
ATTACHMENT B – RESPONSE TO APPEAL COMMENTS 

The following tables (Tables A through D) consist of responses to the third-party appeals by 
Jeff Miller (APL19-012), Melinda Cotton (APL19-013), Susan Miller (APL19-014), and James 
Hines (APL19-015) on the Planning Commission’s recommendation to the City Council for 
approval of the redesigned Belmont Beach and Aquatics Center Complex Project 
(Application No. 1910-05). The comments received in the four appeal letters have been 
organized by content and indexed with a number. The indexed comment number in the 
table below corresponds to the bracketed letter attached to this document.  

Table A: Responses to Appeal Comments submitted by Jeff Miller (APL19-012) 

Comment 
Number Response to Comment 

1-1 The commenter asserts that the proposed redesigned project has 
substantial changes and requires a new EIR rather than an EIR Addendum. 
The commenter further requests denial of the project. 
 
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the 
CEQA Guidelines, an Environmental Impact Report (the Belmont Pool 
Revitalization Project EIR (BPRP EIR), EIR 01-16, State Clearinghouse No. 
2013041063) previously was prepared and certified for the prior version of 
the project (Attachment H). An EIR Addendum (Attachment I) was prepared 
for the redesign of the BBAC project.  
 
Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines states, “The lead agency or 
responsible agency shall prepare an addendum to a previously certified EIR 
if some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions 
described in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR have 
occurred.” 
 
The EIR Addendum reviews changes to the project and to existing conditions 
that have occurred since the 2016 EIR was certified and compares 
environmental effects of the construction and operation of the Modified 
Project with those of the Approved Project previously disclosed. It also 
reviews new information of substantial importance that was not known and 
could not have been known with exercise of reasonable diligence at the time 
the 2016 EIR was certified and evaluates whether there are new or more 
severe significant environmental effects associated with changes in 
circumstances. 
 
Based upon review of the facts as presented in the analysis contained in the 
EIR Addendum, the City finds that an Addendum to the previous 2016 
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Comment 
Number Response to Comment 

Certified EIR is the appropriate document to comply with CEQA. The 
rationale and the facts for this finding are provided in the body of the 
Addendum. Section 2.3 of the EIR Addendum provides a description of the 
Modified Project. While the redesigned project contains a larger site area 
than previously analyzed, the project description and analysis included in 
the EIR Addendum demonstrate that the Modified Project is smaller in scale 
than the 2016 Approved Project, and there are no new or increased 
environmental impacts from those analyzed in the previously certified EIR. 
 
The analysis comparing the 2016 Approved Project and Modified Project 
demonstrates that there are no major revisions of the previous EIR due to 
the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial 
increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. 
 
The revised project remains subject to the original Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program (MMRP) from the BPRP EIR, which established 18 
mitigation measures pertaining to Aesthetics, Biology, Cultural Resources, 
Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Resources, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, Noise, and Transportation and Traffic. 
 
Therefore, the City finds that an Addendum to the previous 2016 Certified 
EIR is the appropriate documentation to comply with CEQA. 

 
Table B: Responses to Appeal Comments submitted by Melinda Cotton (APL19-013) 

Comment 
Number Response to Comment 

2-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not provide substantive 
comments on the project or the analysis included in the EIR Addendum. No 
further response is necessary. 

2-2 This comment notes the timing of the required Planning Commission 
noticing and the Notice of Incomplete Application issued by the California 
Coastal Commission. 
 
A total of 1,844 Public hearing notices were distributed on November 26, 
2019 in advance of the December 19, 2019 Planning Commission hearing, in 
accordance with the requirements of Chapter 21.21 of the Long Beach 
Municipal Code. Additionally, appellants, the California Coastal Commission 
(CCC), and interested parties were notified within the required timelines 
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outlined in the Municipal Code. 
 
The referenced Notice of Incomplete Application was issued by the CCC in 
response to the resubmittal of the Modified Project for the Coastal 
Development Permit (CDP) application. The local approval process is 
required to be completed before the CCC will consider the application 
complete and take action upon it. The City has deemed the entitlement 
application as complete and has scheduled and held required local hearings 
in accordance with the Municipal Code requirements. The CCC’s request for 
additional project information related to the Modified Project does not have 
bearing on the local (City) approval process, as the local process precedes 
the CCC process.  

2-3 This comment asserts that there are concerns with moving forward with an 
application in light of an Incomplete Application Notice issued by the CCC. 
The comment raises specific concerns related to sea level rise impacts. 
 
This comment contains similar content as Comment 2-2 provided in Table B, 
above, related to the CCC Notice of Incomplete Application. Refer to 
Response to Comment 2-2, above. The environmental impact analysis was 
conducted in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines. In addition, sea level 
rise has been reassessed through models using the most recent sea level 
rise projections. The Modified Project includes the relocation of all 
structures northward out of the predicted sea level rise-impacted zones. 

