal Act Section 30235.




Section 30240: Consistent. Consistent with Section 4.3, Biological Resources, there are no

Environmentally environmentally sensitive habitat areas on or adjacent to the Project site. The Project
sensitive habitat areas  [site is currently fully developed with active (pool) and passive (park) recreation uses.
shall be protected There are no native landscaping, waters, or wetland habitat present on or adjacent to the

against any significant  |Project site. Therefore, the proposed Project would be consistent with Coastal Act
disruption of habitat Section 30240.

values, and only uses
dependent on those
resources shall be
allowed within those
areas. Development in
areas adjacent to
environmentally
sensitive habitat areas
and parks and recreation
areas shall be sited and
designed to prevent
impacts which would
significantly degrade
those areas and shall be
compatible with the
continuance of those
habitat and recreation
areas.
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Section 30244: Where
development would
adversely impact
archaeological or
paleontological
resources as identified
by the State Historic
Preservation Officer,
reasonable mitigation
measures shall be
required.

Consistent. No archaeological resources as identified on the California State Historic
Resources Inventory would be impacted by Project implementation and the proposed
Project site is not considered to be sensitive for archeological resources. Furthermore,
there are no known paleontological resources on the Project site. However, as discussed
further in Section 4.4, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, of this Draft EIR, the
proposed Project would have a less than significant impact on paleontological
resources with the implementation of mitigation requiring paleontological monitoring
for any excavation occurring in depths equal to or greater than 23 ft. Therefore, the
proposed Project would be consistent with Coastal Act Section 30244.
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Section 30251: The
scenic and visual
qualities of coastal areas
shall be considered and
protected as a resource
of public importance.
Permitted development
shall be sited and
designed to protect
views to and along the
ocean and scenic coast
areas, to minimize the
alteration of natural
landforms, to be visually
compatible with the
character of surrounding
areas and where feasible
to restore and enhance
visual quality in visually
degraded areas. New

Consistent. As discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of this EIR, the proposed Project
improvements ensure protection of on-site and off-site public views along the ocean
and coastal area. The proposed facilities have been designed to modernize the previous
Belmont Pool facilities while continuing to promote visits to both the coastal beach and
the public pool facility, as both are resources of public importance. The proposed
facilities have been designed to reflect the character of the coast. The main pool
structure is characterized by a translucent cover for the indoor, competition pool that
would maximize views of the ocean and coastal area. The structure will be an elliptical-
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development in highly
scenic areas such as
those designated in the
California Coastline
Preservation and
Recreation Plan
prepared by the
Department of Parks and
Recreation and by local
government shall be
subordinate to the
character of its setting.

shaped dome similar to a drop of water. The glass curtain wall surrounding the outdoor
pool would serve to partially maintain views of areas surrounding the Project site and
would allow for increased light intrusion. Views of the ocean would be improved as
compared to the previous pool facilities because the new pool has been designed to be
narrower and would slope in height (refer to Figure 4.1.4, Pre- and Post-Project
Building Orientation). While the maximum height for the proposed Project is 11 ft
higher than the previous Belmont Pool building, the sloping shape of the proposed
Project would reduce the bulk and massing of the new facility in comparison to the
former facility which was characterized by a consistent roof line that maintained the
maximum height throughout the entire length of the building. Further, the proposed
Project would enbance the visual quality of the Project site by constructing a new
building and introduce an enhanced architecture with upgraded landscaping. No
existing landforms would be altered by Project implementation. Preservation of the
scenic coastal character is consistent with the objectives of the California Coastline
Preservation and Recreation Plan. Therefore, the proposed Project would be consistent

with Coastal Act Section 30251.
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Section 30253: New
development shall: (1)
minimize risks to life
and property in areas of
high geologic, flood, and
fire hazard; (2) assure
stability and structural
integrity, and neither
create nor contribute
significantly to erosion,
geologic instability, or
destruction of the site or
surrounding area, or in
any way require the
construction of
protective devices that
would substantially alter
natural landforms along
bluffs and cliffs; (3) be
consistent with
requirements imposed
by an air pollution
control district or the
State Air Resources
Control Board as to each
particular development;
(4) minimize energy
consumption and vehicle
miles traveled; and (5)

Consistent. The proposed Project would replace a former structure that was deemed
seismically unsafe. The proposed Project would also provide for implementation of
proposed improvements in a manner that would minimize risks to life and property
through the implementation of site-specific recommendations and specifications
prepared by professional engineers and others. A geotechnical evaluation was prepared
for the proposed Project, which, together with compliance with the seismic
requirements of the UBC and the recommended engineering design measures, would
ensure stability, structural integrity, and protection of the site and surrounding area.
Additional detail regarding geologic hazards is provided in Section 4.5, Geology and
Solils, of this Draft EIR. A Phase I Hazardous Materials Assessment (Phase I HMA)
was also prepared for the proposed Project, with potential hazards and hazardous
material impacts at the Project site and in the surrounding area that may result from
implementation of the proposed Project. Compliance with the mitigation measures
outlined in Section 4.7 of this Draft EIR would reduce any potential hazards as a result
of hazardous material release or fires.

The proposed Project would incorporate a number of energy-efficient measures,
including variable frequency drive pool pumps, day lighting, and LED pool lighting. In
addition, the proposed Project would be built to meet the Leadership in Energy and
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Anna Christensen, 259 Termino Ave, Long Beach, representing LBAPN, an appellant.
LBAPN opposes the BBAC because it fails to provide the social and racial equity that the
residents of Long Beach deserve and are entitled to by law. Additionally, both LBAPN and
the USA Swimming Foundation agree that the systemic lack of diversity in aquatics can
only be overcome by providing equal access to facilities and programs that focus on public

health, safety, and recreation, as well as competitive aquatics.

Now let’s hear from our history making Olympic Champion, Gold Medalist Simone Manuel

1. Statistics show that Americans, especially children, are at risk

100 million Americans don’t know how to swim

70% of African american children, 65% of Asian American and Native American children,
60% of Hispanic children, and 40% of white children can’t swim.

9 children drown every day and every year 5000 children under age 14 are hospitalized
due to near-drowning

Drowning is the #1 cause of death for children under five and the #2 cause of injury-related
death for children under 15

Minority youth are far more likely to drown than their white peers.

Long Beach has no public pools in six of it's nine City Council Districts. Our three public

pools must serve 1/2 million residents.

To build the BBAC, a massive competitive aquatics facility with 2 Olympic pools, 2
recreational pools, 2 spas, and a high dive, in the affluent 3rd District when six districts with
higher population density, and more low-income and minority children have no public pools
at all not only violates the public trust, but also local, state, and federal laws.

2. There’s a new sheriff in town and the BBAC is under arrest

Recent amendments to the Coastal Act include the legal definition of environmental justice

as the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to
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environmental laws, regulations, and policies. The Coastal Act, therefore CEQA, now
explicitly prohibits discrimination and promotes equal access to the beach and coastal
zone, as well to any program or activity that is conducted, operated, administered or

receives any financial assistance from the state.

The Coastal Commission’s report on climate change and sea level rise acknowledges
disproportionate impacts on people of color and low income communities. Civil rights and
environmental justice concerns in the coastal zone include

« access to recreation, beaches, parks, picnic areas, and the ocean

« public health and well-being

+ public participation in decision making

- discrimination, including unintended consequences, based on income, wealth, race,

ethnicity, or culture.

3. Move it or lose it

The BBAC is out of compliance with Coastal Act requirements for recreational facilities
because it does not need to be built on the beach. On the proposed site, the BBAC would
deny public access to the sandy beach beneath it as well as risk further degrading the

beach by acting as a barrier during storm surges, especially as the sea level rises.

Those designing and approving the BBAC either failed to consider or rejected alternative
sites and designs that would be less discriminatory towards low income and minarity
residents, especially those living in north and west Long Beach.

The stated purpose of BBAC to “serve existing users” in the same location as the Belmont

Olympic Pool fails to address our city’s history of racial and economic discrimination
The BBAC violates the city’s Healthy Communities Policy which states that neighborhoods

with historic barriers to health, wellness, and safety” will be first to have new recreational
facilities.
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4. Guess who didn’t get invited to dinner?

Low income and minority residents were not equal participants in the design and review

process of the BBAC as required by CEQA and the Coastal Act

« The 14 member Stakeholders Advisory Committee, appointed by City Manager Pat West
and former 3rd Councilman Frank Colona, was dominated by those involved with and
benefiting from a competitive aquatics venue remaining on the site of the former Belmont
Olympics Pool

» The committee had no representatives from underserved communities or public health
advocates, such as Building Healthy Communities Long Beach

+ no community meetings were held on the BBAC EIR outside of the 3rd District

» 3rd District community meetings focused on architectural elements and limited discussion

of alternative sites with respect to equal access
5. A history of discrimination has created a lack of health equity today

Throughout much of the twentieth century in Los Angeles County racially discriminatory
measures limited access by people of color to beaches, housing, jobs, schools,
playgrounds, parks, swimming pools, restaurants, transportation, and other public
accommodations. Public beaches were basically off limits to people of color, Blacks could
enjoy only the “Inkwell,” a half-mile stretch of beach in Santa Monica, and the 2 block long
resort of Bruce's Beach in Manhattan Beach. Public pools limited access by people of color
to a rare “International Day”, or “Mexican Day,” after which the pool would be drained. In
1907 White residents in Long Beach blocked the development of an area used by African
Americans for picnics and outings, calling it a “Colored Coney Island.” In 1917, over
protests by the black community, the “drowning-the-nigger” game at the Pike continued
operating. The City Attorney held that there was no legal method of prohibiting it unless it
could be shown to be a health hazard, and the City Council also failed to oppose it,
referring the matter to a committee. In the 1940s black residences and businesses in
predominantly white areas were fire bombed and vandalized. In the 1950s people of color
could still not own property in the 3rd District, where the BBAC is located. Today, we reject
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such overt acts of discrimination, however, de facto segregation and economic disparities

continue to to divide Long Beach by race and class.
6. It’'s Showtime

Tonight the Long Beach City Council, our elected representatives, can move Long Beach
towards greater equity, diversity, unity and health by acknowledging the truth of the appeais
before you.

