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III.  Responses to Comments 
A.   Introduction 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) states that “[t]he lead agency shall evaluate 
comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR and 
shall prepare a written response.  The lead agency shall respond to comments that were 
received during the notice comment period and any extensions and may respond to late 
comments.”  In accordance with these requirements, this section of the Final EIR provides 
responses to each of the written comments received regarding the Draft EIR. 

Section III.B, Matrix of Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR, presents 
a list of the comment letters received and a summary of the environmental issues raised by 
each commenter.  Section III.C, Response to Comments, provides responses to each of 
the written comments raised in the comment letters received on the Draft EIR.  Copies of 
the original comment letters are provided in Appendix FEIR-A of this Final EIR. 
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III.  Responses to Comments 
B.   Matrix of Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR 

Table III-1 
Matrix of Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR 
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1 Scott Morgan, Director 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research 
State of California 
1400 Tenth St. 
P.O. Box 3044 
Sacramento, CA  95812-3044 

                      X   
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2 Miya Edmonson 
Associate Transportation Planner 
District 7—Office of Transportation 
Planning 
Department of Transportation 
100 S. Main St., MS 16 
Los Angeles, CA  90012-3712 

Dianna Watson, Branch Chief 
Branch Chief, Community Planning & 
LD IGR Review 
District 7—Office of Transportation 
Planning 
Department of Transportation 
100 S. Main St., MS 16 
Los Angeles, CA  90012-3712 

 X               X      X   
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3 Kelly Laliberte 
Brownfields Restoration and School 
Evaluation Branch 
Cal EPA 
Department of Toxic Substances 
Control 
5796 Corporate Ave. 
Cypress, CA  90630-4700 

Johnson P.  Abraham 
Project Manager 
Brownfields Restoration and School 
Evaluation Branch 
Brownfields and Environmental 
Restoration Program—Cypress 
Department of Toxic Substances 
5796 Corporate Ave. 
Cypress, CA  90630-4700 

 X        X             X   
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4 Adriana Raza 
Customer Service Specialist 
Will Serve Program 
Facilities Planning Department 
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles 
County 
1955 Workman Mill Rd. 
Whittier, CA  90601-1415 

           X           
X 
 

  

CITY 

5 Crystal Landavazo 
Interim Director of Community 
Development 
City of Seal Beach 
211 Eighth St. 
Seal Beach, CA 90740-6305 

 X             X  X    X X X   
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6 Lorrie LeLe 
Legal Assistant to Natalie B. Kuffel 
Adams, Broadwell, Joseph, & Cardozo
520 Capitol Mall, Suite 350 
Sacramento, CA  95814-4721 

Natalie B. Kuffel 
Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo 
520 Capitol Mall, Ste. 350 
Sacramento, CA  95814-4721 

                    X  X   

7 Louise Ivers 
Long Beach Heritage 
1837 E. Sixth St. 
Long Beach, CA  90802-2026 

   X   X             X   X   
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8 Laura Dominguez 
Preservation Manager 
Los Angeles Conservancy 
523 W. Sixth St., Ste. 826 
Los Angeles, CA  90014-1248 

Adrian Scott Fine 
Director of Advocacy 
Los Angeles Conservancy 
523 W. Sixth St., Ste. 826 
Los Angeles, CA  90014-1248 

      X             X X  X X  

9 Michelle N. Black 
Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP 
2200 Pacific Coast Hwy., Ste. 318 
Hermosa Beach, CA  90254-2702 

 X  X X X   X   X    X X X X X X  X X  

INDIVIDUALS 

10 Calkins, Carl 
cjclbchief@aol.com 

                      
 

 X

11 Cox, Marty 
marty@ced-us.com 

                      
 

 X
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12 J. Jay Feinberg 
Manager 
Marina Pacifica Boat Slips LLC 
Marina Pacifica Mall 
6380 E. Pacific Coast Hwy., Ste. B 
Long Beach, CA  90803-4824 

                      

 

 X

13 Richard D. Hobbs-Seeley 
Galaxy Towers 
2999 E. Ocean Blvd., Unit 1620 
Long Beach, CA  90803-8233 

 X  X   X             X   X   

14 Kiely, Elizabeth 
eklbc@yahoo.com 

 X               X         

15 Chris Richgels 
5360 E. Appian Way 
Long Beach, CA  90803-1918 

                        X

16 Richgels, Nancy 
5360 E. Appian Way 
Long Beach, CA  90803-1918 

                        X
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17 Richgels, Nancy 
5360 E. Appian Way 
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LATE LETTERS 

18 Lorrie LeLe 
Legal Assistant to Natalie B. Kuffel 
Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo 
520 Capitol Mall, Ste. 350 
Sacramento, CA  95814-4721 

Natalie B. Kuffel 
Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo 
520 Capitol Mall, Ste. 350 
Sacramento, CA  95814-4721 

 X   X    X   X         X  X X  
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19 Scott Morgan, Director 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research 
State of California 
1400 Tenth St. 
P.O. Box 3044 
Sacramento, CA  95812-3044 
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Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research 
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1400 Tenth St. 
P.O. Box 3044 
Sacramento, CA  95812-3044 
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III.  Responses to Comments 
C.   Comment Letters 

Comment Letter No. 1 

Scott Morgan 
Director 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
Office of Planning and Research 
1400 Tenth St. 
Sacramento, CA  95814-5502 

Comment No. 1-1 

The Lead Agency has updated some information regarding the above-mentioned project.  
Please see the attached materials for more specific information.  All other project 
information remains the same. 

Response to Comment No. 1-1 

This correspondence was transmitted to all relevant state agencies reviewing the 
Project.  The comment indicates the Lead Agency (i.e., the City of Long Beach) updated 
certain information regarding the Project.  Specifically, the attached Updated Notice of 
Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (Updated NOA) provides an updated 
contact person for transmittal of public comments.  No other changes were made.  The 
Updated NOA was sent to all parties who received the original NOA.   
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Comment No. 1-2 
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Response to Comment No. 1-2 

This comment consists of the Updated NOA and Notice of Completion and 
Environmental Document Transmittal received by the State Clearinghouse. 
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Comment Letter No. 2 

Dianna Watson 
IGR/CEQA Branch Chief 
District 7—Office of Regional Planning 
Department of Transportation 
100 S. Main St., Ste. 100 
Los Angeles, CA  90012-3727 

Comment No. 2-1 

Attached please find Caltrans’ comment letter for 2ND and PCH Project.  I will be sending 
out a hardcopy later today. 

Response to Comment No. 2-1 

This comment presents an electronic transmittal of the attached comment letter.  No 
further response is necessary. 

Comment No. 2-2 

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 
environmental review process for the above referenced project.  The project proposes to 
replace the existing Seaport Marina Hotel and associated amenities and surface parking 
areas on the Project Site.  A commercial development will be constructed comprising 
approximately 245,000 square feet of gross floor area, including approximately 95,000 
square feet of retail uses a 55,000-square-foot grocery store, a 25,000-square foot 
fitness/health club and 70,000 square feet of restaurant uses, including 40,000 square feet 
of full service dining, 25,000 square feet of fast food and 5,000 square feet of ready-to-eat 
dining. 

After review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report Caltrans has the following 
comments: 

Response to Comment No. 2-2 

This comment summarizes the Project Description and introduces the comments 
that follow.  No further response is necessary. 
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Comment No. 2-3 

1. It is noted based on The Traffic Impact Study report, the State analyzed intersections to 
be significantly impacted by proposed project generated traffic as shown in the list 
below.  Cumulative Year 2019 with Project Impacts: 

 Pacific Coast Highway & 2nd Street—significant and unavoidable. 

 Pacific Coast Highway & Marina Drive—significant and unavoidable. 

 Pacific Coast Highway & Seal Beach Boulevard—significant and 
unavoidable. 

Response to Comment No. 2-3 

This comment lists the state-controlled intersections that would be significantly 
impacted by the Project under Year 2019 with Project conditions, as evaluated in the Draft 
EIR.  No further response is necessary. 

Comment No. 2-4 

2. Marina Drive at Project Driveway No. 4:—Caltrans recommends the project include a 
new traffic signal on Marina Drive at the project driveway to improve ingress and 
egress for the project and improve traffic operations in the vicinity of the project. 

Response to Comment No. 2-4 

Separate from the 2nd & PCH Project, the City of Long Beach is undertaking the 
Marina Drive “Complete Street” Improvement Project (Marina Drive Project), which involves 
multimodal improvements along Marina Drive between 2nd Street and Studebaker Road in 
an effort to accommodate anticipated growth in the southeastern area of the City.  
Improvements to be implemented by the City Department of Public Works as part of the 
Marina Drive Project include the installation of a traffic signal at Project Driveway No. 4, as 
requested by Caltrans.  The Marina Drive Project will support and implement the City’s 
vision for an integrated transportation system, as set forth in various adopted and proposed 
City plans and policies, including the City of Long Beach General Plan Mobility Element 
and the recently adopted Long Beach Bicycle Master Plan.  These improvements are 
anticipated to be complete in 2018.  Given the proximity of the Marina Drive improvements 
to the Project Site, this separate City project is briefly described in Section II, Project 
Description, of the Draft EIR (see pages II-25 and II-26).  It is noted that the Marina Drive 
Project will receive funding from the 2nd & PCH Project Applicant as a community benefit.   
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Comment No. 2-5 

An encroachment permit will be required for any project work proposed on or in the vicinity 
of Caltrans Right of Way and all environmental concerns must be adequately addressed.  
Please note that any modifications to the State facility (SR-1) will be subject to additional 
review and approval by Caltrans’ Office of Permits prior to issuance of the permit. 

Response to Comment No. 2-5 

The City and the Project’s traffic engineer have been in ongoing contact with 
Caltrans throughout the Project’s environmental review process.  Relative to improvements 
along Pacific Coast Highway (State Route 1), the Project Applicant and traffic engineer are 
aware of Caltrans’ requirements and understand that any improvements/modifications 
within or along state routes adjacent to the Project Site’s frontage will require additional 
review and approval by Caltrans’ Office of Permits prior to issuance of any necessary 
encroachment permit.  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 2-6 

In the Spirit [sic] of mutual cooperation, Caltrans staff is available to work with your 
planners and traffic engineers for this project, if needed.  If you have any questions 
regarding these comments, please contact project coordinator Ms. Miya Edmonson, at 
(213) 897-6536 and refer to GTS# LA-2016-00878ME. 

Response to Comment No. 2-6 

This comment closes the letter and provides contact information for further 
coordination.  No further response is necessary. 
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Comment Letter No. 3 

Johnson P.  Abraham 
Project Manager 
Brownfields Restoration and School Evaluation Branch 
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program—Cypress 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
5796 Corporate Ave. 
Cypress, CA  90630-4700 

Comment No. 3-1 

Attached for your file is the PDF copy of the comments on the ‘Draft Environmental Impact 
Report’ for the 2nd & PCH Project (SCH# 2014031059).  The original signed document will 
be sent via regular mail.  If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Johnson Abraham, 
Project Manager, at 714.484.5380 or at email address Johnson.Abraham@dtsc.ca.gov. 