2-4 This comment asserts that additional information will need to be 
resubmitted and questions the project timing. The comment further 
requests that the Planning Commission delay the decision for the project.  
 
This comment contains similar content as Response to Comment 2-2 
provided in Table B, above, related to the CCC Notice of Incomplete 
Application. Refer to Response to Comment 2-2, above. The City has 
deemed the entitlement application as complete and has scheduled and 
held required local hearings in accordance with the Municipal Code 
requirements. The local approval process is required to be completed 
before the CCC will consider the City’s application complete and take action 
on it.  

2-5 This comment cites an attached letter that was sent by the commenter to 
the California Coastal Commission in November 2019. See responses to 
comments 2-6 through 2-14.  
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2-6 This comment letter raises concerns that the appellants of the 2016 BBAC 
Project were not notified of the plans for the Modified Project.  
 
This comment contains similar content related to noticing requirements 
raised in Comment 2-2 provided in Table B, above. Refer to Response to 
Comment 2-2. 
 
All interested parties, including appellants, from the cases listed below were 
notified of the December 19, 2019 Planning Commission hearing, and 
January 21, 2020 City Council hearing.  
 

• 1705-09 (LCDP for temporary pool) 
• 1609-18 (LCDP for height variance story poles) 
• 1405-01 (main Belmont Pool entitlement application for prior version 

of the project) 
• Plus five parties that appealed these approvals to the Coastal 

Commission. 
2-7 This comment cites issues raised in a 2017 appeal related to the proposed 

pool project as a coastal dependent use. The commenter further 
recommends that the new pools should be located in an area such as the 
“Elephant Lot” (area between Shoreline Drive and Seaside Way, west of 
Alamitos Ave. and east of the Convention Center) for cited reasons such as 
access to transportation and underserved communities. 
 
This comment refers to an appeal received on the 2016 Approval. The 
Modified Project represents a revised submittal to address CCC concerns. 
An analysis of project alternatives, including the Elephant Lot, is included in 
the approved EIR (2016). As presented in the EIR Addendum, there is no new 
information, mitigation, or alternatives to the project that would 
substantially reduce one or more significant impacts identified and 
considered in the 2016 Certified EIR. 

2-8 This comment raises concerns for the impacts of sea level rise on the 
proposed project. 
 
Sea level rise has been reassessed through models using the most recent 
sea level rise projections. The Modified Project includes the relocation of all 
structures northward out of the predicted sea level rise-impacted zones. 

2-9 This comment asserts that the rebuilding of the Belmont Pier and Olympic 
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venue discussions have been omitted from the project application. The 
comment further includes a rendering of the Belmont Pier area and asserts 
that the Olympic Committee does not include the proposed project in the 
rendering. 
 
The rebuilding of the Belmont Pier and nearby Olympic venues are not part 
of this entitlement application. Because no formal application for these 
projects have been received, no analysis is required as part of the project 
analysis. Further, these separate projects have independent utility from the 
Modified Project. If the rebuilding of Belmont Pier becomes a project for 
consideration, the proposed project would be subject to City, CCC, and 
environmental (CEQA) review that would include the analysis of project 
impacts based on existing conditions and cumulative projects (unbuilt, 
proposed, and future conditions) to ensure potential impacts are identified 
in accordance with CEQA.  
 
The referenced Olympic Committee rendering does not represent a 
substantive comment on the project as this rendering is conceptual in 
nature and was not generated as part of this project application. No further 
response is necessary. 

2-10 This comment asserts that the rebuilding of the Belmont Pier and its 
impacts should be evaluated with the proposed Belmont Pool project. 
 
This comment contains similar content related to the inclusion of the 
Belmont Pier as a related project raised in Comment 2-9 provided in Table B, 
above. Refer to Response to Comment 2-9. 

2-11 This comment cites a November 28, 2018 news article’s reference to the 
condition of the Belmont Pier.  
 
The rebuilding of the Belmont Pier is not part of this entitlement application. 
Because no formal application for this project has been received, no analysis 
is required as part of the project analysis. Further, this separate project has 
independent utility from the Modified Project. This comment does not 
provide substantive comments on the project or the analysis included in the 
EIR Addendum. No further response is necessary. 

2-12 This comment cites a November 8, 2018 news article’s reference to the 2028 
Olympic activities planned for the proposed pool complex.  
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The referenced news article notes the status of the Belmont Pool project as 
of the publication of the news article (November 2018). This comment does 
not provide substantive comments on the project or the analysis included in 
the EIR Addendum. A Modified Project is the subject of this entitlement. No 
further response is necessary. 

2-13 This comment cites an August 19, 2018 news article’s reference to the “8 by 
2028” Olympic projects planned for the City of Long Beach. 
 
The referenced news article includes the Belmont Pool project as one of the 
8 by 2028 projects. This comment does not provide substantive comments 
on the project or the analysis included in the EIR Addendum. A Modified 
Project is the subject of this entitlement. No further response is necessary. 

