
Memorandum 

Date: August 27, 2025 

To: Thomas B. Modica, City Manager 

From: Kevin Riper, Director of Financial Management 

For: Budget Oversight Committee Members and Members of the City Council 

Subject: Response to Questions from the Budget Oversight Committee on August 
19, 2025 

During the Budget Oversight Committee Meeting held on August 19, 2025, City staff 
provided several presentations including an overview of the Tidelands Fund Group, an 
overview of the Long Beach City Communications Team, and a presentation on grants 
awarded to the City and the impact of the current federal administration on grants 
received. Additionally, items raised by Council District correspondence and community 
correspondence were considered. This memorandum provides responses to questions 
and/or comments raised by members of the Budget Oversight Committee during that 
time. 

1. With sea levels rising and deficits projected in the Tidelands Fund Group,
how urgent are seawall repairs? What happens when those repairs are
delayed?

In November 2024, staff provided a comprehensive update to the Naples Seawalls
Conditions Assessment, which documents the current conditions and the
anticipated cost to replace them. The November 2024 memorandum discussed
that the unimproved portions of the Naples Seawalls were last re-constructed in
1938 and 1939, and that the seawalls were not constructed to today’s seismic
codes or engineering standards. Tetra Tech, an engineering consultant to the City,
has determined that, overall, the Naples Seawalls are stable under static load, but
at risk during a seismic (earthquake) event.

The original 2009 seawalls condition report provided that the seawalls along the
Phase 1 and Phase 2 areas were at greater risk due to both sulfate deterioration
(sulfate attack) and scouring, making the concrete in those walls more prone to
failure. For these reasons, the Phase 1 and Phase 2 seawalls were prioritized for
repair/replacement. Further, as documented in the 2024 Seawalls Conditions
Assessment, it was identified that the segment of seawall along Vista del Golfo, a
Phase 6 seawall repair area, requires repair due to its geometry and configuration.
This segment of seawall is the only seawall remaining with a “convex” configuration
that did not receive tiebacks in the 2000s, nor was repaired as part of the larger
Phase 1 or Phase 2 seawall replacements. A “convex” geometry means the water
is on the outside face of the curve. Walls with a “concave” geometry benefit from
passive resistance or what is more commonly understood as the roman arch

https://www.longbeach.gov/globalassets/city-manager/media-library/documents/memos-to-the-mayor-tabbed-file-list-folders/2024/november-8--2024---naples-seawalls-conditions-assessment-update


Response to Questions from the Budget Oversight Committee on August 19, 2025 
August 27, 2025 
Page 2 
 

 

principle with reinforcement support from adjacent walls. Based on the 
recommendations within the report, the City has advanced the Vista del Golfo 
Tiebacks Project into design and regulatory permitting. The next steps include fully 
funding this effort in anticipation of design and permitting completion. 
  
The conditions memorandum further states that delays in securing funding 
increase the likelihood of further damage or deterioration of the walls and that the 
City faces escalating repair costs. It is difficult to predict specific impacts resulting 
from seismic events. Across Long Beach, and across California, many buildings 
and structures, including seawalls, were built before today’s more stringent seismic 
engineering standards. Long Beach, along with other major cities, is working to 
document, address, and support all groups—owners, landlords, and renters—who 
face vulnerabilities associated with seismic hazards. The November 2024 
memorandum further states that as resiliency efforts are discussed at the various 
levels of government, it is vital to develop specific policies and programs that 
prioritize life and safety, protect property, and minimize catastrophic events that 
could lead to displacement or homelessness, all while ensuring equitable access 
to City support and resources. 
 

2. Please describe the overall budget being allocated in the Proposed FY 26 
Budget to the Office of Public Affairs and Communications. 

 
The Proposed FY 26 Budget for the Office of Public Affairs and Communications 
(OPAC) consists of 9.54 total FTEs with a total structural budget appropriation of 
$2.76 million. Nearly all OPAC’s proposed budget comes from the Special 
Advertising and Promotion (SAP) Fund Group with only $25,622 budgeted in the 
General Fund Group. To support its ongoing operations, OPAC’s structural budget 
contains $1.63 million for personnel and internal support and $146,000 for 
materials, supplies, and services. 
 