Will the council certify the Environmental Impact Report, approve the Site Plan Review,
Conditional Use Permit, Standards Variance, and Local Coastal Development Permit for
the Belmont Beach and Aquatic Center? To do so would kick the can down the road to the
Coastal Commission, leave the city liable for the negative impacts of the BBAC, including
delaying or denying other projects deserving of Tidelands funds and other public monies,
and open to lawsuits. Or will the council come to terms with the fact that the Stakeholders
Advisory Committee, the Development Services Staff, and the Planning Commission, have
green-lighted a project that is both legally and morally indefensible? LBAPN says put health
equity and public safety first with respect to public aquatics facilities and beaches. As
regards the BBAC - Shrink it, Split it, Move it, or fuhgeddaboutit and build community pools

instead.
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STATE OF CALIFORNTA = THE RESUURCES AGENCTY EDMUND G.
BROWN, JR. Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

South Coast Area Office @
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000

Long Beach, CA 90802-4302

(562) 590-5071 R E C E ' VE D

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT South Coost R
DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

JUN 9 201

CALIFORNIA
SECTION . Appellant(s) COASTAL coMM!SSfON
Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s):

CARRP (Citizens About Responsible Planning)

Joe Weinstein, Chair, 4000 Linden Ave. Long Beach 90807 562/492-6531

Laurie Angel, Treasurer, 458 E. Platt St. Long Beach, 90805 562/423-1563

Corliss Lee, Secretary, 3072 Knoxville Long Beach 90808 714/401-7063

Rae Gabelich, Director, 4612 Virginia Ave. Long Beach, 90805 562/423-1170

Melinda Cotton, Director, PO Box 3310 Long Beach 90803 562 433-2795

Renee Lawler, Director, 3005 San Francisco Long Beach 90806 562-900-9416 (cell)
Susan Miller, Director, 4217 East Ocean Blvd. Long Beach, 90803 562/434-2109

Ann Cantrell, Director, 3106 Claremore Long Beach 90808 562/596-7288

SECTION Il. Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of local/port government:_City of Long Beach

2. Brief description of development being appealed: Coastal Development permit

for construction of Belmont Beach and Aguatic Center Application No.
1405-01

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street,
etc.): 4000 E. Olympic Plaza Long Beach, CA 90803

4, Description of decision being appealed:

a. Approval; no special conditions:

b. Approval with special conditions: Enactment No: RES-17-0051 per
Long_Beach City Council Minutes, May 16, 2017

C. Denial;
Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government
cannot be appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project.
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable.

TO0B MPLETED BY COMMISSION:
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SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

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, which continues on the next page. Please state briefly your reasons for this
appeal. Include a summary description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master
Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the
decision warrants a new hearing.

CARRP believes there are a number of CA Coastal Act REQUIREMENTS which have not been met
with this plan.

1. UNSAFE LOCATION The site is in an earthquake/liquefaction zone, on the beach, with
expected sea-level rise, which will flood the lower levels of the building and the parking
lots in an estimated 40 years. Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act states that new
development should not be located in hazardous areas subject to sea level rise and
shoreline erosion if there are feasible alternations. CARP believes that the City should
do further study to find an alternate location.

2. INCREASED SIZE AND HEIGHT. Footprint covers more than 50% of the previous site,
which eliminates Public Open Space. Building height of 78 feet in area which permits
only 25 foot buildings. As the ETFE Plastic Bubble is not transparent, views of the
ocean are blocked from both inside the building and almost everywhere on Ocean Blvd.
from Termino to Bennett. View corridor on Bennett will be further blocked by the ‘Fast
Casual Restaurant’. This pool building will be another taking from the now limited
ocean view for both residents and visitors.

3. MUST BE 64% RECREATIONAL AND 30% COMPETITIVE. In order to achieve the

projected economic benefits, the pool must be used more than 30% of the time for

competitions. Assistant City Manager Modica has stated that Municipal Pools are not for
profit, so this one will have to be supplemented with city funds if it is used by the public
the allotted amount of time. Competitions are often held on the weekends when the
public would also like to use the pool. There must be an equitable amount of weekend,
day and evening time available for the public.

4. RESTAURANT AND MEETING SPACES. In order to put in a separate diving well and
spa, the banquet room and meeting rooms have been eliminated and the restaurant is
now out of the building footprint and has no indoor seating. The current design does not
appear to pass CA Coastal Act requirements.

5. PUBLIC ACCESS TO THE BEACH which includes traffic and parking. Competitive events will limit
parking for beach visitors, especially during the summer. . No additional parking is planned for
swimming and diving competitions with over 4,000 spectators. With the planned closure of
Olympic Plaza, more parking spaces are lost. No traffic studies were done for the effect of Ocean
Blvd. now having only one lane in each direction from Bennett to Bay Shore.

6. REMOVAL OF THE NESTING TREES. Since the demolition of the Long Beach Naval Station
nesting trees, Black-crowned Night Herons and Snowy Egrets have been nesting in the trees
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adjacent to the Belmont Pool. Bird studies for the EIR were done in April and August of 2013,
before the demolition of the old pool. The studies mention Black-crowned Night Herons, but
missed the Snowy Egret nesting colonies as they arrive later, usually in late April/early May and are
| gone by August. The City plans to mitigate the removal of the nesting trees by planting 15 gallon
| replacements. This is as unsatisfactory a mitigation as was moving the boxed heron nesting trees
| from the Navy Base to Gull Park. The trees in the pool area are the last along the coast in Long
‘ Beach suitable for nesting BCNH and Snowy Egrets.

SECTION V. (Cetrtification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge.

Clatu (/? #7;;;//%% (ARP é/g///7

Signature of Appellant(s) or Authorized Agent Daté
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May 16, 2017
The Belmont Beach and Aguatic Center Appeal
Dear Decision Makers:

The board of Citizens About Responsible Planning (CARP) urges you to reject
Planning Commission March 2, 2017 approvals of the Certification of
Environmental Impact Report 01-16, Site Plan Review, Conditional Use Permit,
Standards Variance and Local Coastal Development Permit for the Belmont Pool
for the following reasons:

STORY POLE

THE EIR SHOULD BE RECIRCULATED AFTER INSTALLATION OF AN
ADEQUATE STORY POLE DISPLAY.

Section 21.21.302 (B)(5) of the municipal code, states in part:

Building height variance applicants shall erect story poles which accurately rep-

resent the full extent of the proposed structure to the satisfaction of the Director of
Development Services . . .”

We believe the Director of Development Services was too easily satisfied. One
pole does not represent the full extent of the proposed structure, with a footprint
that will extend from present Olympic Plaza to the Pedestrian/bike path. The pro-
posed height was shown by one flag at the top of the 80 foot pole. There was also
a flag showing the old pool’s height, but none showing the current Coastal Act re-
quirement of 25-30 feet.

Even the one Story Pole requires a recirculation of the Final EIR so the public can
comment after seeing the proposed 78 foot height. This is especially necessary as
the draft EIR states the height as 71 feet and only corrected this in the Errata of the
Final EIR.

The former pool was built in 1968 before the CA Coastal Act put restrictions on
height and views for buildings on the coast. No matter how the building is posi-
tioned on the site, its height and size will block views of not only surrounding
neighbors, but motorists and pedestrians. Besides blocking views, the height and
reflective material will be a danger to birds. This height variance was not mitigat-
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ed and is a significant adverse effect, which because of inadequate story poles,
most of the public is not aware of.

Granting this variance for a 78 foot building is in violation of the Local Coastal
Plan and will cause substantial adverse effects on the views for visitors and resi-
dents.

TRAFFIC

The study seemed to assume all traffic would be coming from downtown. There
was no study done for traffic coming off the 405 Freeway or from Second
Street or Ocean from the east. There were no traffic studies done on the
effect of traffic on Belmont Shore or impacted intersections such as PCH and
Second and Studebaker and Westminster.

The February 2016 traffic study of the temporary pool was done before Ocean

Blvd. was made a single lane street. In addition to one lane not being adequate
to handle large event crowds, the Construction Traffic Management Plan states,
in part:

“The plan shall also require that a minimum of one travel lane in each direction
on Ocean Boulevard be kept open during construction activities. Access to
Belmont Veterans’ Memorial Pier, the Shoreline Beach Bike Path, and the beach
shall be maintained at all times. The Construction Traffic Management Plan shall
also require that access to the pier, the bike path, and the beach be kept open
during construction activities.” How will this be accomplished with one lane to
start with?

None of the traffic studies were done on the weekend in the summer, when the
highest number of beach goers are present, nor during any beach or pool events.

The mitigation for events with more than 450 spectators is: “Create a traffic
mitigation plan”, but no plan is given. It is suggested that shuttles might be
used, but no mention of where the public would park to use the shuttles.

Thus we also request recirculation of the Traffic Study for the pool EIR.

GEOLOGICAL, SEISMIC AND SEA LEVEL RISE
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This the wrong LOCATION for the pools because of increased geological
problems connected with building on sand in a liquefaction and earthquake zone
with rising sea level, which can double construction and maintenance costs. In
2014, council was told by staff that building on this site was like building on a
bowl of jello. However, according to the information given the Planning
Commission on Geology & Soils, “There are No geological hazards and the
Project is feasible.”

The following is a direct quote from the EIR:

According to the Wave Uprush Study for the proposed Project, wave run-
up for the high 2060 and 2100 sea level rise scenarios (2.6 ft and 5.5 ft in-
crease in sea level, respectively), would reach up to 8.2 ft and 10.CITY4
ft (or greater) at the Project site. However, because the main pool deck
would be elevated 17 ft amsl, the pool deck would be set 8.8 ft and 6.6 ft
above the projected high water level in 2060 and 2100, respectively. The
lower level of the building (pool equipment and storage) and associated
parking areas would be below the projected water line under both sce-
narios; however, these areas would not be open for public use, and there-
fore, would not subject visitors to the Project site to significant cumula-
tive impacts related to sea level rise. Therefore, the proposed Project
would not be adversely impacted by sea level rise due to climate change.