Response to Comment No. 3-1 

This comment presents an electronic transmittal of the attached comment letter and 
provides contact information for further coordination.  No further response is necessary. 

Comment No. 3-2 

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has reviewed the subject EIR.  The 
following project description is stated in the EIR:  “The proposed project involves demolition 
of the existing Seaport Marina Hotel and construction of a commercial center totaling 
245,000 sf, consisting of 95,000 sf of retail uses, a 55,000 sf grocery store, a 25,000 sf 
fitness/health club, approximately 70,000 sf of restaurant uses, and 1,150 parking spaces.  
The proposed commercial structures would be one-and two-story buildings with a max 
height of 35 feet as defined by the Long Beach Municipal Code.” 

Response to Comment No. 3-2 

This comment states that the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has 
reviewed the EIR and summarizes the Project Description.  No further response is 
necessary. 

Comment No. 3-3 

Based on the review of the EIR, DTSC has the following comments: 
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1.   The EIR states that the project site’s soil, soil vapor and groundwater are 
contaminated by different onsite historic activities and from multiple sources.  Some 
of the remediation activities are currently underway. 

Response to Comment No. 3-3 

This comment correctly summarizes the information from the Draft EIR regarding 
soil, soil vapor, and groundwater contamination on the Project Site.  Approval of 
remediation activities on-site is underway, as discussed further below. 

Comment No. 3-4 

DTSC recommends investigation and cleanup, as necessary, under appropriate regulatory 
agency oversight to ensure no contaminants are left onsite prior to start of construction 
and/or any residual contamination left in place do not pose significant risk to human health 
and the environment. 

Response to Comment No. 3-4 

Separate from the 2nd & PCH Project, the approval process for subsurface 
remediation work on-site is currently underway, with oversight by the appropriate regulatory 
agencies, including the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and the 
California State Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR), as described 
further below. 

As discussed in Section IV.F, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR, 
due to the presence of soil impacted by a former leaking underground storage tank (LUST) 
associated with a former gas station on-site, remediation and monitoring activities, 
including groundwater monitoring, are currently underway and subject to RWQCB oversight 
(Case #908030052).  A Remedial Action Plan establishing appropriate procedures and 
protocols for these remediation efforts was approved by the RWQCB—Los Angeles Region 
(LARWQCB) on June 6, 2017.  The goal of this remediation is to remove the gasoline 
contaminated soil in order to obtain regulatory closure for future land use.  In addition, 
approval of well reabandonment on-site  is underway, subject to oversight by the DOGGR.  
A certificate of occupancy will not be issued for the Project without adequate remediation 
as confirmed by these regulatory agencies. 

As also discussed in Section IV.F, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft 
EIR, in the event contaminated soil is encountered and disturbed during Project 
construction, Mitigation Measures F-1 through F-8, detailed in the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP) provided in Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, of this Final EIR, would be implemented.  These measures require a variety of 
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site surveys, screenings, and remediation activities to reduce potential impacts related to 
on-site contamination to less than significant levels.  Similarly, in the event elevated 
concentrations of residual volatile organic compounds (VOCs) persist in on-site soils post-
construction, long-term vapor mitigation would be implemented prior to site occupancy to 
reduce soil vapor exposure to site users to acceptable levels in accordance with DTSC and 
California Environmental Protection Agency’s (CalEPA) regulations.  Per Mitigation 
Measure F-4, this could include the use of a vapor extraction system or a vapor barrier/sub 
slab depressurization system, depending on the level of VOCs in the soil.  As such, with 
implementation of mitigation, potential impacts would be reduced to less than significant 
levels. 

Comment No. 3-5 

To that end, the EIR should 

 Describe in detail the type and extent of contamination present in the project 
area. 

 Identify the regulatory agency, which is going to provide oversight and 
determination that the project area does not pose risk to human health and 
environment. 

Response to Comment No. 3-5 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 3-4, above.  The Phase I Environmental 
Site Assessment (ESA) and Phase II ESA prepared for the Project provide complete details 
regarding the type and extent of on-site contamination and are included as Appendix J and 
Appendix K, respectively, of the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 3-6 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at (714) 484-5380 or 
email at Johnson.Abraham@dtsc.ca.gov. 

Response to Comment No. 3-6 

This comment closes the letter and provides contact information for further 
coordination.  No further response is necessary. 
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Comment Letter No. 4 

Adriana Raza 
Customer Service Specialist 
Will Serve Program 
Facilities Planning Department 
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 
1955 Workman Mill Rd. 
Whittier, CA  90601-1415 

Comment No. 4-1 

Attached please find a pdf copy of the DEIR comment letter for the subject project.  The 
original will be mailed to your attention today. 

Response to Comment No. 4-1 

This comment presents an electronic transmittal of the attached comment letter.  No 
further response is necessary. 

Comment No. 4-2 

The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) received a Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR) for the subject project on April 21, 2017.  The proposed project is 
located within the jurisdictional boundary of District No. 3.  Previous comments submitted 
by the Districts in correspondence dated January 9, 2017 (copy enclosed) still apply to the 
subject project with the following comments: 

Response to Comment No. 4-2 

This comment notes the Project is located in the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles 
County (LA Sanitation) District No. 3 and states that the comments submitted by LA 
Sanitation on January 9, 2017, still apply to the Project.  The previous comments submitted 
by LA Sanitation are included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.  It is noted that the Initial 
Study for the Project, also included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR, determined wastewater 
impacts would be less than significant and no further evaluation of this issue in an EIR 
would be required. 

Comment No. 4-3 

1. IV.H Land Use, Page IV.H-49, Water Policy WA-11 Analysis of Project Consistency—
The analysis concluded there is sufficient sewer capacity to service the proposed 0.048 
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million gallons per day of anticipated wastewater generated from the development of 
the proposed project.  However, other recently proposed developments such as the 
SEA DIP Project may limit the ability of the Districts’ existing three (3) Marina pumping 
plants and force mains to accommodate the proposed increases in wastewater flow 
without significant upgrade.  Please submit a copy of the project’s build-out schedule to 
the undersigned to ensure the estimated flow from the project is considered by the 
Districts when planning future sewerage system relief and replacement projects. 

Response to Comment No. 4-3 

This comment indicates that related projects in the Project vicinity may limit the 
ability of LA Sanitation’s three pumping plants and force mains to accommodate increases 
in wastewater flow.  It is noted that the City’s Southeast Area Development and 
Improvement Plan (SEADIP) is in the process of being updated with the Southeast Area 
Specific Plan (SEASP), which, if adopted, will set forth development standards (including 
development densities) and land use patterns in the southeastern portion of the City.  Thus, 
while the SEASP does not represent a specific proposal for new development, if adopted, 
the plan will allow for growth and redevelopment within the area through a 2060 planning 
horizon.  Accordingly, the Project Applicant will continue to coordinate with LA Sanitation, 
as needed, to ensure adequate sewer capacity is available for the Project.  As discussed in 
Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project would be built over a 16-month 
period, with completion anticipated in 2019.  As requested, a copy of the Project’s 
construction schedule will be provided to LA Sanitation. 

Comment No. 4-4 

2 All other information concerning Districts’ facilities and sewerage service contained in 
the document is current. 

Response to Comment No. 4-4 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  No further response is necessary. 

Comment No. 4-5 

If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (562) 908-4288, extension 
2717. 
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Response to Comment No. 4-5 

This comment closes the letter and provides contact information for further 
coordination.  No further response is necessary. 

Comment No. 4-6 

The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) received a Notice of Preparation 
of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (NOP) for the subject project on November 17, 
2016.  The proposed project is located within the jurisdictional boundary of District No. 3.  
We offer the following comments: 

18.  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

1. Item a., page 46, top of page—The wastewater generated by the proposed project will 
be treated at the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP) located in the City of 
Carson, which has a capacity of 400 million gallons per day (mgd) and currently 
processes an average flow of 254.1 mgd. 

2. Item b., page 47, last paragraph—Wastewater generated during Project operations 
would be collected and discharged to a local sewer line, which is not maintained by the 
Districts, for conveyance to the Districts’ Marina Trunk Sewer Section 4, located in 
private right of way northwest of the intersection of Marina Drive and 2nd Street.  The 
Districts’ 9.48-inch diameter lined trunk sewer has a capacity of 1 mgd and conveyed a 
peak flow of 0.7 mgd when last measured in 2012.  Please refer to item no. 1 for 
JWPCP information and revise accordingly. 

3. Item b., page 47, last paragraph—Based on the Districts’ average wastewater 
generation factors, the expected increase in average wastewater flow from the 
proposed project, described in the document as a 245,000-square-foot shopping 
center, is 48,125 gallons per day, after the Seaport Marina Hotel on the project site is 
demolished.  For a copy of the Districts’ average wastewater generation factors, go to 
www.lacsd.org, Wastewater & Sewer Systems, click on Will Serve Program, and click 
on the Table 1, Loadings for Each Class of Land Use link. 

4. Item b., page 48, top of page—The information states the existing wastewater 
infrastructure would have adequate capacity to accommodate the Project’s net 
increase in wastewater flows.  It should be noted that availability of sewer capacity 
depends upon project size and timing of connection to the sewerage system.  Because 
there are other proposed developments in the area, the availability of trunk sewer 
capacity should be verified as the project advances.  Please submit a copy of the 
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project’s build-out schedule to the undersigned to ensure the project is considered 
when planning future sewerage system relief and replacement projects. 

5. All other information concerning Districts’ facilities and sewerage service contained in 
the document is current. 

If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (562) 908-4288, extension 
2717. 

Response to Comment No. 4-6 

This comment presents LA Sanitation’s January 9, 2017, comment letter on the 
Project’s Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (NOP) in its entirety.  
It is noted that the items and pages referenced in the comment above refer to the Initial 
Study for the Project, which was published in November 2016 and subsequently included in 
Appendix A of the Draft EIR.  The edits recommended in this letter were incorporated into 
the Draft EIR in Section VI, Other CEQA Considerations, beginning on page VI-14.   
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Comment Letter No. 5 

Crystal Landavazo 
Interim Director of Community Development 
City of Seal Beach 
City Hall 
211 Eighth St. 
Seal Beach, CA  90740-6305 

Comment No. 5-1 

Attached please find the City of Seal Beach’s response to the Draft EIR prepared for the 
2nd & PCH Project. 

Response to Comment No. 5-1 

This comment presents an electronic transmittal of the attached comment letter.  No 
further response is necessary. 

Comment No. 5-2 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections 21091 and 21092, and California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) State Guidelines Sections 15105 and 15087, this letter 
is written on behalf of the City of Seal Beach in response to the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report, State Clearinghouse No. 2014031059, for the 2nd and PCH project prepared by 
the City of Long Beach (hereinafter “2nd & PCH Draft EIR”).  We request that this letter be 
included in the Comments to the Draft EIR, and that a response be provided as required by 
CEQA Guideline 15088. 

Response to Comment No. 5-2 

As requested, the comment letter is included in this Final EIR and responses to the 
issues raised are provided below in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 15088.  No further 
response is necessary. 

