Council Meeting:__ 07/14/2026

RECEIVED ON: July 14, 2026 Agenda Item No: 6
From: Ajing Arcilla
To: WebMail - ComDev
Cc: Mary Ann Pacheco; James Becerra; Aida Macedo; Vicky Santana; Rigo Garcia; WebMail - CCD
Subject: 12090 Whittier Boulevard, next to Rodeo 72 at The Groves project
Date: Tuesday, July 14, 2026 4:56:08 PM

You don't often get email from ajingarcilla@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

[NOTICE: This message originated outside of City of Whittier -- DO NOT CLICK on links or
open attachments unless you are sure the content is safe.]

Hello,

My name is Ajing Arcilla, lives at 12398 Blue Sky Ct at the Groves and I ask that you deny
any amendments related to this project.

The project is inconsistent with the vision of the Lincoln Specific Plan
* The Lincoln Specific Plan was adopted to create a mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly,
environmentally sensitive community, not a five-story storage warehouse.

The Plan emphasizes:

o neighborhood-serving commercial uses
o active public spaces

o walkability

o0 recreation

o connectivity

o environmental quality

A self-storage facility contributes very little toward those objectives.

Rather than fitting the plan, the applicant is asking the City to rewrite the plan for this project.
Why should the City amend its own Specific Plan instead of requiring development that
complies with the vision residents were promised?

This project provides little public benefit
Residents are being asked to give up:

* mature trees

* public land

* neighborhood character

* gateway aesthetics

In exchange for:

* private storage units

* limited employment

« little pedestrian activity

» virtually no sales tax generation

What measurable public benefit justifies these tradeoffs?

The City should not give away City-controlled land without demonstrating public benefit
The project depends on City-controlled property through an Exchange Agreement.
Residents deserve to know:

* What is the land worth?

CC: CM; DCMs; CA; Council; Original to CC; Public Binder; Department


mailto:ajingarcilla@gmail.com
mailto:ComDev@cityofwhittier.org
mailto:mapacheco@cityofwhittier.org
mailto:jbecerra@cityofwhittier.org
mailto:amacedo@cityofwhittier.org
mailto:vickysantana@cityofwhittier.org
mailto:rgarcia@cityofwhittier.org
mailto:CCD@cityofwhittier.org
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification

Council Meeting:

RECEIVED ON: July 14, 2026 Agenda Item No:

* What is the City receiving?

* Why is this a better public use than:

o additional green space

o expanded park area

0 community amenities

o future mixed-use development

This is public property. It should only be conveyed when there is a compelling public benefit.

Mature trees are a community asset,not landscaping
The project removes mature Cypress trees.
Replacement trees are not equivalent.

Mature trees provide:

* shade

* cooling

* cleaner air

* carbon storage

* stormwater interception

» wildlife habitat

* noise buffering

» visual screening

* neighborhood character

These benefits took decades to develop.

A newly planted tree cannot replace them overnight.

The project makes the neighborhood less attractive

The project substantially alters the visual character of one of Whittier’s primary gateways.
Talk about:

* five-story height

* scale

* massing

* views from homes

* pedestrian experience

Construction impacts are being minimized

Residents have already experienced years of construction. This project adds another 15
months.

Nearby residents include sensitive receptors:

* homes

 Paws Park (dog park)

Contaminated soil deserves stronger oversight

The Phase II study found:

* petroleum contamination

* arsenic

* hazardous levels of lead in one area

The consultant recommends a Soil Management Plan.
» Why isn’t the plan complete before approval?

* Who oversees cleanup?

* How will nearby residents be protected?
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The traffic analysis leaves unanswered questions

The traffic report says impacts are minimal.

However:

« it studied an earlier version of the project (homes/commercial units under construction)
« it relies on VMT screening

« it classifies storage as “locally serving retail”

Is a storage warehouse really comparable to neighborhood retail?

Public parking should not be used as a bargaining chip

The project advertises public parking, but it’s positioned behind the building out of site.
Questions:

* Are they permanently guaranteed?

* Who maintains them?

* Can they later become employee parking?

» How will visitors even know they exist?

Parking should not justify approval of an otherwise incompatible project.

The project removes flexibility forever
Once:

» the land is transferred

» the Specific Plan is amended

* the storage facility is built

That opportunity is gone.

Future generations lose the chance for:
* neighborhood retail

* restaurants

* public plaza

* expanded park

« community gathering space

There are already multiple storage facilities nearby

Ask:

Has the City demonstrated:

* unmet demand?

* market necessity?

* shortage of storage?

Or is this simply the highest financial return for one developer?

Residents have repeatedly said they want green space
Residents have consistently asked for:

* trees

* parks

» gathering places

* walkable amenities

This project does the opposite.

This sets a precedent

If every incompatible project can obtain:
* Specific Plan amendments

* code amendments
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* Development Agreements
* land exchanges
then adopted planning documents lose meaning.

This is a gateway into The Groves
Visitors entering The Groves will see a five-story storage building not a vibrant mixed-use
community.

Transparency

Residents deserve:

* updated studies

* consistent project descriptions

« explanation of amendments

* comparison between adopted plan and proposed plan
Community trust

Residents accepted Lincoln because they were promised:
* mixed use

« walkability

* open space

* neighborhood-serving commercial uses

Changing that vision after the community invested there undermines trust.

Removing an auto salvage yard is a positive change. However, replacing it with a five-story
self-storage facility that requires amendments to the Specific Plan, relies on City-controlled
land, removes mature trees, and provides limited community benefit is not the only option—
and it is not necessarily the best option.

Good planning is not about approving every project. It is about ensuring each project advances
the City’s long-term vision and provides a measurable public benefit. Based on the public
records available, this project has not met that standard.
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