4.6.8 Mitigation Measures NO MITIGATION IS REQUIRED.

No Mitigation is required to protect the very expensive moveable floor, air
conditioning, air machines necessary for the ETFE Plastic Bubble Roof and
other necessary machinery to maintain the pool! New studies are showing
the sea level rise is occurring much faster than previously believed, so this
very expensive building could be unusable in much less than 43 years. The
Belmont Beach location is obviously the wrong place to build this facility.

The Army Corps is in the process of studying a lowering of the breakwater.
It would seem that sea level rise effects on the pool area should be studied
with two scenarios: with and without the breakwater.

ALTERNATIVE LOCATIONS
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The ALTERNATIVES were rejected for frivolous reasons. The plan and goals for
the pool were decided by an appointed Stakeholders Advisory Committee made
up almost entirely of Competitive Swimming, Diving and Water Polo interests.
There is no good reason to rebuild the pool in the same location and many good
reasons not to. '

The EIR considered three alternative locations within the Tidelands. All were
dismissed without environmental study because of trivial reasons.

The Queen Mary site (Pier J) was rejected because of a lease with a private op-
erator. However, this operator is currently searching for recreational uses for this
area. What better use than an world class aquatic center? And we have an icon-
ic, bird safe structure already in place—the Spruce Goose Dome! It is certainly
large enough to hold multiple pools, spas, diving well and even a banquet room
and sit down restaurant, which fulfills Coast Commission requirements. | would
suggest this as an ideal location for the Aquatic Facility.

In this same area is the Harry Bridges Memorial Park/ Queen Mary Event Park
which has frequently been used as a parking lot for large events. The EIR states
it can’t be a pool location because this is parkland mitigation for the Aquarium
and Rainbow Harbor and must be used for outdoor recreation. However, the
conceptional plan for the Queen Mary, shows the park is slated to have an am-
phitheater for live concerts. Surely, an outdoor swimming pool would serve more
of the public, especially children, than an amphitheater or a parking lot.

The third location is the parking lot/“Elephant Lot” at the LB Convention Center.
The main EIR objection to this site was it is currently leased until 2030.However,
this lease did not stop Mayor Garcia from offering the site to George Lucas for his
Star Wars museum. When Lucas choose an LA site, the Mayor was then quoted
as saying,

‘LB is ready to host multiple events as part of the LA 2024 Olympic bid. Sailing,
Water Polo, BMX Racing and other great events will be hosted right here at our
waterfront Olympic Sports Park”.

What is included in this proposed Olympic Sports Park? A swimming pool! The
Aquatic Center could be built on the Convention Parking Lot in downtown, with
hotels, restaurants, freeways, in the Tidelands with better availability for a large
number of visitors and residents. And, it would be as much as $50,000,000
cheaper to build the facility on solid ground, instead of on sand.
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Take another look at these locations as although none is perfect, any of them has
less problems than the one in Belmont Shore.

(Planning Director Amy Bodek argued at the May 16, 2017 hearing that this lo-
cation would not be appropriate because it was built on landfill. This objection
was not stated in the EIR. The Convention Center, The Aquarium of the Pacific
and all of Belmont Shore are built on landfill. The Elephant Lot/Convention Cen-
ter Parking Lot is further inland, and much safer from sea level rise than the
Belmont Beach location.)

BIOLOGICAL CONCERNS

There needs to be a new or revised EIR which includes recent bird sur-
veys. The EIR shows two bird surveys in April 2013 and August 2013, be-
fore the demolition of the old pool in December, 2014. The EIR is sup-
posed to evaluate current conditions. Proper surveys to show current nest-
ing and migration activity were not done. These surveys do not even list
the Snowy Egret, which was one of the most prevalent nesting birds in the
survey area in 2015 and 2016.

All the trees in the current park space are to be removed and replaced with
15 gallon trees and drought tolerant plants. It will be years, if ever, before
birds can nest or roost in this park again. These trees have been in the
nesting area for Black-crowned Night Herons, Snowy Egrets, Anna'’s
Hummingbirds, Warblers, Red-Crowned Parrots and Allen’s Hummingbirds.
Allen’'s Hummingbird has a status as a United States Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vice (USFWS) Bird of Conservation Concern as a California Special Ani-
mal. Allen’s (and Anna’s) Hummingbirds are known to nest year around in
Southern California.

There was no required mitigation for the destruction of the nesting trees
except that the trees be removed in non-nesting season. There is no non-
nesting season for Hummingbirds. Herons and Egrets use these trees not
only for nesting, but for roosting so can be found in them year around.
There are few suitable trees along the coast for them to use. This is a sig-
nificant adverse effect that has not been mitigated.

The 78 foot high ETFE Plastic structure can cause bird strikes. Noise, pool
chemicals and lights emitting from the structure and outdoor pools are dan-
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gers for the habitat area.There was no study done on the effect a 78 foot
high building with a plastic roof will have on birds.

ETFE PLASTIC

No study was done on the problems with the chosen bubble materi-
al,ETFE plastic, and there are many.

Just a little Googling on the Internet shows that even the Manufacturers of
ETFE do not recommend its use as a roof on or near the beach.

Manufacturers of ETFE recommend these roofs for cold climates, as they
retain heat and can warm large structures such as greenhouses and foot-
ball stadiums. In Southern California, as a cover for heated pools, the heat
will be unbearable for those not in the water and requires a lot of air condi-
tioning. (The building manager at the ETFE Roof Anaheim Train Station
says that because heat rises to the top of the building, their air conditioning
vents were placed on the second level and run constantly.)

Another problem in our climate is condensation. Airsculpt, a manufacturer
of ETFE says, “Locations which have cool nights and hot days and a gen-
eral high level of humidity are particularly susceptible.” What could be
more humid than a heated pool? Maybe two heated pools and spas.

The Design Study describes the ETFE Bubble as being like Teflon, shed-
ding dirt and being cleaned by rain. What happens when there is no rain?
Especially trained rock climbers are needed for cleaning and repairing the
roof. Plastic can be damaged and corroded by blowing sand, sun, chlorine,
salt air, port and bird pollution.

The ETFE reflection confuses birds and they crash into structures such as
happened at Vikings Stadium, headlined as the “bird killing stadium”.

Birds are killed daily by into high rise buildings. Will a 78 plastic structure
on the beach in LB have the same results? We don’t know as there was no
study done nor any effort to mitigate.

ETFE buildings can damage birds and birds also damage plastic buildings.

Here is another quote from ETFE manufacturer Airsculpt:
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“Birds love to land on rooftops and peck at their food to break it up. The
bigger the bird - more powerful their pecking action. It is widely known that
ETFE roofs installed nearby or close to the sea suffer the worst of this. This
Is because Seagulls use the ETFE Roof membranes as an ideal platform to
peck at shellfish, crabs and the occasional stolen chip.”

Another manufacturer, Tensinet, states:

“We discovered that many ETFE roofs were damaged by birds. They cre-
ate holes by picking it with their beak. It is a very serious problem and a
strong argument against the use of ETFE for roofs.”

The EIR rejected all 3 Alternate Locations citing Project Objective 12: there
must be a view of the ocean from the inside of the facility. However, this
building will also not provide a view of the ocean as it will not be transpar-
ent.

Because of a CA Energy Code requirement to block 91% of sun light pene-
tration, the ETFE must be solar dot imprinted. Thus, the view of the ocean
from inside the facility will be like looking through a cataract.

The ETFE is formed into pillows, much like those used for as packing cush-
ions. These pillows are individually filled with air and require a machine to
constantly be keep inflated. Holes in too many pillows can cause the roof to
collapse.

The ETFE Plastic roof on the train station in Manchester, England col-
lapsed during a rain storm in October, 2016 and two people were injured. A
six month study determined the plastic roof had a number of holes were
caused by Gulls drawn by the smell of MacDonald’s inside the station. It
would seem an ETFE plastic roof would be an extremely poor choice for a
pool on the beach with our many gulls.

On May 11, 2017, the CA Coastal Commission sent a letter to the city,
strongly urging that another location be chosen for this facility. There are a
number of CCC REQUIREMENTS which have not been met with this plan.

1.  MUST BE 64% RECREATIONAL AND 30% COMPETITIVE. In order
to achieve the projected economic benefits, the pool must be used
more than 30% of the time for competitions. Now, Assistant City Man-
ager Modica is saying that Municipal Pools are not for profit, so this
one will have to be supplemented with city funds if it is used by the
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public the allotted amount of time. Competitions are often held on the
weekends when the public would also like to use the pool. There must
be an equitable amount of weekend, day and evening time available
for the public.

2. CCC REQUIRES RESTAURANT AND MEETING SPACES In order to
put in a separate diving well and spa, the banquet room and meeting
rooms have been eliminated and the restaurant is now out of the build-
ing footprint and has no indoor seating. The current design will not
pass CCC requirements.

3. OPEN PUBLIC SPACE In 2014, the pool design preserved Olympic
Plaza. Present building footprint has increased, eliminating beach and
public space up to the pedestrian/bike path. Eliminating open space on the
beach is another violation.

4. PUBLIC ACCESS TO THE BEACH which includes traffic and parking.
The EIR did not include a traffic study based on the recently installed Road
Diet or the elimination of Olympic Plaza. Competitive events will limit park-
ing for beach visitors, especially during the summer.

5. MAXIMUM VIEWS Major view corridor on Termino. As the ETFE Plastic
is not transparent, view of the ocean is blocked almost everywhere on
Ocean Blvd. from Termino to Bennett. View corridor on Bennett will be
blocked by the ‘Fast Casual Restaurant’. When | was a child in the 1940’s,
one could drive or walk along Ocean Blvd. and enjoy the view of the ocean
from Belmont Shore all the way to what is now Golden Shore. This pool
building will be another taking from the now limited view.