Comment No. 5-3 

1.  Traffic Impacts 

At the May 25, 2017 meeting of the Seal Beach Environmental Quality Control Board 
(“EQCB”) meeting, the EQCB discussed the 2nd & PCH Draft EIR prepared for the 
proposed 2nd & PCH Project (“Project”) in the City of Long Beach.  The Project is identified 
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as a commercial development that would replace the Seaport Marina Hotel and surface 
parking areas on the project site, which is located on the south east corner of Pacific Coast 
Highway and 2nd Street on the southeast edge of the City of Long Beach, California, within 
Los Angeles County, and bordering Orange County.  The City of Seal Beach, located in 
Orange County, directly borders the southeast edge of the City of Long Beach where the 
proposed Project is located.  The EQCB discussed the Draft EIR and found that the 
document did not adequately assess potential traffic impacts of the Project and directed 
staff to include its concerns over the potential impacts of this Project in a letter responding 
to the 2nd & PCH Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment No. 5-3 

This comment describes the Project location near the border of the City of Seal 
Beach and indicates the City of Seal Beach’s Environmental Quality Control Board (EQCB) 
has concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR traffic analysis.  This comment is 
noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. 

Comment No. 5-4 

As an immediately adjacent neighboring city, the impacts of the Project build-out, as 
proposed, would have a direct impact on the City of Seal Beach.  The items identified 
below outline areas of concern for the City of Seal Beach that must be provided with further 
explanation or additional analysis to ensure that all potential impacts of the Project are fully 
identified and addressed. 

Response to Comment No. 5-4 

This comment introduces the comments that follow and requests additional analysis 
or discussion regarding the Project’s traffic impacts within the City of Seal Beach.  This 
comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review 
and consideration. 

Comment No. 5-5 

The EQCB evaluated the Traffic Analysis within the 2nd & PCH Draft EIR and the potential 
for the implementation of the proposed Project to result in transportation and traffic impacts 
in the surrounding area.  The EQCB felt that the Traffic Analysis was inadequate because it 
did not adequately assess operational effects on the freeway or the City of Seal Beach.  
The Traffic Analysis did not adequately assess potential options to relieve traffic around 
2nd Street and Pacific Coast Highway. 
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Response to Comment No. 5-5 

The traffic analysis study area is comprised of those locations which have the 
potential to experience significant traffic impacts, as defined by the Lead Agency (i.e.,, the 
City of Long Beach), due to Project implementation.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) 
states that “[a]n EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in 
the vicinity of the project” [emphasis added], and this environmental setting represents 
baseline conditions which are used to evaluate a project’s impacts.  In the traffic 
engineering practice, the study area generally includes those intersections that are: 

 Immediately adjacent or in close proximity to the project site; 

 In the vicinity of the project site and documented to have current or projected 
future adverse operational issues; and 

 In the vicinity of the project site and forecast to experience a relatively greater 
percentage of project-related vehicular turning movements. 

The intersections that make up the Project’s Traffic Study area are mapped in Figure 
IV.K-1 and listed by jurisdiction in Table IV.K-1 within Section IV.K, Traffic and Access, of 
the Draft EIR.  As provided therein, the intersections selected for analysis are consistent 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) and the criteria noted above.  Specifically, 31 
intersections were studied, of which 7 are located in the City of Seal Beach.  Key analysis 
locations were selected so as to identify potential Project impacts on a corridor level basis; 
accordingly, every intersection along every relevant roadway has not been selected for 
evaluation.  The Traffic Study area includes several intersections immediately adjacent to 
the Project Site, key intersections in the Project vicinity that may have future operational 
issues, as well as those intersections in the broader vicinity which may experience a 
relatively higher percentage of Project-related turning movements (e.g., Pacific Coast 
Highway/2nd Street).  The Traffic Study area was reviewed and approved by the City of 
Long Beach Traffic Engineer in accordance with City practice.     

In addition to the 31 key study intersections evaluated, based on input from the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 7 staff, 12 key freeway 
segments located along State Route 22 (SR-22), Interstate 405 (I-405), and Interstate 605 
(I-605) were evaluated in the Draft EIR, as well as four SR-22 on/off-ramps that represent 
the mostly likely freeway access points for Project-related traffic (these locations are listed 
on pages IV.K-13 and IV.K-14 in Section IV.K, Traffic and Access, of the Draft EIR).  
Contrary to the commenter’s suggestion, the Traffic Study adequately analyzed traffic 
impacts in Seal Beach and on nearby freeways.  As such, the Traffic Study area used in 
the Draft EIR is considered sufficiently comprehensive to identify and represent the 
potential significant traffic impacts related to the Project. 
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With respect to the intersection of Pacific Coast Highway/2nd Street, improvements 
were identified to offset Project impacts under both Existing Plus Project Conditions (2016) 
and Future Plus Project Conditions (2019).  Specifically, refer to Mitigation Measure K-5 in 
Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of this Final EIR.  However, the 
analysis concludes that implementation of this mitigation measure would require the 
approval of Caltrans, which cannot be guaranteed at this time.  In addition, the need for 
acquisition of private right-of-way for this mitigation measure renders it infeasible.  As such, 
traffic impacts under Existing Plus Project Conditions and Future Plus Project Conditions 
are concluded be significant and unavoidable. 

Comment No. 5-6 

The EQCB discussed the growth patterns reflected in the Traffic Analysis and determined 
that the growth patterns do not adequately reflect the growth patterns of infrastructure 
improvements in the area.  The Traffic Analysis used an ambient growth factor of one 
percent to adjust the existing traffic volumes to reflect the effects of regional growth and 
development by the year 2019.  (See Draft EIR, p. IV.K-17.)  The EQCB believes that the 
Traffic Analysis does not adequately reflect the true impacts that will result from the Project 
because current infrastructure improvements reflect a higher growth pattern than 
represented in the Traffic Analysis.  The one percent ambient grown factor is a generalized 
growth factor used for all cities in general, and does not reflect the unique characteristics of 
cities within coastal areas.  In coastal communities including Seal Beach, traffic growth rate 
is larger due to the rapid development rate accompanied with higher trips during the 
seasonal periods.  Therefore, the EQCB believes the Traffic Analysis is reflecting a much 
smaller growth pattern and thus the impacts cannot be adequately or accurately 
determined by application of the one percent ambient growth factor [sic] 

Response to Comment No. 5-6 

The commenter is correct in stating the traffic analysis utilizes a 1-percent per year 
ambient traffic growth factor, as determined in consultation with City of Long Beach staff.  
As stated in Section 6.1 of the Traffic Study, provided in Appendix R of the Draft EIR, this 
ambient growth factor is consistent with the background traffic growth estimates contained 
in the most current 2010 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County (refer 
therein to Exhibit D-1, General Traffic Volume Growth Factors, on page D-8, Regional 
Statistical Area 20—Long Beach).  It is noted that the average growth rate over a 25-year 
period for the Long Beach area as presented in Exhibit D-1 of the 2010 Congestion 
Management Program is 0.71 percent per year.  Therefore, the one percent growth rate 
utilized in the Project’s traffic analysis is considered conservative.  It is further noted that 
the one percent per year ambient growth factor typically is used in traffic studies in the City 
of Long Beach.  Moreover, a review of recent City of Seal Beach traffic studies reveals the 
use of a one percent per year ambient growth factor as well. 
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Comment No. 5-7 

There is also concern that the 2nd & PCH Draft EIR has identified potential mitigations that 
require approvals through outside agencies.  For example, the 2nd & PCH Draft EIR 
identifies several impacted intersections that would require widening onto land owned by 
the Navy.  These intersections include Intersection No. 20 (Seal Beach Boulevard at 
Westminster Avenue), Intersection No. 23 (Pacific Coast Highway at Marina Drive), 
Intersection No. 24 (Pacific Coast Highway at Main Street/Bolsa Avenue), and Intersection 
No. 29 (Pacific Coast Highway at 1st Street).  (See Appendix R, Traffic Analysis, Part I, 
Sections 12.3, 12.4 and 12.5).  However, the 2nd & PCH Draft EIR contains no discussion 
of any communications with those agencies to determine if the proposed mitigations are 
feasible.  The 2nd & PCH Draft EIR must provide some form of assessment as to the 
potential viability of these measures before the 2nd & PCH Draft EIR or City can find 
whether these mitigations will reduce or otherwise mitigate the effects of the impacts, or 
whether a statement of overriding considerations would be necessary. 

Response to Comment No. 5-7 

As correctly indicated in the comment, improvements are identified for the 
significantly impacted study intersections to offset Project impacts under Existing Plus 
Project Conditions and Future Plus Project Conditions.  Specifically, refer to Mitigation 
Measures K-2 through K-12 on pages IV.K-66 through IV.K-68 in Section IV.K, Traffic and 
Access, of the Draft EIR.  However, the analysis concludes that implementation of these 
mitigation measures would require the approval of the City of Seal Beach and/or Caltrans, 
which cannot be guaranteed at this time.  Further, the City of Long Beach, as the lead 
agency, cannot opine on the feasibility of obtaining private right-of-way in other jurisdictions 
since neither the City nor the Applicant can exercise eminent domain to obtain such right-
of-way.  As such, traffic impacts under Existing Plus Project Conditions and Future Plus 
Project Conditions are concluded to be significant and unavoidable.  Nonetheless, the City 
will continue to coordinate with the other jurisdictions and any additional relevant parties, as 
appropriate, in an effort to ensure the feasibility and implementation of the traffic mitigation 
measures.  To that end, the City and the Project’s traffic engineer have been in ongoing 
contact with Caltrans and other relevant agencies throughout the Project’s environmental 
review process. 

Comment No. 5-8 

2.  Cumulative Impacts 

The 2nd & PCH Draft EIR’s discussion of cumulative impacts of the Project is inadequate 
under CEQA.  The Draft EIR contains a list of related projects in Table III-1 (page III-6) of 
Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, which omits the proposed South East Area Specific Plan 
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(“SEASP”) which is presently under review by the City of Long Beach and subject to a 
separate Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse No. 2015101075) (“SEASP 
Draft EIR”), which has also been prepared by the City of Long Beach.  The SEASP 
includes a 1,481-acre area on the southeast edge of the City of Long Beach, and directly 
borders Orange County at the City of Seal Beach.  According to the SEASP Draft EIR, the 
area included within the Project is also included in the SEASP.  (See SEASP Draft EIR, 
Figure 3-3 of Chapter 3).  The City of Seal Beach submitted comments in October 2016 to 
the SEASP Draft EIR as an immediately adjacent neighboring city, due to the fact that the 
impacts of a fully implemented SEASP, as proposed, would have a direct impact on the 
City of Seal Beach. 

Response to Comment No. 5-8 

The City’s Southeast Area Development and Improvement Plan (SEADIP) is in the 
process of being updated with the Southeast Area Specific Plan (SEASP), which, if 
adopted, will set forth development standards (including development densities) and land 
use patterns in the southeastern portion of the City.  Thus, while the SEASP does not 
represent a specific proposal for new development, if adopted, the plan will allow for growth 
and redevelopment within the area through a 2060 planning horizon.   