Also included in OPAC’s FY 26 Budget is $990,000 in budgeted expense transfers 
from the General Fund Group to the SAP Fund Group to support public information 
and communications programming in the Library, Arts and Culture; Parks, 
Recreation and Marine; Health and Human Services; and Police Departments. 
This funding supports 5.73 total FTEs plus materials and services such as printing 
costs that are also eligible to be paid for by the SAP Fund Group, to reduce impacts 
on the General Fund Group. These staff and activities are not directly overseen by 
OPAC. Prior to FY 25, these transfers were budgeted elsewhere within the City 
Manager’s Office but have since been consolidated within OPAC to align the 
budget for these related lines of business. More information can be found in the 
table below. 
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SAP Fund Group FY 26 Amount 

   Salaries, Wages and Benefits (9.44 FTE) 1,597,951 

   Materials, Supplies and Services 145,996 

   Internal Support 3,000 

TOTAL OPAC (SAP) 1,746,947 

   Departmental Exp Transfer – Personnel (5.73 FTE) 850,631 

   Departmental Exp Transfer – Non-personnel 139,612 

TOTAL COMMS SUPPORT (SAP) 990,243 

General Fund Group  

   Salaries, Wages and Benefits (0.10 FTE) 23,085 

   Materials, Supplies and Services 1,737 

   Internal Support 800 

TOTAL (GF) 25,622 

GRAND TOTAL 2,762,812 

 

3. Council District Five submitted a Council District correspondence 
containing a budgetary ask to fund a feasibility study for concrete street 
repairs in the California Heights Historic District. Could this request be met 
with funds allocated in the Proposed FY 26 Budget for Arterial Street 
Rehabilitation, Residential Street Rehabilitation, or the Crack and Slurry & 
Seal Team? 

 
The California Heights Historic District street network is comprised of both asphalt 
and a significant amount of concrete. All available street infrastructure funding in 
the FY 26 Proposed Budget is currently allocated to specific Mobility & Safety CIP 
Programs including street segments outlined within the Elevate '28 Infrastructure 
Investment Plan. Diverting funds from current commitments to complete a 
feasibility study would require reducing funding presently designated for street 
improvement projects. On average, reconstructing existing concrete streets with 
new concrete is approximately three times the cost of asphalt; however, each 
project has its own unique factors. 

 

4. The California State University, Long Beach, Geography Department and Our 
Generation Cares submitted community correspondence letters containing 
a budgetary ask of $775,000 being allocated to the Youth Power Participatory 
Budgeting Initiative. In that correspondence is a proposal to move the Office 
of Youth Development from the Health and Human Services Department to 
the Office of the City Manager. This proposal would not only require a shift 
in funds, but also a departmental restructuring, which is not under the 
purview of the Budget Oversight Committee. Please provide a report on the 
feasibility of this proposal.  
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The Office of Youth Development (OYD) is comprised of General Fund and grant 
funding sources. Moving OYD to the Office of the City Manager (CM) would 
necessitate a budget transfer. However, the CM office’s current infrastructure 
cannot support the management of grants and contracts of this capacity at this 
time. Further, OYD is imbedded in the Health Department’s Collective Impact 
Bureau which oversees Violence Prevention, Early Childhood Education, and 
Strengthening Families programming which are aligned with OYD’s mission and 
are critical components of prevention services over the life course. Staff within 
these programs are inextricably linked and leveraged to maximize efficiency and 
effectiveness to address youth the related issues. Maintaining OYD in the Health 
Department is imperative to continue to support youth and their families in Long 
Beach.  

 

5. The Equity and Human Relations Commission submitted a community 
correspondence letter with a budgetary ask of $22,500. Does the Equity and 
Human Relations Commission have unspent funds from FY 25? Are those 
funds available to be rolled over into FY 26? What is the process for the 
rollover—does it automatically rollover to the next Fiscal Year, or does there 
need to be a formal request for the rollover? 
 