6. SEA LEVEL RISE The EIR predicted 8.2 feet by 2100. New studies are
predicting 10 feet by 2087. Either way, the EIR admits the parking lots and
all of the expensive pool equipment will be under water.

EIR 6.0 LONG-TERM IMPLICATIONS
6.1 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

Mentioned in this section are key resources which would be degraded or
‘ destroyed in such a way there would be little possibility of restoring
|
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them. The list includes lumber, steel, fossil fuels, petrochemical con-
struction materials such as plastic, petroleum-based construction materi-
als and water.

There is concern about use of all unrenewable resources, however, in
drought impacted Southern California, this is a big concern. The EIR
states:

“Operation of the proposed Project would also result in an increase in
water demand. The annual Project demand for water is estimated to
be 39.37af/year. Sufficient water supplies are available to service the
Project, and Project impacts would be less than significant. As re-
quired of all new development in California, the proposed Project would
comply with California State law regarding water conservation mea-
sures, including pertinent provisions of Title 24 of the California Gov-
ernment

Code (Title 24) regarding the use of water-efficient appliances. In addition to
complying with applicable Title 24 provisions, the proposed Project would
incorporate additional water conservation measures. The increase in water
demand generated by operations associated by the proposed project would be
partially offset by the reduction in water consumption resulting from adher-
ence to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Gold stan-
dards, which includes features that would greatly enhance water conservation
(see Section 3.0, Project Description). Therefore, with implementation of wa-
ter conservation measures and incorporation of conservation features as part
of LEED design, impacts associated with the increase in water demand as a
result of the proposed Project would be further reduced. However, the in-
crease in water use would continue to represent a long-term commitment
of this essentially nonrenewable resource.”

When the public in this city has been on a rationing schedule for watering
their yards for several years and are seeing increased cost on their utility bills,
it would seem that providing a water for a competitive pool, dive well and
spa is an unnecessary environmental impact.

I would also point out that there is no mention of the additional cost for elec-
tricity involved with the ETFE Plastic Roof. The construction requires a ma-
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chine to keep the plastic pillows filled with air at all times. The heat generat-
ed by the plastic requires high levels of air conditioning.

There is also no mention of using solar energy, which on the roof of this large
structure would be profitable and energy saving.

In conclusion, | urge you to deny the Planning Commissions approvals; to
recirculate the FEIR with the direction that adequate study be made of
Aesthetics, Height, Traffic, Geological, Sea Level Rise, Biological, Altern
ative Locations and defects of the EFTE Plastic.

Please do not waste time and money waiting for the Coastal Commission
or a judge to order this. Use the money to build this pool in the right
location to serve all of the public.

Sincerely,
Ann Cantrell Citizens About Responsible Planning
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA — THE RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR. Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

South Coast Area Office iy }‘
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 % A
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 "

(562) 590-5071

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT
DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT REEOEOL\QE D
JUN 9 2017
SECTION I.  Appellant(s) SALFORN
COAS% COMMl?SSloN

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s):

James Hines, 386 Los Altos Avenue Long Beach, Ca 562-985-3207

SECTION Il. Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of local/port government:_City of Long Beach
2. Brief description of development being appealed:_Belmont Beach and Aguatic
Center
3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.):
4000 E. Olympic Plaza
4 Description of decision being appealed:
a. Approval; no special conditions:

b. Approval with special conditions: Enactment No: RES-17-0051 per Long
Beach City Council Minutes, May 16, 2017

C. Denial:__Appeals of Jeff Miller and Melinda Cotton, Joe Weinstein, Ann
Cantrell & Citizens Advocating for Responsible Planning (CARP), the Long
Beach Area Peace Network & Anna Christensen, & Gordana Kajer

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot
be appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project.
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable.

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:

appeaL No: A5 LOB- 17-0032

DATE FILED:?ML{ Q. 1o
DISTRICT: Sodth Coast

Page 1 of 3
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SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

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,
which continues on the next page. Please state briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary
description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in
which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing.

No business case, high cost facility primarily pushed by swimming enthusiasts who were on the
stakeholder committee rather than city represented residents who want pool for family recreational
activities. Itis not a replacement facility. The proposed project stands nearly two stories taller than the
former building and is double the maximum building height in surrounding areas.

Problems of new facility not adequately studied for rising sea levels, coastal flooding and other
climate-related events. Other impacts, which seemed not to have studied adequately, include
biological, geological, transportation, etc.

SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge.

Signature of Appellant(s) or Authorized Agent Date
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA — THE RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR. Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

South Coast Area Office
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302

(562) 590-5071
APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT
DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT REEEF:‘FF
oas ;(’3(.#;“
JUN 9 2017
SECTION I. Appellant(s)
LIFORNILA
AS%. COMMISSION

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s):
El Dorado Audubon Society, PO Box 90713, Long Beach, CA 90809-0713

SECTION Il. Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of local/port government: City of Long Beach

2. Brief description of development being appealed:_Belmont Beach and Aquatic
Center

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.):

4000 E. Olympic Plaza

4. Description of decision being appealed:

a. Approval; no special conditions:

b. Approval with special conditions: Enactment No: RES-17-0051 per Long
Beach City Council Minutes, May 16, 2017

C. Denial: _Appeals of Jeff Miller and Melinda Cotton, Joe Weinstein, Ann
Cantrell & Citizens Advocating for Responsible Planning (CARP), the Long
Beach Area Peace Network & Anna Christensen, & Gordana Kajer

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot
be appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project.
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable.

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:

APPEAL NO:A-5-LOB -1)- C0%7

DATE FILED: _égmﬁ q,2017

DISTRICT: South Coast

Page 1 of 3
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SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

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,
which continues on the next page. Please state briefly your reasons for this appeal. Inciude a summary
description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in
which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing.

March 2, 2017

Mr. Mark Hungerford, cc: Ms. Heidi Eidson

Long Beach Planning Commission Members

City of Long Beach, Development Services, Planning Dept.

RE: Final EIR, Belmont Pool, Planning Commission meeting, March 2, 2017
Dear Planning Commission Members

Our mission is conservation of native birds and their habitats and education to our members and
the community. Our concerns are as follows:

1. We are concerned that the design of the building is a hazard to birds on the Pacific Flyway.
See a recent news article -- The Vikings' shiny new stadium is a giant death trap for birds.
http://www.msn.com/en-us/sports/nfl/the-vikings%E 2%80%99-shiny-new-stadium-is-a-giant-
death-trap-for-birds/ar-AAnEqdJ?ocid=HPCDHP

2. We are concerned with the loss of mature trees in Belmont Plaza Park where Black-crowned
Night Herons and Snowy Egrets have nested for many years. Where are the trees to replace the
loss of nesting trees? Is it possible to plant trees on the site of the temporary pool? Herons and
egrets are protected species on the Coastal areas by the California Coastal Act and California
Coastal Commission. We have asked city staff in the past about a site to plant trees that would be
of the size that herons and egrets could nest in and no solution to this has been offered.

3. Photos are attached of Black-crowned Night Herons nesting in Beimont Plaza Park

Photos taken of birds in the trees by Belmont Pool, ranging from 2007 to 2013. Photos of birds in
the trees by Belmont Plaza Pool from 2007 to 2013. The nesting Black-crowned Night Herons and
Snowy Egrets are one of the annual treasures of the area. Photos were taken by Howard
Freshman.
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Exhibit 3 — City-Approved Plans (LCDP No. 1405-01)
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Exhibit 4 — Appeals (A-5-LOB-20-0007)
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Exhibit 5 — City-Approved Foundation Plans (LCDP No. 19-023)

.-——--.-——.-.—-...—-...-—.-.--—....——-.-.——-.-—..-.-—---—.—-.———.-.-—-.-f "\

. v e ° - Sug,
3' DEEP x 12'x 7'-6" PILE CAP E 3
W/ (2) 2-FT PILES AT SLRS
COLUMNS. TOTAL 48 PILES
(+/-) AT SUPPORT BUILDING

CONTINUOUS 24" SQ ACCESS RAMP |

FOOTING FOR
PLYNTH WALL

SHOTCRETE POOL
WALL, THICKNESS //,
VARIES BY POOLDEPTH | \
]
"
L}

\'§\7
5
/ .
__[3'DEEP x12'SQ PILE CAP W/ (4) 2FT ’
N PILES FOR ZIPLINE STRUCTURE L
!g‘..

THICKNESS VARIES BY POOL DEPTH.

-
e,
.‘.*""-.
e,
e,

‘CONCRETE SLAB ON GRADE -
THICKNESS VARIES BY POOL DEPTH,

___|3FTPILE CAP W/ (12) 2-FT DIA PILES
SUPPORTING DIVING PLATFORMS

_[CONCRETE sLAB ON GRADE - .
THICKNESS VARIES BY POOL DEPTH.

18" SQ CONTINUOUS'
WALL FOOTING

MAIN POOL
50 £ 25h
2bilkhéads

MOVEABLE FUODR

18" SQ CONTINUOUS
WALL FOOTING, TYP

2-FT DIA PILE @ APPROX

6FT OC STAGGERED W/ 7'
WIDE CONTINUOUS PILE
CAP, 68 PILES THUS (+-)

3'DEEP x 7-6"SQ
PILE CAP Wi (1) 2-FT
DIA PILE, TYP. UN.O.

TOTAL 32 PILES (+/-)
AT THE BLEACHERS

~

= RETAINING WALL AT
PLINTH STEP

Y ETETR G TR U TR S TR U SR TR N S TETE R ST OO R S TETR §8 TR S S TETR S ST £ O S S TR TR TR

r.,‘.._...................../

T

FOUNDATION NOTES ""-'--...,....

1. The foundation layout indicated on this plan is based on the "PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL REPORT" prepared by AESCO, dated Apr. 24th, 2014. vre,

to prevent both the lateral earthquake loads and the potential liquefaction main aquatics center, the diving platforms, and the retaining wall at plinth step.
Contractors shall follow the geotechnical engineer's recommendations for the excavation, drilling and casting process of the piers. The piers are to extend
maximum 80-ft below ground surface.