As discussed in Section II, Project Description, of the 2nd & PCH Draft EIR, the 
Project would be built over a 16-month period, with completion anticipated in 2019.  All 
development projects in the surrounding vicinity that were known as of the date of the NOP 
to be proposed, planned, or underway are included as related projects and evaluated in the 
cumulative impacts analyses throughout the Draft EIR based on a 2019 buildout year.  In 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15355, the cumulative impact analysis need 
only consider “closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future 
projects.”  As discussed in Section III, Environmental Setting, some of the related projects 
may not be built out by 2019, may ultimately never be built, or may be approved and built at 
reduced densities.  However, to provide a conservative analysis, the future baseline 
forecast assumes all of the related projects will be fully built out by 2019.  CEQA does not 
require a project EIR to evaluate draft land use plans (such as the SEASP) and, therefore, 
the evaluation of future development proposals that may be made under the SEASP if 
adopted would be speculative.1  Further, while the Project Site is located in the SEASP 
area, it is noted that the proposed land uses are permitted by right under the current 
SEADIP and represent a substantially reduced density than permitted on-site by the 
SEASP. 

                                            

1 Refer to CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G. 
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Comment No. 5-9 

In our October 2016 letter to the SEASP Draft EIR, the City of Seal Beach noted that 
Section 5.16 of the SEASP DEIR evaluated the potential for the implementation of the 
proposed SEASP to result in transportation and traffic impacts in the City of Long Beach 
and its sphere of influence.  This evaluation included the analysis of 21 intersections within 
the vicinity of the project area; only one of which was located in the City of Seal Beach.  In 
contrast, the Project includes 27 intersections.  The SEASP Draft EIR, at page 5.16-56, 
identifies recommended mitigation for the Seal Beach intersection located at Seal Beach 
Boulevard and 2nd Street/Westminster Boulevard, which is Intersection No. 20 in the 2nd & 
PCH Draft EIR.  The SEASP DEIR indicated that prior to issuance of occupancy permits an 
applicant/developer will be required to make a fair-share payment to the City of Seal Beach 
toward construction of traffic improvements.  These improvements include modifying the 
northbound approach from having one left turn lane, two through lanes, and one shared 
through-right turn lane, to having one left turn lane, three through lanes and one right turn 
lane.  Page 5.16-60 of the SEASP Draft EIR later describes that these improvements may 
require encroachment upon the adjacent wetlands area, require median modification, or 
require removal of a bicycle lane.  The City of Seal Beach has already discussed and come 
to an agreement with the City of Long Beach that any fair-share contribution must be 
required prior to issuance of building permits, not building occupancy.  The 2nd & PCH 
Draft EIR does not address or analyze these proposed improvements or fair share 
contribution, and also does not reflect the agreement between the City of Long Beach and 
the City of Seal Beach requiring a separate agreement must be prepared and executed to 
identify appropriate improvements and fair share payments. 

Response to Comment No. 5-9 

As discussed above in Response to Comment No. 5-5, the Draft EIR analyzes the 
Project’s potential traffic impacts at 31 intersections, including 7 located in the City of Seal 
Beach.  The 2nd & PCH Project and the SEASP project are separate proposals with their 
respective Environmental Impact Reports being processed through the City of Long Beach; 
variations in the number or location of study intersections can be expected based on the 
individual characteristics of each project.  The SEASP Draft EIR mitigation measure 
referenced in the comment is Mitigation Measure TRAF-4, which applies to “development 
projects that would be accommodated by the SEASP.”  Given that the Project is permitted 
by right under the current SEADIP and the SEASP has not yet been adopted, the Project is 
not subject to the SEASP or any mitigation that may ultimately be adopted in conjunction 
with its approval.  Accordingly, while a fair share agreement between the City of Seal 
Beach and the City of Long Beach has not yet been finalized, any such agreement required 
as part of the SEASP project does not currently apply to the 2nd & PCH Project. 
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With respect to the commenter’s statement regarding an agreement between the 
City of Long Beach and the City of Seal Beach concerning fair share payments to Seal 
Beach to mitigate traffic impacts, no such written agreement has yet been approved by 
either City.  Further, the City of Seal Beach has not adopted a fair share program for traffic 
impacts that complies with the Mitigation Fee Act.2  Accordingly, there is no fair share 
agreement or program concerning traffic impacts in the City of Seal Beach that would apply 
to the 2nd & PCH Project. 

Within the 2nd & PCH Project Draft EIR, improvements were identified for the 
intersection of Seal Beach Boulevard/Westminster Avenue to offset Project impacts under 
both Existing Plus Project Conditions and Future Plus Project Conditions.  Specifically, 
refer to Mitigation Measure K-7 on page IV.K-67 of Section IV.K, Traffic and Access, of the 
Draft EIR.  However, the analysis concludes that implementation of this mitigation measure 
would require right-of-way acquisition and may not be feasible.  As such, traffic impacts 
Existing Plus Project Conditions and Future Plus Project Conditions are concluded to be 
significant and unavoidable.  Refer to Response to Comment No. 5-7 for further discussion. 

Comment No. 5-10 

The City of Seal Beach understands that the proposed 2nd & PCH Draft EIR was submitted 
for review and recommendation by the Long Beach Planning Commission at its June 1, 
2017 meeting.  The 2nd & PCH Draft EIR should consider the SEASP project and the 
SEASP Draft EIR in evaluating the impacts of the 2nd & PCH Project.  Failure to do so also 
constitutes improper piecemeal review prohibited under CEQA. 

Response to Comment No. 5-10 

The comment incorrectly states the 2nd & PCH Draft EIR was submitted for review 
and recommendation by the Long Beach Planning Commission at its meeting on June 1, 
2017.  The June 1st Planning Commission meeting included a public hearing to consider 
Planning staff’s recommendation on the SEASP project.  The 2nd & PCH Project was not 
on the June 1st Planning Commission agenda, and no discussion of the Project or this EIR 
took place at that meeting.  It is, however, noted that a Planning Commission Study 
Session regarding the Project took place on May 18, 2017.  No action was taken at that 
meeting. 

There is no requirement under CEQA for an EIR for a proposed project to evaluate 
the project’s consistency with a draft land use plan.  (Refer to CEQA Guidelines, Appendix 

                                            

2 Government Code Section 66000. 
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G, Section 10(b); Chaparral Greens v. City of Chula Vista (1996) 50 Cal.App.4th 1134, 
1145-1146.)  Further, the Project would be less intensive than the maximum density 
proposed for the Project Site under the current draft of the SEASP.  Please refer to 
Response to Comment No. 5-8 above regarding the related projects considered in the 
analysis of cumulative impacts and the evaluation of future development proposals 
permitted by the SEASP (if ultimately adopted), which would be speculative particularly in 
light of the Project’s buildout year of 2019. 

Comment No. 5-11 

3.  Fire 

The City of Long Beach maintains a Joint Mutual Assistance agreement with the Orange 
County Fire Authority (OCFA) which necessitates OCFA to respond to emergencies within 
the project area from Fire Station 44 located in the City of Seal Beach.  The 2nd & PCH 
Draft EIR fails to discuss or analyze the impacts, including but not limited to, cumulative 
impacts. [sic] of the Project on this Joint Mutual Assistance Agreement with regard to 
Environmental Setting (Chapter III), Public Services—Fire Protection (Chapter IV.J) and 
Traffic and Access (Chapter IV.K).  The City of Seal Beach also notes that the SEASP 
Draft EIR discusses in Section 5.16.3, pages 5.16-43 and 5.16-44, that the South East 
Area Specific Plan includes design standards adopted by the City of Long Beach and the 
Long Beach Fire Department (LBFD) to preclude the construction of unsafe design 
features.  The SEASP DEIR also specifies that proposed project roadway and circulation 
improvements will be required to adhere to Long Beach’s Standards Engineering Plans and 
LBFD’s design standards.  The 2nd & PCH Draft EIR should reflect this agreement and 
include in its analysis that OCFA design standards should also be maintained by any future 
development in the project area.  The development review process should also involve 
coordination with OCFA to ensure that roadway and circulation improvements in the project 
area do not conflict with future potential response from OCFA. 

Response to Comment No. 5-11 

Section IV.J.1, Public Services—Fire Protection, of the Draft EIR has been updated 
to reflect the Joint Mutual Assistance agreement between the City of Long Beach and the 
Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA); refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions, of this 
Final EIR for the updated text.  It is also noted that LBFD responds to emergencies within 
the City of Seal Beach when needed.  The Project is subject to the City’s routine 
construction permitting process, which includes a review by the Long Beach Fire 
Department (LBFD) for compliance with building and site design standards related to fire 
safety.  Likewise, the Project’s roadway and circulation improvements will adhere to 
applicable City of Long Beach Public Works Engineering Standard Plans, as well as 
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Caltrans requirements, as required.  Adherence to applicable safety requirements and 
design standards are not anticipated to conflict with future potential response from OCFA. 

The 2nd & PCH Project and the SEASP project are separate proposals with their 
respective Environmental Impact Reports being processed through the City of Long Beach.  
Given that the Project is permitted by right under the current SEADIP and the SEASP has 
not yet been adopted, the Project is not subject to the SEASP or any design standards that 
may ultimately be adopted in conjunction with its approval unless otherwise required by 
City code or legal agreement. 

Comment No. 5-12 

4.  Project Description 

Please note that there is a correction to the project description identified on page III-6, 
Table III-1 as Ocean Place Residential Project.  The 2nd & PCH Draft EIR identified this 
project size as 48 dwelling units at the corner of 1st Street and Marina Drive.  The Ocean 
Place Residential Project has since been revised to accommodate conditions placed by the 
California Coastal Commission; that project is now a 30 unit residential subdivision, along 
with the 6.4 acre park. 

Response to Comment No. 5-12 

This comment notes an error in Section III, Environmental Setting, of the Draft EIR.  
This information has been updated in Section II, Corrections and Additions, of this Final 
EIR.  Any cumulative impacts associated with the Ocean Place Residential Project 
(Related Project No. 5), particularly traffic impacts, as evaluated in the Draft EIR, are 
consequently overstated and should be considered conservative. 

Comment No. 5-13 

This letter identified general areas of concern that must be evaluated, addressed or 
corrected, and to the extent that significant new information is added to the 2nd & PCH 
Draft EIR, it must be recirculated in accordance with CEQA.  The Final EIR should also 
reflect these comments in any area where these items are discussed and as modified. 