2-14 This comment asserts that traffic and parking impacts would occur during 
construction of the Belmont Pier Project and the Belmont Pool project. The 
commenter further states that traffic conditions and the usage of the beach 
have increased since 2016, when the original EIR was submitted. 
 
This comment contains similar content related to the inclusion of the 
Belmont Pier as a related project raised in Comment 2-9 provided in Table B, 
above. Refer to Response to Comment 2-9. 
 
This comment contains similar content as Response to Comment 1-1 
provided in Table A, above, related to the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis. Refer to Response to Comment 1-1. 

2-15 This comment includes a copy of the California Coastal Commission Notice 
of Incomplete Application for the redesigned project dated December 31, 
2019. 
 
This comment contains similar content as Response to Comment 2-2 
provided in Table B, above, related to the CCC Notice of Incomplete 
Application. Refer to Response to Comment 2-2, above. 

2-16 This comment includes a copy of a Corrected Coastal Commission 
Notification of Appeal of the Belmont Beach and Aquatic Center Project 
dated June 22, 2017. 
 
This entitlement application is for a Modified Project from the 2016 BBAC 
Project, which was the subject of this attached and referenced 2017 appeal. 
This attachment does not provide substantive comments on the project or 
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the analysis included in the EIR Addendum. No further response is 
necessary. 

2-17 This comment includes a copy of a 2017 appeal of the Belmont Beach and 
Aquatic Center Project by the Coastal Commissioners (Bochco).  
 
This entitlement application is for a Modified Project from the 2016 BBAC 
Project, which was the subject of this attached and referenced 2017 appeal. 
This attachment does not provide substantive comments on the project or 
the analysis included in the EIR Addendum. No further response is 
necessary. 

 
Table C: Responses to Appeal Comments submitted by Susan Miller (APL19-014) 

Comment 
Number 

Response to Comment 

3-1 The commenter asserts that the proposed redesigned project has 
substantial changes and requires a new EIR rather than an EIR Addendum.  
 
This comment contains similar content as Response to Comment 1-1 
provided in Table A, above. Refer to Response to Comment 1-1. 

3-2 This comment states that the Project has a Notice of Incomplete Application 
from the California Coastal Commission. This comment contains similar 
content as Response to Comment 2-2 provided in Table B, above. Refer to 
Response to Comment 2-2. 

3-3 This comment asserts that the project has negative impacts to the coast, 
environment, and neighborhoods. The comment further asserts that there 
was a lack of public outreach on the revised plans. 
 
In compliance with CEQA, an EIR Addendum was prepared for the project. 
Refer to Response to Comment 1-1 in Table A for a discussion of the 
appropriateness of the use of an EIR Addendum. The previously certified EIR 
did not result in significant and unavoidable impacts on the environment. 
While the redesigned project contains a larger site area than previously 
analyzed, the project description and analysis included in the EIR Addendum 
demonstrate that the Modified Project is smaller in scale than the 2016 
Approved Project, and there are no new or increased environmental impacts 
from those analyzed in the previously certified EIR. 
 
This comment contains similar content related to public outreach related to 
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the Modified Project that was raised in Comment 2-6 provided in Table B, 
above. Refer to Response to Comment 2-6. Additionally, refer to the staff 
report for the Modified Project, which discusses how changes to the project 
were made in response to the needs of the community in response to 
concerns expressed by the City Council, Coastal Commission, and public. 
 
This comment contains similar content related to noticing requirements 
raised in Comment 2-2 provided in Table B, above. Refer to Response to 
Comment 2-2. 

3-4 The commenter states that the change of P (Park) zoning must include park 
replacement double the original plan. 
 
The project area subject to the proposed zone change would remain in use 
for public recreational purposes consistent with the previous Park (P) zone. 
The area subject to the zone change is designated to remain as parkland in 
perpetuity through deed restriction and ordinance, independent of zoning. 
No parkland would be removed as a result of the zone change, therefore, no 
park replacement is required. 

3-5 The commenter raises questions about the cancellation/reinstating of the 
December 19, 2019 Planning Commission hearing.  
 
This comment contains similar content related to noticing requirements 
raised in Comment 2-2 provided in Table B, above. Refer to Response to 
Comment 2-2. 

 
Table D: Responses to Appeal Comments submitted by James Hines (APL19-015) 

Comment 
Number Response to Comment 

4-1 The commenter asserts that supplemental financial and budget analyses 
should be considered prior to approval of the proposed project.  
 
This commenter requests financial analyses for the project. The financial 
feasibility of the project is not a required finding for approval under the 
Zoning Regulations, or an environmental topic of consideration under CEQA. 
The Long Beach City Council will consider all comments on the proposed 
project and will determine the disbursement of the City’s budgetary 
resources. No further response is necessary. 

 




























