2. The project site has a high potential for liquefaction. The drilled cast-in-place concrete piers recommended by the geotechnical engineer is a valid option .\J

3. Lightly loaded structures on the project site such as the trash enclosure and the public restrooms can be supported on reinforced concrete footings. The
future footing area should be over-excavated to 5-ft below ground or 4-ft below bottom of footing, whichever greater. The bottom 3 feet of the excavation
should be backfilled with geotechnical engineer-recommended material to mitigate potential settlement and liquefaction.

4. The future slab-on-grade shall extend minimum 5 inches above the final adjacent grade with 18-in thickened edge on non-bearing walls. Portions of
structure below grade should be designed for buoyant conditions below an elevation of +5' (AMSL).

5. The average ground water level is at 6 to 9 feet below grade.

FOUNDATION PLAN
December 20 2019
P-24

BELMONT BEACH AND AQUATICS CENTER

162



8N ENCLOSURE WALL
FOR TRASH AND.
TRANSFORMER ON SITE
(FREE STANDING)

‘CONTINUOUS WALL
FOOTING PER PLAN

PLINTH SLAB ON
| GRADE PER PLAN

e
7

SITE SOIL

CONCRETE PEDESTAL
BELOW PLINTH STAIRS

16" OR PER GEOTECH

CONTINUOUS PILE CAP
W/ STAGGERRED PILES

SCALE: 12" = SCALE: 1/2" = 10" B
$ - —_
- PL +60:0" (FROM GRADE)
- SL +70-0" (FROM SEA LVL)
SLAB ON GRADE
$ TOP OF SHADE STRUCT:
SHOTCRETE POOL WALL PL+48-10°
W/ REINFORCEMENT
0P OF BLERCHER ‘
PL +32-6"
ToP OF FILE GAPTS LS o
LOWERED TO AVOID
SURCHARGING POOL WALL _\ e
R BOTTOM OF POOL TOP OF SUPPORT BLDG:
'SLAB ON GRADE 3
GRADE BEAM PER PLAN
8FT WIDE PILE CAP WITH
STAGGERED 2-FT DIA CIDH
PILES @80-ft DEEP MAXIMUM
FROM GROUND SURFACE ‘
|
6-IN SLAB ON GRADE
GRADE BEAM PER PLAN 3
AN 2 ‘
I [ ]
o IS z
‘GRADE/SUNSET LAWN - = o
PLA0-0" = = k4
B s E
2 2
= E
Z
z e
5 s
BELOW GRADE W <
PL-10- =z T
- & E
& &
a a
E e
j_t T
SCALE: 112" = A

BELMONT BEACH AND AQUATICS CENTER

FOUNDATION SECTIONS
December 20 2019
P-25
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Exhibit 6 — Sea Level Rise PI'OjeCtiOI‘IS (Moffatt & Nichol, 2020 and Our Coast Our Future SLR model)
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Exhibit 7 — Long Beach Pools & Vulnerable Communities (cal EnviroScreen, 2018)

——  City of Long Beach boundary

Year-round pool

Proposed project (currently temporary, year-round pool)

® Summer pools (high school pools, open July-August)
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Exhibit 8 — Proposed Project Plans
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S
kY
S
4
S

w : ey,
. Y . ‘aa, EXISTING TREE INVENTORY
™ D \pee EE PETTPrTTr K .,
[
E - BOTANIC NAME COMMON NAME HEIGHT  RETAIN/REMOVE
[
o - 1. Phoenixsp. DATE PALM 15" REMOVE (conflict with landscape desigr)
> x 2. Eucalyptus sp. GUM TREE 36°  REMOVE (conflict with erchitecture design)
é - 3. Eucalyptus sp. GUM TREE 35 REMOVE conflict with architecture design)
=4 H 4. Eucalyptus sp. GUM TREE 35 REMOVE conflict with architecture design)
H 5. Quercus sp. OAK TREE 40" REMOVE (conflct with landscape desigr)
- 6. Pinus sp. PINE 45" REMOVE (conflict with landscape design)
H 7. Metrosideros sp. POHUTUKAWA 22'  REMOVE (conflict with architecture design)
: 8. Metrosideros sp. POHUTUKAWA 30 REMOVE (conflict with landscape design)
u 9. Quercus sp. OAK TREE 48 REMOVE (conflict with architecture design)
- 10. Eucalyptus sp. GUM TREE 42 REMOVE (conflict with architecture design)
: 11. Eucalyptus sp. GUM TREE 46 REMOVE (conflict with erchitecture design)
H 12. N/A* N/AY 6 REMOVE (conflict with landscape desigr)
: 13. N/AY N/AY 7 REMOVE (conflct with landscape desigr)
H 14, N/A* N/A™ 5 REMOVE (conflict with landscape desigr)
- 15. N/A** N/A 5 REMOVE (conflict with landscape design)
[ 16. N/A™ N/A™ 5 REMOVE (conflct with landscape desigr)
- 17. Washingtonia robusta  Mexican Fan Palm 70 RETAIN
18, Washingtonia robusta  Mexican Fan Palm 70 RETAIN
- 19. Washingtonia robusta  Mexican Fan Palm 70 RETAIN
20. Washingtonia robusta  Mexican Fan Palm 70°  REMOVE (conflict with landscape design)
21. Washingtonia robusta  Mexican Fan Palm 70'  REMOVE (conflict with landscape design)
22. Washingtonia robusta  Mexican Fan Palm 70'  REMOVE (conflict with landscape design)
23. Washingtonia robusta Mexican Fan Palm 70" REMOV! nflict with landscape design)
24. Chamaerops humilis ~ Mediterranean Dwarf Palm 15" REMOVE (conflict vith landscape design)
25. Chamaerops humilis ~ Mediterranean Dwarf Palm 15" REMOVE (conflict vith landscape design)
26. Chamaerops humilis  Mediterranean Dwarf Palm 15 REMOVE (conflict vith landscape design)
R 27. Chamaerops humilis  Mediterranean Dwarf Palm ~ 15'  REMOVE (conflict vith landscape design)
28. Chamaerops humilis  Mediterranean Dwarf Palm 15 REMOVE (conflict ith landscape design)
L 29. Chamaerops humilis  Mediterranean Dwarf Palm 15" REMOVE (conflict ith landscape design)
30. Callistemon sp. Bottle Brush Tree 18 RETAIN
L %_ s rmr am mE 31. Callistemon sp. Bottle Brush Tree 18" REMOVE (conflct with landscape desigr)

*INCLUSIVE BOX MULTI-TRUNK TREES
** POT PLANT

4 3 EXISTING TREE TO REMOVE
TOTAL: 27

EXISTING TREE TO RETAIN
TOTAL: 4

NOTE:
2 NEW TREES FOR EACH EXISTING REMOVED

' .-;-‘-\ TR T RLIRLIRLIRLIRLTIRT

SHORELINE WAY

RELM

BELMONT BEACH AND AQUATICS CENTER TREE REMOVAL AND PROTECTION PLAN

December 20 2019
P-04
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Flood 175cm Nofacility Limit —___I_______________\

—_— POOLS TO BE /

STREET CURB
MODIFIED

ERS/BATHROO!
BE REMOVED

PEDESTRIAN PATH

REMOVED

BICYCLE PATH

o

BUILDING TO REMOVE

iy pe—

BELMONT BEACH AND AQUATICS CENTER

DEMOLITION PLAN
December 20 2019
P-05
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OPEN SPACE AREA GREEN SPACE AREA
136,711 SF 47,706 SF

OPEN SPACE AREA GREEN SPACE AREA
141,558 SF 88,876 SF

U

N\

[e=)
[0

(LA

0 O O3

F50 © BaE

EXISTING OPEN SPACE

BELMONT BEACH AND AQUATICS CENTER

PROPOSED OPEN SPACE

OPEN SPACE
December 20 2019
P-06
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LANDSCAPE PLAN
December 20 2019
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3AV ONINH3L S

E OLYMPIC PLAZA

SHORELINE WAY

BELMONT BEACH AND AQUATICS CENTER

JAV L1INN3E

PLANTING LIST

TREE

BOTANIC NAME COMMON NAME TREE SIZE TREE COUNTS
Quercus agrifolia Coast Live Oak 60" BOX 3
Prosopis phoenix Thornless South American Mesquite 48" BOX 6
Pinus torreyana Torrey Pine 48" BOX 1
Chitalpa tashkentensis Chitalpa 36" BOX 12
Washingtonia filifera California Palm 26" BTH 22
TOTAL 54
SHRUBS

o ENTRY LANDSCAPE

BOTANIC NAME COMMON NAME SIZE SPACING
Agave vilmoriniana Octopus Agave 10 GAL 3-0"0.C.

Aloe striata Coral Aloe 5 GAL 2-0"0.C.

Aloe Moonglow Moonglow Sunbird Aloe 5 GAL 2-0"0.C.
Euphorbia rigida silver Spurge 5GAL 0" 0.C.
Muhlenbergia dubia Pine Muhly 1GAL 26" O.C.

Yucca rostrata Beaked yucca 24" BOX 6-0"0.C.

Baccharis ‘Pigeon Point’  Coyote brush 5 GAL 3-0"0.C.

@ TRANSITION LANDSCAPE

BOTANIC NAME COMMON NAME SIZE SPACING

Carex praegracilis California Field Sedge 1GAL 1-0"0.C.

Opuntia littoralis Coastal prickly pear 5GAL 4-0"0C.
Sporobolus airoides Alkali sacaton 1GAL 3-0"0C.

Leymus ‘Canyon Prince’  Canyon Prince Giant 1GAL 3-0"0C.

Rye Grass

Datura wrightii Sacred datura 1GAL 3-0"0.C.

Encelia californica California brittlebush 1GAL 3-0"0C.