Response to Comment No. 5-13 

All areas of concern raised in this comment letter have been adequately addressed 
in Response to Comment Nos. 5-4 through 5-12, above. 
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With respect to the commenter’s suggestion to consider recirculation of the Draft 
EIR, the Project is not required to do so.  Under CEQA, a lead agency must recirculate an 
environmental impact report when “significant new information” is added to the EIR after 
the Draft EIR has become available for public review, but before certification.3  New 
information is not “significant” unless the EIR is “changed in a way that deprives the public 
of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of 
the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project 
alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined to implement.”4  “Significant new 
information” that would require recirculation includes:  (1) a new significant environmental 
impact that would result from the project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be 
implemented; (2) a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact that 
would result from the project unless mitigation measures were adopted to reduce the 
impact to a level below significance; (3) a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure 
that is considerably different from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the 
significant environmental impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents have declined 
to adopt it; or (4) the draft EIR is so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory 
in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.5  Recirculation is not 
required when new information added to an EIR “merely clarifies or amplifies or makes 
insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.”6  Further, recirculation is not required when 
mitigation measures are added in response to comments.  There is “nothing in CEQA 
commanding respondents to circulate for public review additional mitigation measures 
made in response to comments”  because such a rule would “allow the public review period 
to proceed ad nauseam.”  (Refer to Long Beach Sav. & Loan Assn. v. Long Beach 
Redevelopment Agency, 188 Cal.App.3d 249, 263 (Ct. App. 1986).)  In any event, 
complete and thorough responses to all public comments received regarding the Draft EIR 
are provided in this Section III.C, Responses to Comments, of this Final EIR.  Corrections, 
additions, or clarifications to the Draft EIR text made necessary as a result of public 
comments are reflected in Section II, Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR. 

                                            

3  CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 
4  CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 
5  CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 
6  CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 
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Comment Letter No. 6 

Natalie B. Kuffel 
Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo 
520 Capitol Mall, Ste. 350 
Sacramento, CA  95814-4721 

Jeff Modrzejewski 
CREED LA 
501 Shatto Pl., Ste. 200 
Los Angeles, CA  90020-1748 

Comment No. 6-1 

Please find attached request for extension of the public comment period for the 2nd and 
PCH Project DEIR (SCH No.  2014031059). 

If you have any questions, please contact Natalie Kuffel directly. 

Response to Comment No. 6-1 

This comment presents an electronic transmittal of the attached comment letter and 
identifies a contact person.  No further response is necessary. 

Comment No. 6-2 

On behalf of the Coalition for Responsible Equitable Economic Development (“CREED 
LA”), we submit the following request for extension on the draft environmental impact report 
(“DEIR”) prepared by the City of Long Beach (“City”) for the 2nd and PCH Project (SCH No.  
2014021059) (“Project”). 

Response to Comment No. 6-2 

This introductory comment references the request for an extension of the public 
review period for the Draft EIR, as detailed further below.  No further response is 
necessary. 

Comment No. 6-3 

CREED LA respectfully requests that the City extend the public comment period on the 
DEIR by 15 days to June 20, 2017.  This request is warranted because the City has failed 
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to provide the public with all documents referenced or relied upon in the DEIR for the entire 
public comment period, as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”).1 

1 See Pub. Resources Code, § 21092, subd. (b)(1); CEQA Guidelines, § 15072, subd. (g)(4). 

Response to Comment No. 6-3 

The commenter’s request for a 15-day extension of the public comment period for 
the Draft EIR was based on a claim that certain documents referenced or relied upon in the 
Draft EIR were not provided to the public.  The specific documents in question (listed below 
in Comment No. 6-5) were available for public review as required by CEQA for the entire 
45-day review period from April 21 through June 5, 2017.  Specifically, an electronic copy 
of the entire Draft EIR was available on the City’s website (www.lbds.info/planning/
environmental_planning/environmental_reports.asp), while hard copies were available at 
City Hall in the Planning Bureau office, the City’s main library (Long Beach Public Library), 
and the branch library nearest the Project Site (Bay Shore Neighborhood Library).  As 
noted below in Comment No. 6-5, the commenter was unable to access certain documents 
on the City’s website.  City staff looked into the matter and determined the issue related to 
the use of certain web browsers, while other browsers had no access problems.  City staff 
responded promptly to the commenter and declined to formally extend the comment period 
but offered the commenter a four-day extension until June 9, 2017, as a courtesy. 

Comment No. 6-4 

Courts have held that the failure to provide even a few pages of a CEQA document for a 
portion of the CEQA review period invalidates the entire CEQA process.2  As noted by 
leading CEQA commentators: 

[CEQA] appears to compel agencies to make available for public review all 
documents on which agency staff or consultants expressly rely in preparing 
[an environmental document].  In light of case law emphasizing the 
importance of ensuring that the public can obtain and review documents on 
which agencies rely for the environmental conclusions (see, e.g., Emmington 
v. Solano County Redevelopment Agency (1st Dist. 1987) 195 Cal.App.3d 
491, 502-503), agencies, to be prudent, should ensure that they comply 
literally with this requirement.3 

2 Ultramar v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist. (1993) 17 Cal.App.4th 689. 
3 Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, Guide to the California Environmental Quality Act, p. 300 (Solano 

Press, 2007). 
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Response to Comment No. 6-4 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 6-3, above.  As discussed therein, all 
Draft EIR documents were available for public review as required by CEQA for the entire 
45-day review period from April 21 through June 5, 2017.   

Comment No. 6-5 

The City’s website purports to provide the following documents: 

 Appendix A, Part 1—IS, NOP, NOP Comment Letters (Appendices A.1 and A.2) 

 Appendix A, Part 2—IS, NOP, NOP Comment Letters (Appendix A.3) 

 Appendix J, Part 1—Phase I ESA 

 Appendix J, Part 2—Phase I ESA (Appendices A–D) 

 Appendix J, Part 3—Phase I ESA (Appendix D) (Continued) 

 Appendix J, Part 4—Phase I ESA (Appendix D) (Continued) 

 Appendix J, Part 5—Phase I ESA (Appendix E) 

 Appendix J, Part 6—Phase I ESA (Appendix F) 

 Appendix J, Part 7—Phase I ESA (Appendix F) (Continued) 

 Appendix J, Part 8—Phase I ESA (Appendix F) (Continued) 

 Appendix J, Part 9—Phase I ESA (Appendix F) (Continued) 

 Appendix J, Part 10—Phase I ESA (Appendices G & H) 

 Appendix J, Part 11—Phase I ESA (Appendices I–K) 

 Appendix K, Part 1—Phase II ESA 

 Appendix K, Part 2—Phase II ESA (Appendices A–C) 

 Appendix K, Part 3—Phase II ESA (Appendix D) 

 Appendix R, Part 1—Traffic Impact Analysis 

 Appendix R, Part 2—Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendices A–C) 
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 Appendix R, Part 3—Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendices D–E.I) 

 Appendix R, Part 4—Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendices E.II–F) 

 Appendix R, Part 5—Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendices G–H) 

 Appendix R, Part 6—Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix I) 

 Appendix R, Part 7—Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix J) 

 Appendix W, Part 1—Project Alternatives Traffic Analysis 

 Appendix W, Part 2—Project Alternatives Traffic Analysis (Appendices A–B.III) 

 Appendix W, Part 3—Project Alternatives Traffic Analysis (Appendices B.IV–
F.VI) 

However, the links provided by the City direct users to an error message that states 
“www.lbds.info sent an invalid response.”4  The adequacy of the DEIR cannot be 
determined without these missing documents. 

4 See, e.g., http://www.lbds.info/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=6506 

Response to Comment No. 6-5 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 6-3, above.  As discussed therein, all 
Draft EIR documents were available for public review as required by CEQA for the entire 
45-day review period from April 21 through June 5, 2017. 

Comment No. 6-6 

A 15-day extension is also warranted due to the City’s failure to notify CREED LA of the 
release of the DEIR.  On December 8, 2016, CREED LA requested written notice of any 
documents released pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.5  CREED LA 
was not notified when the DEIR was released to the public on April 21, 2017 and only 
learned of the document after attending a Planning Commission Study Session on 
Thursday, May 18, 2017.  Accordingly, the City failed to comply with its duty under Public 
Resources Code Section 21092, subdivision (b)(3). 

5 See Attachment A, letter from Jeff Modrzejewski to LBDS Records Coordinator, December 8, 2016, re: 
Public Records Act Request and Request for Mailed Notice of Public Hearings and Actions—6400 E. 
Pacific Coast Highway (Application Number 1609-22). 
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Response to Comment No. 6-6 

The omission of the Coalition for Responsible Equitable Economic Development 
(CREED LA) from the mailing list for the Notice of Availability of a Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (NOA) regarding the Project appears to have been an oversight.  In any 
event, the general public was notified via publication of the NOA in the Long Beach Press-
Telegram on April 21, 2017; the Draft EIR was made publicly available, both online and at 
local libraries, in accordance with CEQA; representatives of CREED LA attended the 
Planning Commission Study Session regarding the Project on May 18, 2017; and CREED 
LA subsequently submitted a formal comment letter (see Comment Letter No. 18, below).  
Additionally, two community meetings open to the general public have been held regarding 
the Project, on November 19, 2016 and May 13, 2017.   

Comment No. 6-7 

Because the City has not yet provided the public with all documents referenced in the DEIR 
and has failed to provide notice to CREED LA, we respectfully request that the comment 
period be extended by 15 days.6 

6 This request assumes that the City will correct the defective web links as quickly as possible.  If the 
missing documents are not provided within a reasonable period of time, an additional extension may be 
warranted. 

Response to Comment No. 6-7 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 6-3, above.  As discussed therein, all 
Draft EIR documents were available for public review as required by CEQA for the entire 
45-day review period from April 21 through June 5, 2017. 

Comment No. 6-8 

Please provide your response to our request for an extension by the close of 
business on May 23, 2017.  I can be reached at (916) 444-6201 if you have any questions 
regarding this request.  Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter. 

Response to Comment No. 6-8 

This comment asks for a response to the extension request and concludes the letter.  
As previously indicated, City staff responded promptly to this request and offered the 
commenter a four-day extension until June 9, 2017, as a courtesy.  The commenter’s 
subsequent comment letter, received on June 9, 2017, is provided as Comment Letter 
No. 18, below. 
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Comment No. 6-9 

ATTACHMENT A 

CREED LA is writing to request a copy of any and all records related to the 6400 E. Pacific 
Coast Highway (Application Number 1609-22).  The developer is proposing to construct 
230,000 square feet of commercial space.  We are also writing to request copies of all 
communications and mailed notice of any and all hearings and/or actions related to the 
Project. 

Our request for mailed notice of all hearings includes hearings, study sessions and 
community meetings related to the Project, certification of the MND (or recirculated DEIR), 
and approval of any Project entitlements.  This request is made pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Sections 21092.2, 21080.4, 21083.9, 21092, 21108 and 21152 and 
Government Code Section 65092, which require local agencies to mail such notices to any 
person who has filed a written request for them with the clerk of the agency’s governing 
body.  Our request includes notice to any City actions, hearings or other proceedings 
regarding the Project, Project approvals and any actions taken, or additional documents 
released pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. 

Our request for all records related to the Project is made pursuant to the California Public 
Records Act.  (Government Code § 6250 et seq.)  This request is also made pursuant to 
Article I, section 3(b) of the California Constitution, which provides a constitutional right of 
access to information concerning the conduct of government.  Article I, section 3(b) 
provides that any statutory right to information shall be broadly construed to provide the 
greatest access to government information and further requires that any statute that limits 
the right of access to information shall be narrowly construed. 

We will pay for any direct costs of duplication associated with filling this request up to $200.  
However, please contact me at (877) 810-7473 with a cost estimate before copying/
scanning the materials. 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 6253.9, if the requested documents are in 
electronic format and are 10 MB or less (or can be easily broken into sections of 10 MB or 
less), please email them to me as attachments. 