The Equity and Human Relations Commission (EHRC) began FY 25 with $12,500 
in one-time funds carried over from FY 24. Staff estimates that approximately 
$8,000 will remain unspent and eligible for carryover into FY 26, based on 
projected final expenditures through the end of FY 25. 
 
At the end of each fiscal year, staff conducts a comprehensive review of approved 
one-time projects to determine eligibility for budget carryover into the next fiscal 
cycle. This process involves evaluating project status, expenditure progress, and 
alignment with original funding intent. Carryover decisions are also contingent 
upon fiscal year-end results and the overall health of the source fund from which 
the project was originally approved. Status of one-time project carryover is brought 
back to the City Council in the Fiscal Year-End performance report with any 
notable changes and submitted for appropriation approval in the First Citywide 
Departmental and Fund Budget Adjustment Council Letter.  
 

6. Follow Up Response to BOC’s Question from the August 12th meeting 
regarding any significant differences between the pre-2017 and current 
residential street allocation methods and any impact on Citywide distribution 
of funds:  
 

To supplement an earlier response to Budget Oversight Committee questions from 
the August 12th meeting regarding the operational differences between residential 
street funding allocation methods (pre-2017 and current), the Department of Public 
Works is submitting this supplemental quantitative analysis for City Council’s 
review. 
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Prior to 2017, City Council directed 50 percent of residential street infrastructure 
funding be distributed equally across the nine Council Districts, with the remaining 
50 percent allocated based on pavement condition as identified through the City’s 
Pavement Management Program. In 2017, City Council revised this policy, 
directing that 100 percent of residential street infrastructure funds be allocated 
based solely on need, as determined by the Pavement Management Program. 

 
• Under the pre-2017 hybrid model, each district received a guaranteed equal 

share of funding, with the remaining allocation varying by condition-based 
need. This approach ensured that all districts received a baseline level of 
investment, while also directing a portion of funds to areas with demonstrated 
pavement condition deficiencies. 

• Under the current model, all funds are distributed strictly according to the 
amount of roadway area and pavement condition assessments. This approach 
eliminates the equal share guarantee and results in greater variation between 
districts depending on pavement condition needs. 

The table below illustrates the district-level impacts of these two allocation 
approaches, assuming a total annual residential street funding allocation of $20 
million. 
 
• Districts 1, 2, and 6 experience reductions under the current need-based 

model, reflecting the shift away from guaranteed equal shares: $541,111, 
$661,111, and $431,111 respectively. 

• Districts 3, 5, 7, 8, and 9 receive increases under the current model, with District 
5 seeing the largest increase ($1,198,889). These increases reflect pavement 
condition assessments indicating higher need. 

• District 4’s allocation remains largely unchanged, with a modest reduction 
($71,111), underscoring its relatively balanced position under both 
methodologies. 

While not the purpose of the effort, the City Council redistricting, which occurred in 
2023, more equally distributed roadway area between the Council Districts, 
lessening the disparity between City Council districts.   
 
This comparison is provided to illustrate how the two methodologies differ in their 
impact at the district level, and to assist City Council in evaluating the balance 
between equal distribution across districts and targeted allocation based on 
infrastructure need. 
 
 
 
 



Response to Questions from the Budget Oversight Committee on August 19, 2025 
August 27, 2025 
Page 6 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
If you have any questions, please contact Budget Manager Rebecca Bernstorff at 
Rebecca.Bernstorff@longbeach.gov or (562) 570-6408. 
 
CC: DAWN MCINTOSH, CITY ATTORNEY 
 DOUGLAS P. HAUBERT, CITY PROSECUTOR 
 LAURA L. DOUD, CITY AUDITOR 

APRIL WALKER, ASSISTANT CITY MANAGER 
TERESA CHANDLER, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 

 MEREDITH REYNOLDS, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 
GRACE YOON, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 
TYLER BONANNO-CURLEY, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 
KEVIN LEE, CHIEF PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICER 
MONIQUE DE LA GARZA, CITY CLERK 
DEPARTMENT HEADS 

mailto:Rebecca.Bernstorff@longbeach.gov