© Turr

Marathon Il, sod

0 ¢ 2 o

e —

PLANTING PLAN
December 20 2019
P-08
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BBAC - PROJECT DATA

50m x 25m Pool - 14,459 SF
- 756,602 Gallons.
- Bulkheads + Pool Area (450 SF)
- Moveable Floor
Recreation Pool - 4,560 SF
- 48,000 Gallons
- Spray Garden (1,520 SF)
- Play Features
Dive Well- 5,660 SF
- 688,267 Gallons
- Dive Tower
- Dive spa (100 SF)
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Teaching pool - 1,500 SF
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pa (500 SF)
Aluminum Bleachers - 6,700 SF
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MYRTHA Pool Bleachers (E)
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- Shade Structure (E)

Site Work - 322,786 SF (7.4 Acres)
Building Area - 18,075 SF
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- Myrtha Pool Restroom/showers/Out building

2D

PL = Project Elevation Level
SL = Sea Elevation Level

2020-04-05 |
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April 06 2020
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50m x 25m Pool - 14,459 SF
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- Bulkheads + Pool Area (450 SF)
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Recreation Pool - 4,560 SF
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- Spray Garden (1,520 SF)
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December 20 2019
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Building Area - 18,075 SF
- Support Building
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P-12

176



- U

pT

RASFORM

slle

— =

EXISTING BEACH
PL+0-0"
SL +10-0"

pfacility Limit

GLASS
WALL

MAIN ENTRY

N\

—
o] E=d Eees

Doooooooog
—— 1
T

4p e

()

LAWN
PL +6'-0"
SL +16-0"

SL +14'-8"

H

Program Function Conceptual Program
e b Sie avea | outdoorNSF | indoor s
T T Tioest | iisest
oncession 3 [T5503, 2050 | sosr Sos5r
ncession Storage PR EEWEUREISCl MSTTR 37557
s 1 o a5t 2357
Women 1 s 865 5° 86557
NoF Subtotal FRCTEN MY
R _|Aquatics Support Qo] __size Ares | Gutdoor NSF | indoor s
6 [ Genersl Women's [ock 2 I 93657 18725F
7 Lock 2 I 93657 18725F
s 3 T 205 805
5[ Family Changing Rooms 3 « 875 522 5¢
10 1 5Ty 29155 2o15¢
i 1 . 19555 19555
12 [Timing Room 1 x 29155 20157
13 1 x Las7st_ | st
1 1 TER L0675F_| 10675
15 1 1303 16555 T s
16 [pool Fiter Room 1 GEES 307457 307357
NoF Subtotal Tsrase | samrsr
Rt lon Department Offices | Quantiy] _Size Avea | Outdoor NSF | indoor s
7 Office T 20057 2025°
5 Office 10 T2 5F 25657
9 FITT s12sF S1257
0 [Work Room Tty 55 o555
NSF Subtotal To6s SF
Y] Guantt Sie res | Outdoor NSF | indoor NS
Main 7 xiE 76257 Te25r |
Main 1 T T 225 |
Main Room T TS 70 705
Room 1 1058 51 o1 |
IS : Tia7SE
[esw | 12,692 SF
i [T | 2,684 5F
Feer] 100% | Sse | isaresr |
R JOutbulding Tauaniy] — Se | res | Outdoor 5F | indoor NS
25 _[Beach (Unisex) 2 [ aows [ sasr | 108 SF.
2 | [ T wrwar | s | T soesr
NSF Subtotal T T—atesr
[Rm.t Tayrin uanty Sze e | Outdoor NSF | indoor NS
27 [wen and Showers 1 T8 5T w7757 st |
Women's T T8 a6 75757 757
| Family ct 2 10%9° 87 174
[Ficket Booth 1 T 1575 197
IS 2,005 5F
[7as 7005 5%
i [ 2o 69 5F
Feet] 100% 269957
[oRano ToraLsquare Feer 3,722 F | 18,075 SF

Restoom program
s quanti Showers
Tpublic Spaces
T 5 5 5
5 T o 5
T 2 | % | & | B
[ Jrauaticssuppore
&
7 T
5 [staf Locker Rooms
o
Total 3
[Outbuiaing T T T T T
= Wl | 2 | 1 | 7
T 2 | 1| T 1
7 ash T % ] 3 ]
2 1 s © s
E 2 T T T
o s | 35 | 8 | » | w

[]

BEACH ACCESS RESTROOMS & TRASH

BELMONT BEACH AND AQUATICS CENTER

ENLARGED MAIN FACILITY BUILDING PLAN

MYRTHA POOL (N) TICKET BOOTH MYRTHA POOL (N) RESTROOM/SHOWERS

ENLARGE FLOOR PLAN (ROOM SIZE)

December 20 2019
P-13

177



‘%ﬁ 1 .

OVERALL NORTH ELEVATION

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

40

50

OVERALL SOUTH ELEVATION

,,,,,,,,,,,,,

40

BELMONT BEACH AND AQUATICS CENTER

ELEVATIONS
December 20 2019
P-14

178



ORIGINAL POOL BUILDING
HEIGHT FROM GRADE LEVE

BLEACHER SHADE
HEIGHT FROM GRADE LEVEL: PL+48-10"

DIVE TOWER
HEIGHT FROM GRADE LEVEL: PL+39-10"
BLEACHER

HEIGHT FROM GRADE LEVEL: PL+32'-6"
LOCKER ROOMS AND SUPPORT AREAS
HEIGHT FROM GRADE LEVEL: PL+29'-2"

FIRST LEVEL (PLINTH) : PL+7"-0"
PROJECT AND SURROUNDING GRADE ELEYV.
PL+0"

) UNISEX BATHROOMS
) TRANSFORVER

WEST ELEVATION

o 10 40

ORIGINAL POOL BUILDING
HEIGHT FROM GRADE LEVEL
PL +60-0" - ——
SL +70-0"

BLEACHER SHADE
HEIGHT FROM GRADE LEVEL: PL+48-10" ¢—— —

DIVETOWER o
HEIGHT FROM GRADE LEVEL: PL+39-10"

BLEACHER

HEIGHT FROM GRADE LEVEL: PL+32-6" ¢— — %
LOCKER ROOMS AND SUPPORT AREAS - —
HEIGHT FROM GRADE LEVEL: PL+29-2"

FIRST LEVEL (PLINTH) : PL+7'-0"

PROJECT AND SURROUNDING GRADE ELEV.
PL+0-0"
SL+10-0" N

EAST ELEVATION

BELMONT BEACH AND AQUATICS CENTER ELEVATIONS

December 20 2019
P-15

179




ORIGINAL POOL BUILDING
HEIGHT FROM GRADE LEVEL
PL +60-0"
SL+70-0"

BLEACHER SHADE
HEIGHT FROM GRADE LEVEL: PL+48-10"

DIVE TOWER
HEIGHT FROM GRADE LEVEL: PL+39-10"

BLEACHER
HEIGHT FROM GRADE LEVEL: PL+32-6"
LOCKER ROOMS AND SUPPORT AREAS
HEIGHT FROM GRADE LEVEL: PL+29'-2"

FIRST LEVEL (PLINTH) : PL+7-0"
PROJECT AND SURROUNDING GRADE ELEV.
PL +0'0"

SL+10-0"

SOUTH ELEVATION

o 10 40 50

ORIGINAL POOL BUILDING
HEIGHT FROM GRADE LEVEL
PL +60"

SL+70°

BLEACHER SHADE
HEIGHT FROM GRADE LEVEL: PL+48-10" @—— —

DIVETOWER o
HEIGHT FROM GRADE LEVEL: PL+39-10"
BLEACHE
HEIGHT FROM GRADE LEVEL: PL+32-6" &~ — %

=
LOCKER ROOMS AND SUPPORT AREAS ¢ — -3
HEIGHT FROM GRADE LEVEL: PL+29'-2"

FIRST LEVEL (PLINTH) : PL+7-0" 4
N
PROJECT AND SURROUNDING GRADE ELEV. - —
PL+0"0" 4

NORTH ELEVATION

BELMONT BEACH AND AQUATICS CENTER ELEVATIONS

December 20 2019
P-16

180



ORIGINAL POOL BUILDING

HEIGHT FROM POOL DECK AND
STRUCTURE SHADE COLUMN FROM
GRADE LEVEL:

PL +60'-0"

SL +70-0"

STRUCTURE SHADE FROM
GRADE LEVEL: PL +48'-10" ®— ——{ ——— — 8- — — —— —— —

BLEACHER HEIGHT FROM
GRADE LEVEL: PL +32'6"
SUPPORT BUILDING FROM
GRADE LEVEL: PL +29'-2"

WA PO

BLEACHERS s
Zhukhon |

Twwo wew
7 oeep

il

= A =

FIRST LEVEL (PLINTH) FROM
GRADE LEVEL: PL +7'0" 4.

(31

PROJECT AND SURROUNDING GRADE ELEV.
PL +0-0"

A-SECTION

ORIGINAL POOL BUILDING
HEIGHT FROM POOL DECK AND
STRUCTURE SHADE COLUMN FROM
GRADE LEVEL:

+60"

14117

STRUCTURE SHADE FROM 1500 SEAT
GRADE LEVEL: PL +48-10"

SUPPORT BUILDING,

BLEACHER HEIGHT FROI
GRADE LEVEL: PL +32"
SUPPORT BUILDING FROM
GRADE LEVEL: PL +29'-2"

FIRST LEVEL (PLINTH) FROM
GRADE LEVEL: PL +7'0" 4.