My contact information is: 
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U.S. Mail 
Jeff Modrzejewski 
CREED LA 
501 Shatto Place, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA. 90020 

Email 
Jeff@creedla.com 

Please call me if you have any questions.  Thank you for your assistance with this matter. 

Response to Comment No. 6-9 

This comment letter requests notification of all public records pertaining to the 
Project.  Please refer to Response to Comment No. 6-6, above.  Further, the City has 
responded to the commenter’s request for documents and notices made pursuant to 
statutes other than CEQA in a letter separate from this EIR prepared under CEQA. 
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Comment Letter No. 7 

Louise Ivers 
Long Beach Heritage 
1837 E. Sixth St. 
Long Beach, CA  90802-2026 

Comment No. 7-1 

I am attaching the Long Beach Heritage response to the 2nd & PCH DEIR, as well as two 
photos of the area that LBH wants the developer to restore and incorporate into the new 
design.  All of the photos in the DEIR make the building look ugly and decrepit, but my 
pictures, which are not Photo-Shopped, show the actual state of the hotel. 

 My contact information is: 

livers@csudh.edu 
(562) 436-2405 
1837 East 6th St., Long Beach, 90802 

Response to Comment No. 7-1 

This comment presents an electronic transmittal of the attached comment letter and 
provides contact information.  The referenced photographs are provided in Comment Nos. 
7-11 and 7-12, below.  It is noted that the historic and more recent photographs of the 
Project Site provided in the Historical Resource Evaluation Report provided in Appendix C 
of the Draft EIR were not digitally enhanced or modified and accurately represent the 
physical conditions of existing development. 

In response to this comment letter, a memorandum entitled Review of Public 
Comments on DEIR Historic Resources Analysis (Historic Memo) has been prepared by 
GPA Consulting and is provided in Appendix FEIR-B of this Final EIR, as referenced in 
several of the responses to comments below.7 

                                            

7  GPA Consulting, who also prepared the Historical Resource Evaluation Report provided in Appendix C of 
the Draft EIR, is a well respected firm specializing in the evaluation of historic resources whose staff 
fulfills the qualifications for historic preservation professionals outlined in Title 36 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations. 
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Comment No. 7-2 

LONG BEACH HERITAGE RESPONSE TO THE DEIR 
FOR THE SEAPORT MARINA HOTEL, 
6400 EAST PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY, LONG BEACH 

Response to Comment No. 7-2 

This information serves as the title block for the comment letter.  No further 
response is necessary. 

Comment No. 7-3 

The Seaport Marina Hotel, originally named the Edgewater Inn, was permitted in August 
1961 and opened in June 1963.  The swimming pool was permitted in 1962.  The kitchen of 
the restaurant was remodeled in 1967 and all of the public areas, main lobby, dining room, 
banquet room, and meeting rooms, were remodeled in 1969, after the Hyatt Corporation 
took over the hotel (City of Long Beach building permits). 

A  Los Angeles Times article published on 16 September 1962 stated that the Edgewater 
Inn would be “the first new major hotel to be established in the Long Beach area in more 
than 30 years.”  It would include “200 guest rooms and suites, three restaurants, with 
dinner dancing nightly, a 24-hour coffee shop, two cocktail lounges, convention and 
meeting rooms seating 1,000 people, a gift shop, liquor shop, a yacht catering service and 
a children’s playground.”  The building would be integrated with landscaped areas, a 
cabana club would be constructed near the swimming pool, and parking would be provided 
for over 650 automobiles.  Every room would have “television and radio…, maid-call 
service, message at desk systems and color television available to those who desire it.”  
Thus, the Edgewater Inn was an important addition to the Long Beach hospitality business 
in the early 1960s.  It was across from the recently completed Alamitos Bay Marina and 
would cater not only to tourists driving down Pacific Coast Highway, but also to people who 
docked their yachts across the way, as well as to conventioneers and members of many 
groups who had gala events at the hotel.  On 2 June 1963 another Los Angeles Times 
article said that “each guest suite has a private patio or lanai balcony.”  Six stores, including 
a barber shop, beauty parlor, and news stand, would open soon, as would “the first yacht 
dealership to be located in an American hotel” owned by Morley Kessler.  The Edgewater 
Inn was designed by Roy Sealey, a prominent Southern California African-American 
architect, developed by Homer Toberman & Associates, and constructed by Martin Burton, 
a general contractor from Los Angeles. 

9–16 June 1963 was “Hospitality Open House” week at the Edgewater Inn, when the public 
could preview the facilities.  The lavish new hotel was formally opened by a dinner dance 
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that Saturday which was sponsored by the Children’s Benefit League of Long Beach.  Two 
orchestras, conducted by Alvino Ray and Frank Martz, played respectively in the Saber 
Room and the Empire Room.  (Los Angeles Times, 3 June 1963) 

Response to Comment No. 7-3 

This comment summarizes the early history of the Edgewater Inn Marina Hotel (now 
known as the SeaPort Marina Hotel).  Much of this information mirrors that provided in 
Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR and the associated Historical Resource 
Evaluation Report provided in Appendix C thereto.  As discussed in the Historic Memo 
provided in Appendix FEIR-B of this Final EIR, it is noted that the commenter’s statement 
that the property was an “important addition to the Long Beach hospitality business in the 
early 1960s” is based on articles appearing in the Los Angeles Times.  Such articles, which 
were often based on press releases, are not scholarly sources and do not support a 
conclusion that the property is significant within a particular context.8  This comment is 
noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. 

Comment No. 7-4 

The Seaport Marina Hotel has distinctive elements characteristic of the mid-century 
“Googie” style of architecture that has been documented and deemed worthy of 
preservation by both scholars and pop culture aficionados.  Both the plan and the elevation 
of the buildings have angular aspects, seen in the double zigzag layout of the guest room 
wings, the “Y” shaped piers of the main building, and the folded roofs of the circular lobby 
and convention facilities.  These striking roofs and piers are similar to the ones found in 
Roy Sealey’s design for the Pittman Dog and Cat Hospital of 1964, 2901 Exposition 
Boulevard in Los Angeles, which has been recently restored to its original condition.  The 
roofs of the Seaport Marina main building are concrete shell vault construction, which is 
characteristic of Mid-Century Modern architecture both in the United States and other parts 
of the world.  The walls of the main building include textured stone veneer and patterned 
concrete blocks, which are also typical of the period and give visual variation to the 
structure.  The hotel is not a bland box with “minimal ornamentation” and “uninterrupted 
vertical and horizontal lines” as stated in the DEIR.  Originally the Edgewater Inn was 
arranged around lushly landscaped courtyards and every room had a view of either the 
marina or the trees and plants in keeping with the mid-century concept of “bringing the 
outside in.” 

                                            

8 Refer to the Historic Memo, page 3, provided in Appendix FEIR-B of this Final EIR. 
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Response to Comment No. 7-4 

Much of the information above mirrors that provided in Section IV.C, Cultural 
Resources, of the Draft EIR and the associated Historical Resource Evaluation Report 
provided in Appendix C thereto.  As discussed in the Historic Memo provided in Appendix 
FEIR-B of this Final EIR, the Historical Resource Evaluation Report likewise recognizes 
that the Edgewater Marina Inn Hotel property, particularly the main building, exhibits some 
Googie style features.  To that end, the report describes specific building elements that 
exhibit the Googie style, along with other architectural elements that do not, indicating that 
the property “was designed in a general Mid-century Modern style with Googie style 
elements.  Modernism is a broad term given to a number of building styles with similar 
characteristics, primarily the simplification of form and the elimination of ornament.”9 
Accordingly, the Historical Resource Evaluation Report concludes the property as a whole 
is not a true representative or excellent example of the Googie style.10 

It is noted that neither of the text excerpts cited above and attributed to the Draft EIR 
are from Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR or the associated Historical 
Resource Evaluation Report.  The excerpts appear to reference text from a 2011 Draft EIR 
(SCH No. 2009101014) prepared for a previous development proposal on the Project 
Site.11  In any event, the 2011 Draft EIR concluded the Edgewater Marina Inn Hotel was 
not eligible as a historic resource under any of the applicable criteria of the National 
Register of Historic Places (National Register), California Register of Historical Resources 
(California Register), or as a City of Long Beach Landmark, which is consistent with the 
City’s conclusion in preparing its Historic Preservation Element in 2010.  Accordingly, the 
hotel was determined in that document not to be a historic resource pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(2). 

Comment No. 7-5 

The architect of the Seaport Marina Hotel, Roy Anthony Sealey (born 1917), was one of the 
few prominent African-Americans practicing this art in mid-century Los Angeles.  He 
graduated from the University of Southern California and at first worked for the most 
famous African-American architect in Southern California, Paul Revere Williams.  Sealey 

                                            

9  GPA Consulting, Historical Resource Evaluation Report, November 26, 2014, p. 17 (see Appendix C of 
the Draft EIR). 

10  GPA Consulting, Historical Resource Evaluation Report, November 26, 2014, p. 19 (see Appendix C of 
the Draft EIR). 

11  As stated on page IV.D-33 in Section IV.D.2, Historic Resources, of the Second+PCH Development Draft 
EIR, March 2011:  “In summary, the Hotel is a common example of a Mid-Century Modern garden motel 
that incorporates…Googie-style ornamentation; largely uninterrupted vertical and horizontal lines;….”  
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later opened his own office in the same building as Williams.  He received his California 
license in 1957 and was admitted to the AIA in 1966.  In his book, The Small Home of 
Tomorrow, Paul R. Williams wrote, “The author desires to express his indebtedness to 
Frank W.  Jamison, Allan Abbott, Roy Sealey and Martha B. Darbyshire and to place on 
record his appreciation of their courtesy and assistance.”  Some of Sealey’s major projects 
include the Brierwood Terrace Valley Convalescent Hospital in Encino of 1958; the 
Cockatoo Hotel in Inglewood of 1961; the East Los Angeles Department of Social Services 
of 1967; the expansion of the County USC Medical Center of 1968–75; the remodeling of 
the interior of the County Hall of Administration in 1970; and two branches of the Bank of 
America in Lincoln Heights and Baldwin Hills in 1977. 

Response to Comment No. 7-5 

This comment provides background information regarding the Edgewater Inn Marina 
Hotel’s architect, Roy Anthony Sealey.  Much of this information mirrors that provided in 
Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR and the associated Historical Resource 
Evaluation Report provided in Appendix C thereto.  This comment is noted for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 7-6 

In 1962 Roy Sealey designed a 106 unit motel at 6285 Pacific Coast Highway in Long 
Beach called the Golden Sails Inn for John Apostle.  This building, a two story, rather plain 
structure completely surrounding a landscaped courtyard, was the first component of the 
Golden Sails complex.  The more interesting later portions, wrongly attributed to Sealey in 
the DEIR, were the creations of Pat De Rosa and Austin Daly, Long Beach architects.  This 
team designed the Golden Sails restaurant in 1966 and De Rosa added the newer three-
story hotel built over the banquet room in 1972–73.  Thus, the best example of Sealey’s 
work in Long Beach is the Seaport Marina Hotel and it should be preserved.  The DEIR 
also incorrectly states that the Inn of Long Beach is a better example of a mid-century 
garden motel than the Seaport Marina.  The Inn of Long Beach was designed by 
Killingsworth, Brady & Smith in 1956 and it has been so extensively remodeled that Edward 
Killingsworth reportedly stated that it did not resemble his project any more shortly before 
his death in 2004.  The Seaport Marina Hotel remains the best example of a Mid-Century 
Modern or “Googie” resort in Long Beach and it can be restored to attract the type of 
guests who now cherish “Palm Springs Modern.” 