PROJECT AND SURROUNDING GRADE ELEV.
PL+0-0" 4

70"

SL +1

B-SECTION

BELMONT BEACH AND AQUATICS CENTER SECTIONS

December 20 2019
P-17

181



3 - I - W . S S - T " S, —aptiae
4 | s
f aueacren sunoe
| L P -~ | Y L | (N (AT A 5 | M — | o TR S Lever oo L
one Toner
****** [~ P R oo ever oo
Jrrwitay
| — ReGHT Frow oraoe Leve puusze
|~ —8 Locrer roous o suppory areas
st auecreR sinoe
T R 2 o FRou
J— — —e SRDE VA
—— R— it
L ol o - 2 FRSTLEVEL (UNTH) PLT vk poo.
| | 1 R R - -~ oo siwanans svoces: ] s = =y - —errse
p e
et ]
- — —e grove
e
fseh
OVERALL SECTION - D Wz | T LT e
I ‘ EEE P £
HEIGHT FROM GRADE LEVEL
Pk e — -
e
- [ - HEIGHT FROM GRADE LEVEL: PLI8-10" p— —|—— — — — — — —
| OIVE TOWER
\ HEGHT FRom GRADE LEvEL P10 ® | -
aceR
— HEGHT FRoM GRADE LEVEL P32 9—
LOGKER ROOUS 2D SUPPORT AREAS. 6—
aEcreR avoe HEGHT o GAADE LEVEL P32
hee . e,
GRS LB 4 — . . sy e
R e 1 e I B i |
| | - oy -~
s
crouo #—
gt
it
OVERALL SECTION-C 2019-12-20 A
I ‘ ) £

BELMONT BEACH AND AQUATICS CENTER SEFCEICZ)OR:(J%

P-18

182



GURRENT BUILDING
NIHW SHORELINE FOOTPRINT
ORIGINAL FOOL BULDNG.
FEIGHT FROM POOL DECK AND.
STRUCTURE SHADE COLUKNFROM
LEver

GRADE
PLsa00
— e s
BLEACHERS 4
1500 SEAT ]

STRUCTURE SHADE FROM
— % CRADELEVEL L 45110

BLEACHER HEIGHT FROM
— % GRADELEVELR s

SUPPORT BUILDING

FIRST LEVEL (PLNTH) FROM

MHW LEVEL 100-YR EVENT (CoSMoS' EXISTING BIKE/PED PATH J» :::%:ﬁuwswxwmw% GRADE ELEV.
ERg &4

E SECTION WAVE UPRUSH ’ 20000406 ‘ l @ o

6-0"

FIRST LEVEL
(PLINTH) FROM
‘GRADE LEVEL: PL+7:0"

POOL DECK

PROJECT AND
SURROUNDING GRADE ELEYV. LIVING SHORELINE
e 4 R

|
|
|
|
R
I
|

L4100

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
LawN 1 BOARDWALK  TEl
|
|
]
"

F SECTION LIVING SHORELINE/SAND ’ 2020-04-06 T e

BELMONT BEACH AND AQUATICS CENTER SHORELINE SECTION

April 06 2020
P-19

183



o

SCALE:

20

=20

ELEVATION (FEET, RELATIVE TO NGVD 29)

40

30

50

40

30

20

50

40

30

20

50

40

30

20

CURRENT BEACH PROFILE (NO SLR)

BUILDING

NOTES

1. FOUNDATION DETAILS NOT
SHOWN. PLEASE REFER TO

\’\ OTHER DRAWINGS.

FOOTPRINT
330' BEACH WIDTH
/— CURRENT MHW SHORELINE EXISTING BIKE/HED PATH— o —
/ SPRAY GARDEN + LAWN
| ==
100{YR EVENT (CobMoS) 1 o o sl
MHW LEVEL] [ —F N g
] - <
380 340 320 300 280 260 240 220 200 180 160 140 120 100 80 60 40 20 0 -20 -40 -60 -80 -100
FUTURE BEACH PROFILE - 3.3 FT SLR (100 CM), 0.5% CHANCE IN 2070 |
170 BEACH WiDTH
PROJECTED SHORELINE (GoSMos) PATH REMOVED OR RELOCATED
HW + 3.3 FEET SLR IN FUTURE TO ACCOMMODATE SLR — t I
W LEVELr SR — T ENEE m——
380 340 320 300 280 260 240 220 200 180 160 140 120 100 80 60 40 20 0 -20 -40 -60 -80 -100
FUTURE BEACH PROFILE - 5.75 FT SLR (175 CM), ~0.5% CHANCE IN 2090 |
90 BEACH WviDTH
PROJECTED SHORELINE (GoSMoS)
HW + 575 FEET SLR
SIR + 100-YR EVENT (CoSMoS)| et
380 340 320 300 280 260 240 220 200 180 160 140 120 100 80 60 40 20 0 -20 -40 -60 -80 -100
FUTURE BEACH PROFILE - 6.6 FT SLR (200 CM), 0.5% CHANCE IN 2100 |
60 BEACH WIDTH
PROJECTED SHORELINE (CoSMoS) \I’
MHW + 6.6 FEET SLR
SLR + 100-YR EVENT (CoSMoS) =
MW LEVELl SR <
380 340 320 300 280 260 240 220 200 180 160 140 120 100 80 60 40 20 0 -20 -40 -60 -80 -100

DISTANCE FROM BUILDING FOOTPRINT (FEET)

BELMONT BEACH AND AQUATICS CENTER

CURRENT AND FUTURE BEACH PROFILES

April 06 2020
P-25

184



STERMINO AVE

)

Orm L

OLYMPIC PLAZA
GROUND LANDSCAPING b a0

L0

PARKING LOT

7 Igf

MAINENTRY
PLT-D

PoOL DECK
PLIT

0068808008 686888

PIER PARKING LOT

LLUUGRRRI

ENTRY LAWN
LD

I\ S

)
m
Hi

DIVING WELL
2imx 25m

7 DEEP

TEACHING
PooL

IKE
K
PROJECT AND
SURROUNDING
GRADE ELEV.
PLIOD
sLw0er
0,
P OROP-0FF
ENTRY DRVE
PL-0-

EXSTING BEACH
PL0-0"
SLa100

RECREATIONAL FOOL
P60

SLoter

SPRAY GARDEN + LAWN

SLime

SUNSET LAWN

BEACI DECK
L0

sLa0

st

-

Ve

(EIMYRTHAPOOL
iy

PARKING LOTS

BBAC - PROJECT DATA

== ADA Route

Parking circulation

PEDESTRIAN PATH

BICYCLE PATH

BEENS

Bls

BELMONT BEACH AND AQUATICS CENTER

ADA ACCESS ROUTE
December 20 2019
P-19

185



L
=

L |

oy g ecay ety R— Ay P ————— W N et |

STERMINO A

O e—e——— ]
S I/ L -
“
- SURROUNDING
L L
=== =N S5 PLAOD
it H i SLH040"
PARKING LOT Whrr? - 2 Lk
ENTRANCE P T
- =
-
- PL 0"
- SL+140"
rd

PoOLDECK

N
A

ST

VWG WELL
2imx 25m
1

17Dt

g
g

PIER PARKING LOT

HRIERIGA]

I T T T T T T T

(E)MYRTHA POOL
TEACHNG a0
PoOL

PARKNG LOT

RECREATIGAL PO0T
PLE0
SL i y

(€) BLEACHER SEATS

EXISTING BEACH
PLg0"
sLvio

o
7 FIRE TRUCK ACCES:

LA
pLaslr H
sLvie i
DECK i
s Pl
e st ° |

iy SLvive

BBAC - PROJECT DATA

LIVING SHORELINEISAND

BOARDWIALK ~ !#111 ADA Route from boardwalk

PEDESTRIAN PATH

BIOYCLE PATH

p—
— s>

BELMONT BEACH AND AQUATICS CENTER ADA ACCESS ROUTE FROM BOARDWALK

November 20 2020
P-40

186



STERMINOAVE

g ‘
Ol e

7'

AL

Al

1Lk

[ r

——

PoOL DECK
LT

s

8008080880888

| HE

DO EEEEERH

SUNSET LAWN

11 1
T g

| E— e ———

OLYMPIC PLAZA
PLA0T

—— e
|

PARKING LOTS

SLiis
> E
_ L

BBAC - PROJECT DATA

C emm ¢ e ¢ e ¢ e ¢ e——  ——— ¢ ML m——— ¢ . e e— ¢ — ¢ ——

PEDESTRIAN PATH

BicYCLE PATH

BELMONT BEACH AND AQUATICS CENTER

Parking to Main Facility Ped walking path
Parking circulation

== Bike Rack

Y —

PARKING TO FACILITY ACCESS ROUTE

187



STERMINO AVE

)

a0m L

——

O ———————
, e ]

GROUND LANDSCAPING

PROJECT AND
= SURROUNDING
GRADE EL
Bie L PLIOT
! - S0
PARKING LOT
ITRANCE.
o 0,
MAINENTRY ™ OROP-0FF
ENTRY LAWN
LA D
g

U ENTRY DRIVE
PoOL DECK PLOE

LT sLas

O el

— 7 y‘ N . B
y/ N e !
[ FRE TRUCKACCESS

‘SPRAY GARDEN + LAWN

0068800868688

DIVING WELL
2imx 25m

7 DEEP

AN —]

PIER PARKING LOT

Ve

| | (EIMYRTHAPOOL
TEACHING 170
sPa PooL

PARKINGLOT

RECREATIONAL FOOL
PLG-0"

Lot

EXSTING BEACH
PL0-0"
SLa100

S0Eyay,c

sLime

BBAC - PROJECT DATA

SUNSET LAWN
BEACHDECK ~
PLC0

pei ~ == Trash Access Path

== Main to Myrtha Restroom

—_—

PEDESTRIAN PATH

BICYCLE PATH

0 o0 oo

BELMONT BEACH AND AQUATICS CENTER TRASH AND MYRTHA POOL ACCESS

December 20 2019
P-21

188



‘lIIIIIIIIllllllllllllllllllIlllllllllllllll
n
[
9,
a,
(

39TH PL

E MIDWAY ST

(E) BIKE LANE TO REMAIN
OPEN DURING CONSTRUCTION

=Illllﬁﬂ+‘qﬂllllllllllllll EEENEEN

BELMONT MEMORIAL PIER
PARKING TO REMAIN OPEN
DURING CONSTRUCTION

l

]
[}
[}
[}
[}
|
)
%
L4
e .
ST TTITIIT] LITTTTT] ...'Flooa 17ﬁzitNO'ac|l||y
l,’
*
.
)
EXISTING ’,
BIKE/PED PATH

BELMOND PIER

BELMONT BEACH AND AQUATICS CENTER

INO AV
&

S TERM

(E) BIKE AND PEDESTRIAN LANE TO REMAIN

N
N
""" "".
L7 2
"" 2
L /7 w
2, &
by O¢, Q
""'E4~B
""'LVD.
"""
OLYMPIC PLAZA TO REMAIN 2

9
CLOSED DURING CONSTRUCTION 'iﬁg‘JECT LIMIT LINE

OCEAN BLVD
PARKING

OPEN DURING CONSTRUCTION

(E) BENNETT AVENUE PARK-

"y (E) BIKE LANE TO REMAIN OPEN
" ING TO REMAIN OPEN DURING
Toa,, DURING CONSTRUCTION CONSTRUCTION. ENTRY FROM
G, " GRANADA AVENUE
[}
ay ..L

Iy
Iy
! |
lllll.....
gy
! |

CONSTRUCTION
STAGING AREA
BENNETT AVENUE
PARKING l

CONSTRUCTION IMPACT DIAGRAM

December 20 2019
P-22

189



City of Long Beach
Belmont Beach and Aquatcs Cenfer

Parking Space Counts

Standerd| 130 |

L

T . or
I HO[ 11 i)
L Standard| 265 | 265

TAD parralll parking STals currarly eXst on Olympic Plaza Drive. The |

ANy
Farting Spaces [Easetins [ FroposedNotes
X Farking Lot E10 Wyriha Pool " Since e e T
A B - |parking stals. The “proposect s the as-bul conditon
ol 3|
< Ciean Air VP EV] |
@) Standarg 555
> T
g onnett  Granada Parking at Myrtha Pool [ ] o lm e o e e

o

—— =
I Stangard] a0

|
[oven space

[ 765

[rotais [ i116 | 1152 [s6 Adaiional paric previous facily

- I
& Oy Sa0e g P o e e e T
N S ocean Boutevard Paring 61 | 160 [slong Ocoon Bl soveon Temee v o Granads Av o
erosss mpaking sl
(%) Standard] I

PRIOR FACILITY = 276 o
EXISTING =276 Y=
PROPOSED = 276
INCLUDES 11 HC

Long Beach Zoning - Parking Requirements Calculations

2
33 & rBeimont Pool - Previous Aguatics Cent
28/ AN Provious Aquate Canler 47,250 GFA T 1000 = 9725 4= T 5 ] 199 Paing Spaces Aitiotcclub § space plus 4 spaces
13 Faciltes per 1,000 SF-GFA
g8 N Provious WUl Use Room 3185 GFA_ | 1000 = 3165 % 25 = 3 Parking Spaces (Darce nall 25 spaces par 1,000 SF-
g FA
3 /L\ Previous La Palapa 5665 GFA | 1000 = 5665 10 = 57 Parking Spaces [Dinner restaurant 10 spaces per
\g Rostaurant 1,000 SF.GFA
& L T T
B
s < or
T PRIOR FAQUTY — 40 revious Aquatic Certer eats | = ing Spaces. Space per 3 speciator seat
§ . e A 5 oo Tt G 70 5o 3 CIRTTE ace o3 Spaciaorseal
O
Bolmont Beach and Aquatics Centor - Proposed Aquatics Center,including Existing Myrtha Pool aring Requiremnts Formula
[Proposed Aquatic Genter 52000 GFA | 1000 = 8 x & - 308+ 5 = | 373 PakingSpaces TATVGtc cob 5 space P 4 spaces
) per 1,000 SF-GFA
! Exsting Myiha Poolw/ 25620 GFA 1 1000 = 2562 x 4 = 103 =705 Parking Spaces (Aot cIb 4 spaces per 100057~
proposed Restrooms, 2N
Showers and Kiosk

"i76 Toal Parking Spaces.

orR
[Proposed Aqualic Center 1530 Seats 1 3 = 70 Paring Spaces Space per 3 speciator seat
‘?‘ Spectator Bleachers
EB(Q2) Exsiing Myriha Pool 30 Seas 1 3 = 704 Parking Spaces Space per 3 speciator seat
pectalor Bleachers
§74_Total Parking Spaces
PRIOR FACILITY = 61 |rmmus Versus Proposed Aquatics Center Required Parking 220 Fewer Parking Spaces Required for Proposed BBAC than |
FXISTING = 169 Previous Facility
PROPOSED = 169
Bike Parking
PROPOSED POOL Exising Bke Parking 57 [Parking Spaces
Existing Bike Rentals 30 [pariing Spaces
New Bike Parking 40_ |parking Spaces

FACILITY Ty Tronrting Spaces

BIKE RACKS (E)

TO BE MAINTAINED DURING CONSTRUCTION
O £800=EXISTING BIKE PARKING

EB'S (X) = EXISTING RENTAL BIKE / SCOOTER PARKING

O Ne )= New Bike PARKING

D EXISTING PARKING O“i o) é:
z PROPOSED PARKING Emo

REGiop,
2
. PEDEST,;,M PRIOR FACILITY = 130
AN g EXISTNG = 0
KE Pamy PROPOSED = 0 O co)

SURVEY INFORMATION PROVIDED BY GUIDA PRIOR FACITY = 609
SURVEY DATED APRIL 15, 2014 EXISTING = 707
PROPOSED = 707

BENCHMARK: PACIFIC OCEAN NOW-INCLUDES 8 EV
NOW INCLUDES 38 HC

VERTICAL DATUM NGVD29 NOW INCLUDES 16 CLEAN/AIRYVANPOOL /EV

CITY OF LONG BEACH BM 1710,

BRASS DISC FLUSH WITH PAVEMENT

STAMPED “CLB BM 1710, 1998

16.0°W/CURBT.1'N/CURB

1985 ELEV = 23.858 FEET NGVD29.

BELMONT BEACH AND AQUATICS CENTER PARKING PLAN

December 20 2019
P-23

190



CONTINUOUS 24" SQ ACCESS RAMP |

FOOTING FOR
PLYNTH WALL

S

3FT PILE CAP Wi (12) 2-FT DIA PILES
SUPPORTING DIVING PLATFORMS

MAT FOUNDATION
12" BELOW GRADE
CONCRETE SLAB ON GRADE -
THICKNESS VARIES BY POOL DEPTH

o

3 DEEPx7-6'SQ
PILE CAP W/ (1) 2-FT
DIAPILE, TYP. UN.O. -
TOTAL 32 PILES (+/-) A
AT THE BLEACHERS

St

FOUNDATION NOTES

1. The foundation layout indicated on this plan is based on the "PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL REPORT" , dated Apr. 24th, 2014, and the
"ADDENDUM 1", dated Feb. 13th, 2020, prepared by AESCO

2. The project site has a high potential for liquefaction. The drilled cast-in-place concrete piers recommended by the geotechnical engineer is a structurally
appropriate option to prevent both the lateral earthquake loads and the potential liquefaction main aquatics center and the diving platforms. Contractors
shall follow the geotechnical engineer’s recommendations for the excavation, drilling and casting process of the piers. The piers are to extend maximum
80-ft below ground surface.

3. Lightly loaded structures on the project site such as the trash enclosure and the public restrooms are to be supported by a mat foundation system. The
future mat area should be over-excavated to 5-ft below ground or 4-ft below bottom of footing, whichever greater. The bottom 3 feet of the excavation
should be backfilled with geotechnical engineer-recommended material to mitigate potential settiement and liquefaction.

4. The future slab-on-grade shall extend minimum 5 inches above the final adjacent grade with 18-in thickened edge on non-bearing walls. Portions of
structure below grade should be designed for buoyant conditions below an elevation of +5' (AMSL).

5. The average ground water level is at 6 to 9 feet below grade.

BELMONT BEACH AND AQUATICS CENTER FOUNDATION '-’Zzﬁ,ﬁf)
April
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LOW IMPACT DEVELOPMENT (LID) CONCEPT PLAN

BELMONT BEACH AND AQUATICS CENTER
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Coaes POOL LEGEND & ABBREVIATION
EQIPMENT
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~ Belmont Plaza Pool
Long Beach, CA

EQUIPMENT

INCLUDES:
- Diving Well

- Main Pool
+Training Pool

Electrical System Requirements: Refer to Amperage
Draw Chart and/or the "Musco Control System Summary"
for electrical sizing.

Installation Requirements: Results assume + 3%

nominal voltage at line side of the driver and structures
located within 3 feet (1m) of design locations.

SINGLE LUMINAIRE AMPERAGE DRAW CHART

Ballast Specifications Line Amperage Per Luminaire
(-90 min power factor) (max draw)

Single Phase Voltage 208 | 220 | 240 | 277 | 347 | 380 | 480
© | 6o | o | w0 | w0 |0 [
TLC-LED-1500 85 |81 | 74 | 64 | 51 | 47| 37

Poles P1-P6 @ 53’
Poles P7 - P12 @ 53’
Main Pool 100FC
Diving Well 100FC
Training Pool 50FC

TYPICAL POLE (1-12)

SCALE IN FEET 1: 60
@ o 60 120

ENGINEERED DESIGN By: Vashon Alexander ¢ File #202144A ¢ 17-Oct-19

BELMONT BEACH AND AQUATICS CENTER

Pole location(s) € dimensions are relative
10 0,0 reference point(s)

Not to be reproduced in whole or part without the written consent of Musco
Sports Lighting, LLC. ©1981, 2019 Musco Sports Lighting, LLC.

LIGHTING PLAN
December 20 2019
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Outdoor Directional Speakers
JE imed down at Pools

BELMONT BEACH AND AQUATICS CENTER OUTDOOR SPEAKER LAYOUT

December 20 2019
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	Exhibit 1 – Project Location
	Exhibit 6 – Sea Level Rise Projections (Moffatt & Nichol, 2020 and Our Coast Our Future SLR model)
	Exhibit 7 – Long Beach Pools & Vulnerable Communities (Cal EnviroScreen, 2018)