Response to Comment No. 7-6 

The Golden Sails Inn (or Hotel) is not referenced in Section IV.C, Cultural 
Resources, of the Draft EIR.  The associated Historical Resource Evaluation Report 
provided in Appendix C of the Draft EIR references the Golden Sails Hotel three times, 
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although simply as a motel designed by Roy Anthony Sealey and built in Long Beach in the 
early 1960s.  The above comment appears to refer to the historic resources discussion 
provided in the 2011 Draft EIR prepared for a previous development proposal on the 
Project Site.12  Similarly, neither Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR or the 
associated Historical Resource Evaluation Report provided in Appendix C thereto 
reference the Inn of Long Beach.  That motel is, however, referenced in the 2011 Draft EIR 
and described as one of “…three garden motel property types in Long Beach that [is a] 
better [representation] of the property type….”13  In any event, the 2011 Draft EIR 
concluded the Edgewater Marina Inn Hotel was not eligible as a historic resource under 
any of the applicable criteria of the National Register, California Register, or as a City of 
Long Beach Landmark, which is consistent with the City’s conclusion in preparing its 
Historic Preservation Element in 2010.  Accordingly, the hotel was determined in that 
document not to be a historic resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5(a)(2). 

Whether the SeaPort Marina Hotel (then known as the Edgewater Inn Marina Hotel) 
is one of the best examples of Roy Anthony Sealey’s work in Long Beach or of a Mid-
Century Modern or “Googie” resort in Long Beach is a matter of opinion.  As discussed in 
the Historic Memo provided in Appendix FEIR-B of this Final EIR, the Historical Resource 
Evaluation Report concludes the Edgewater Inn Marina Hotel is not a historical resource as 
defined by CEQA.  The recommended California Register Resources Status Code is 6Z, 
ineligible for listing in the National Register, California Register, or local designation 
through survey evaluation.  As such, the removal of the existing hotel would not result in a 
significant impact to a historic resource.  This comment is noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 7-7 

The Seaport Marina Hotel was the site of many important events in Long Beach history.  
Before the guest rooms opened to travelers the Assemblage Ball was held in the Empire 
Room in May 1963.  This was a formal event sponsored by the Long Beach Museum of Art 
and the room was decorated with assemblages (a form of modern sculpture made from 
discarded artifacts).  The Alamitos Bay Yacht Club also celebrated its 37th anniversary in 
May 1963 at the hotel.  As stated earlier, the grand opening of the Seaport Marina was 

                                            

12  As stated on page IV.D-33 in Section IV.D.2, Historic Resources, of the Second+PCH Development Draft 
EIR (SCH No. 2009101014), March 2011:  “The Golden Sails Hotel (6285 East Pacific Coast Highway), 
down the street from the subject property, is a better example of the garden motel and Roy Sealey’s 
distinctive Mid-Century Modern style designs.”  

13  Section IV.D.2, Historic Resources, of the Second+PCH Development Draft EIR, (SCH No. 2009101014), 
March 2011, p.  IV.D-28. 
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marked by the Children’s Benefit League dance.  Many fashion shows were held at the 
hotel during the 1960s and 1970s, including the one presented by the Los Alamitos–
Rossmoor Jaycettes on 17 July 1963.  In October 1963 the Nightingales held a charity ball 
to raise money for the Children’s Memorial Hospital.  On 15 January 1964 the Lawyers’ 
Wives of California held their Southern Conference in the Century Room.  The California 
Federation of Business and Professional Women’s Clubs had their annual convention at 
the Edgewater Inn on 18–19 April 1964, the National Assistance League convention took 
place 25–28 October 1964, and the Southern California League of Women Voters met on 8 
December at the hotel.  Real estate investment courses were conducted by the UCLA 
Extension Program in 1965 at the Seaport Marina and the California Historical Society 
presented a symposium there in 1967.  Louis Armstrong and his All-Stars played in the 
ballroom on 25 September 1968 and other famous entertainers put on shows there as well 
(Los Angeles Times).  Not only did local clubs have events at the hotel, but many other 
activities drew people from other parts of the state and the nation to the Edgewater Inn.  
Thus the Seaport Marina Hotel was a contributing factor to the history of the city of Long 
Beach. 

Response to Comment No. 7-7 

As discussed in the Historic Memo provided in Appendix FEIR-B of this Final EIR, 
properties may be eligible for listing in the National and California Registers under criterion 
A/1 and for designation as Long Beach Landmarks under criterion A if they are “associated 
with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history.”14  
However, events such as those listed in the comment above are typical of a hotel use and 
reflective of common events held the 1960s.  The property was evaluated in the Historical 
Resource Evaluation Report in the context of tourism, with consideration of the Long Beach 
Historic Context Statement.  As part of the research conducted for that evaluation, no 
information was found in independent sources such as books or scholarly articles indicating 
the Edgewater Inn Marina Hotel played a significant role in the tourism industry in Long 
Beach.  As such, the Historical Resource Evaluation Report concludes the property is not 
eligible for listing in the National or California Registers under criterion A/1 or for 
designation as a Long Beach Landmark under criterion A.  This comment is noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Please also refer to Response to Comment No. 7-3, above. 

                                            

14  National Register criteria, Title 36 Code of Federal Regulations Part 60.4; California Register criteria, Title 
14 California Code of Regulations Section 4852; and Long Beach criteria, Long Beach Municipal Code 
Chapter 2.63.060. 
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Comment No. 7-8 

James Stockman of Santa Rosa was president of Transwestern Hotels, Inc., the company 
that owned the Edgewater Inn.  It also owned the Edgewater Garden Hotel in Oakland; the 
Edgewater Inn in Corte Madera; the Caravan Lodge in San Francisco; and the City Center 
Motel in Long Beach.  According to an article in the Los Angeles Times, in February 1965 
the Nordon Corp. bought Transwestern and Stockman became president of Nordon, a gas 
and oil company.  He was a petroleum engineer and former Shell Oil Co. executive.  
However, Stockman’s finances met an untimely demise in 1966 and he filed for bankruptcy 
in San Francisco, where he was also a director of the defunct San Francisco National 
Bank.  In December 1966 the Times reported that Gerald V. Eisenhower bought the 
Edgewater Inn Marina Hotel for $3,100,000.  Eisenhower, a relative of the President, lived 
in Long Beach at one time, but was then a resident of South Pasadena and a shopping 
center operator.  Thus the Seaport Marina Hotel was associated with important business 
men in California history. 

Response to Comment No. 7-8 

As discussed in the Historic Memo provided in Appendix FEIR-B of this Final EIR, 
properties may be eligible for listing in the National and California Registers under criterion 
B/2 and for designation as Long Beach Landmarks under criterion B if they are “associated 
with the lives of persons significant in our past.”15  The comment above provides no 
substantiated information about how or why James Stockman and Gerald V. Eisenhower 
gained significance within their professions or why they should be considered important 
figures in California history.  Stockman worked in the hospitality, petroleum, and banking 
industries; however, working for companies with recognized names does not necessarily 
imply notoriety and in which, if any, of these professions he was considered important is 
unclear.  Stockman filed for bankruptcy only a few years after the opening of the Edgewater 
Inn Marina Hotel.  With regard to Eisenhower, other than his relation to the President and 
ownership of the property for a period of time, no information is provided to suggest he was 
significant in the context of the hospitality industry (or more generally in local, California, or 
national history) or that the property was associated with his life or work.  As such, the 
Historical Resource Evaluation Report concludes the property is not eligible for listing in the 
National or California Registers under criterion B/2 or for designation as a Long Beach 
Landmark under criterion B.  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to 
the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

                                            

15  National Register criteria, Title 36 Code of Federal Regulations Part 60.4; California Register criteria, Title 
14 California Code of Regulations Section 4852; and Long Beach criteria, Long Beach Municipal Code 
Chapter 2.63.060. 
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Comment No. 7-9 

According to the DEIR, Alternative Number 1, which is “No Project/No Development,” is the 
environmentally superior alternative.  Long Beach Heritage concurs that keeping the 
existing hotel and restoring it would cause the least impact on traffic (which is very heavy at 
the corner of 2nd Street and Pacific Coast Highway), aesthetics, air quality, and biological 
resources.  The exterior of the main building should be restored to its former appearance 
and the hotel rooms should be upgraded to attract more guests.  This is the preferred 
alternative. 

Response to Comment No. 7-9 

The commenter’s stated preference for Alternative 1, No Project/No Development, 
appears to refer to Alternative 1 in the 2011 Draft EIR prepared for a previous development 
proposal on the Project Site.  Alternative 1 in the current Draft EIR is called the No 
Project/Reoccupation of Existing Hotel Alternative.  However, page V-56 in Section V, 
Alternatives, incorrectly refers to this Alternative as “No Project/No Build.”  This text has 
been updated in Section II, Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR.   

Of the alternatives analyzed in Section V, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, Alternative 
1, the No Project/Reoccupation of Existing Hotel Alternative, is considered the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative as it would reduce most of the impacts anticipated 
under the Project.  However, Alternative 1 would not eliminate all of the Project’s significant 
and unavoidable traffic impacts. 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  

Comment No. 7-10 

Alternative Number 2, “No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative,” is Long Beach Heritage’s 
second choice, provided that the main building of the Seaport Marina Hotel is preserved 
and adaptively reused, possibly for shops.  The existing guest rooms could be demolished 
and new ones constructed.   

Response to Comment No. 7-10 

The commenter’s stated secondary preference for Alternative 2, the No 
Project/Existing Zoning Alternative, appears to refer to Alternative 2 in the 2011 Draft EIR 
prepared for a previous development proposal on the Project Site.  Alternative 2 in the 
current Draft EIR is the Reduced Density Alternative, which reflects a similar mix of land 
uses and design as the Project but with a 30-percent reduction in total development.  This 
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comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review 
and consideration.  

Comment No. 7-11 

 

Response to Comment No. 7-11 

This photograph of existing development within the Project Site is noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.  No 
further response is necessary. 
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Comment No. 7-12 

 

Response to Comment No. 7-12 

This photograph of existing development within the Project Site is noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.  No 
further response is necessary. 
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Comment Letter No. 8 

Adrian Scott Fine 
Director of Advocacy 
Los Angeles Conservancy 
523 W. Sixth St., Ste. 826 
Los Angeles, CA  90014-1248 

Comment No. 8-1 

On behalf of the Los Angeles Conservancy, thank you for the opportunity to comment on 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 2nd & PCH Project (SCH #2014031059).  
We submit two PDFs containing our letter and a separate figure attachment. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me or Adrian Scott Fine, 
director of advocacy, at 213-430-4203 or afine@laconservancy.org. 

Response to Comment No. 8-1 

This comment presents an electronic transmittal of the attached comment letter and 
its accompanying figure and provides contact information for further coordination.   

In response to this comment letter, a memorandum entitled Review of Public 
Comments on DEIR Historic Resources Analysis (Historic Memo) has been prepared by 
GPA Consulting and is provided in Appendix FEIR-B of this Final EIR, as referenced in 
several of the responses to comments below. 

Comment No. 8-2 

On behalf of the Los Angeles Conservancy, thank you for the opportunity to comment on 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed 2nd & PCH Project.  We are 
deeply concerned that the project proposes demolishing a building that the Conservancy 
and others in the preservation community have long considered to be an eligible historical 
resource. 

Response to Comment No. 8-2 

This comment states a general concern regarding the Project’s impact on a potential 
historical resource.  Specific issues raised by the commenter are discussed below.  No 
further response is necessary. 
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Comment No. 8-3 

Since 2010, the Conservancy has repeatedly pressed the City of Long Beach to treat the 
1963 SeaPort Marina Hotel as a historical resource for purposes of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  We firmly believe the property is architecturally and 
culturally significant and strongly urge the City of Long Beach, as the lead agency under 
CEQA, to consider the hotel a historical resource and to mandate consideration of 
potentially feasible alternatives to demolition and mitigation measures that reduce impacts 
on historical resources in the Final EIR. 

Response to Comment No. 8-3 

As discussed in the Historic Memo provided in Appendix FEIR-B of this Final EIR, 
the Edgewater Inn Marina Hotel (now known as the SeaPort Marina Hotel) was evaluated 
in the Historical Resource Evaluation Report (Appendix C of the Draft EIR) using National 
Register, California Register, and Long Beach Landmark criteria.  The primary contexts 
and themes considered in the report were derived from the City of Long Beach Historic 
Context Statement and included economic development and architecture.  After careful 
research and evaluation, GPA Consulting concluded the property does not appear to be 
individually eligible for listing in the National Register, California Register, or as a Long 
Beach Landmark due to a lack of significance.  Therefore, the property is not considered a 
historical resource as defined by CEQA.  The recommended California Register Resources 
Status Code is 6Z, ineligible for listing in the National Register, California Register, or local 
designation through survey evaluation.  As such, the removal of the existing hotel would 
not result in a significant impact to a historic resource.  This comment is noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 8-4 

The Conservancy and our Modern Committee, as well as Long Beach Heritage, have long 
recognized the significance of the SeaPort Marina Hotel as a rare local example of a 
Googie style garden motel and as an important local example of the work of prominent 
African American architect Roy Anthony Sealey.  In 2010 and 2011, the Conservancy 
submitted comments on the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR for the Second + PCH 
Project previously proposed for the site.  We subsequently submitted comments on the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the PCH & 2nd Project in 2014. 

Response to Comment No. 8-4 

This comment summarizes the Los Angeles Conservancy’s history of interest in the 
SeaPort Marina Hotel (Edgewater Inn Marina Hotel) and previous development proposals 
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within the Project Site.  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for review and consideration 

Comment No. 8-5 

Then and now, as part of these comments, the Conservancy has provided compelling 
information on the historical significance of the SeaPort Marina Hotel and the need to 
evaluate and recognize the structure as a historical resource under CEQA. 

Response to Comment No. 8-5 

This comment expresses the Los Angeles Conservancy’s desire to recognize the 
SeaPort Marina Hotel (Edgewater Inn Marina Hotel) as a historic resource, as 
substantiated in the comments below.  Please refer to Response to Comment No. 8-3, 
above. 

Comment No. 8-6 

I. The SeaPort Marina Hotel (Edgewater Inn) qualifies as an historical resource for 
purposes of CEQA 

A property’s potential eligibility for an historic register, rather than actual listing, is sufficient 
evidence for the city to consider that resource historic under CEQA (CEQA Guideline 
§15064.5 (a)(3)).  As the authoritative guide to the state’s significant architectural and 
cultural resources, the California Register serves to identify, evaluate, register, and protect 
California’s historical resources.  To be determined eligible for the California Register, an 
historical resource must be significant at the local, state, or national level under one or 
more of the following criteria: 

1. It is associated with events or patterns of events that have made a significant 
contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural 
heritage of California or the United States; or 

2. It is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national 
history; or 

3. It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic 
values; or 

4. It has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory 
or history of the local area, state or the nation. 
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In addition to meeting one or more of the four above criteria, California Register–eligible 
properties must retain sufficient integrity to convey historic significance; it need not retain 
all aspects of integrity, but only a sufficient degree of those aspects of integrity that relate to 
why it is significant. 

Response to Comment No. 8-6 

This comment cites the criteria for determining eligibility for listing on the California 
Register.  As discussed in the Historic Memo provided in Appendix FEIR-B of this Final 
EIR, the Historical Resource Evaluation Report includes a thorough evaluation of the 
property based on careful application of the relevant national, state, and local criteria.  The 
Historical Resource Evaluation Report also addresses the issue of architectural integrity at 
length, as discussed further below.  Please refer to Response to Comment No. 8-3, above. 

Comment No. 8-7 

Contrary to previous evaluation findings for the SeaPort Marina Hotel, the Conservancy 
believes the subject property does meet two criteria for designation and does maintain 
sufficient integrity to convey its historical significance.  The SeaPort Marina Hotel retains its 
physical integrity as a whole, as the most recent evaluation concedes, and remains 
identifiable as a garden motel characterized by distinctive Googie style design features. 

Designed by Roy Anthony Sealey (1917– ), a prominent African American architect, the 
Conservancy believes that the SeaPort Marina Hotel is eligible for listing in the California 
Register as the work of a noted architect (criterion 3) and as a rare surviving example of a 
1960s Googie-style garden hotel (criteria 1 and 3). 

Response to Comment No. 8-7 

As discussed in the Historic Memo provided in Appendix FEIR-B of this Final EIR, 
properties may be eligible for listing in the National and California Registers under criterion 
C/3 and for designation as Long Beach Landmarks under criterion C if they “represent the 
work of a master” or “embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction.”16  The National Register, upon which the California Register and Long Beach 
Landmark criteria are based, defines a master as “a figure of generally recognized 

                                            

16  National Register criteria, Title 36 Code of Federal Regulations Part 60.4; California Register criteria, Title 
14 California Code of Regulations Section 4852; and Long Beach criteria, Long Beach Municipal Code 
Chapter 2.63.060. 
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greatness.”17  While the Historical Resource Evaluation Report recognizes Roy Anthony 
Sealey as one of the few African Americans who found success in the field of architecture 
during the postwar period in Southern California, no information is provided in the comment 
above to substantiate a claim that Sealey was “a figure of generally recognized greatness” 
either during or following his career.  Additionally, there are no specific studies on Sealey, 
and his work is not discussed at length in any architectural histories of Southern California. 

Similarly, the Historic Memo points out that properties may be eligible for listing in 
the National and California Registers under criterion A/1 and for designation as Long 
Beach Landmarks under criterion A if they are “associated with events that have made a 
significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history.”18  However, as discussed 
above in Response to Comment No. 7-4, after a careful evaluation of the property’s 
Googie-style features, the Historical Resource Evaluation Report concludes the property as 
a whole is not a true representative or excellent example of the Googie style.19  
Additionally, the property was evaluated in the context of tourism, with consideration of the 
Long Beach Historic Context Statement.  As stated in the Historical Resource Evaluation 
Report, “according to the Long Beach Historic Context Statement, a motel [which the 
Edgewater Inn Marina Hotel technically qualifies as] must have been constructed prior to 
1959 to be eligible for listing in the National Register in the theme of tourism, recreation 
and leisure.”20  Furthermore, no information has been found in independent sources such 
as books or scholarly articles indicating the Edgewater Inn Marina Hotel played a 
significant role in the tourism industry in Long Beach. 

The Historical Resource Evaluation Report also addresses the issue of architectural 
integrity at length, specifically evaluating the integrity of the hotel’s location, setting, 
materials and workmanship, design, and feeling.  The report concludes that “[w]hile the 
Edgewater Inn Marina Hotel retains integrity as a whole, despite the many alternations and 
additions, it does not appear to be significant under any of the four established National 
Register [or California Register] criteria for its association with events, persons, or design 

                                            

17  National Register Bulletin #15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation (Washington 
D.C.: National Park Service, 2002), 20. 

18  National Register criteria, Title 36 Code of Federal Regulations Part 60.4; California Register criteria, Title 
14 California Code of Regulations Section 4852; and Long Beach criteria, Long Beach Municipal Code 
Chapter 2.63.060.. 

19  GPA Consulting, Historical Resource Evaluation Report, November 26, 2014, p. 19 (see Appendix C of 
the Draft EIR). 

20  GPA Consulting, Historical Resource Evaluation Report, November 26, 2014, p. 16 (see Appendix C of 
the Draft EIR). 
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features from the early 1960s.”21  As such, the Historical Resource Evaluation Report 
concludes the property is not eligible for listing in the National Register, California Register, 
or as a Long Beach Landmark under these criteria.  Please also refer to Response to 
Comment No. 8-3, above.   

Comment No. 8-8 

While studying architecture at the University of Southern California in 1939, Sealey worked 
for renowned architect Paul Revere Williams.  He left Williams’ practice in 1945 to open his 
own office nearby on Wilshire Boulevard.  As an indication of his prominence, Sealey was 
profiled in an article in the August 1950 edition of Ebony magazine, “Architect for the 
Wealthy,” including an interview and photographs of several buildings he had designed.1 

Although Sealey had worked as a successful designer for nearly two decades, he did not 
obtain his California architect’s license until 1957.  By the 1960s, he was “one of a small 
group of notable African American architects practicing in Southern California.”2  Among 
Sealey’s notable projects include the Brierwood Terrace Valley Convalescent Hospital in 
Encino (1958); the Cockatoo Hotel in Inglewood (1961); the East Los Angeles Department 
of Social Services (1967); and the expansion of the County USC Medical Center (1968–
75).  The SeaPort Marina Hotel is not only the best example of Sealey’s work in Long 
Beach, but is also a rare surviving intact example of a mid-century garden motel. 

Completed in 1963, the SeaPort Marina Hotel (originally known as the Edgewater Inn) 
included two-hundred guest rooms and suites, three restaurants, a 24-hour coffee shop, 
two cocktail lounges, convention and meeting rooms seating 1,000 people, a gift shop, 
liquor shop, a yacht catering service and a children’s playground.  The hotel was an 
important addition to the Long Beach hospitality business in the early 1960s.  Located 
across from the recently completed Alamitos Bay Marina, the hotel catered to tourists 
driving along Pacific Coast Highway, boaters docked at the marina, conventioneers, and 
other groups holding events there. 

The SeaPort Marina Hotel exhibits several distinctive elements characteristic of the mid-
century Googie-style architecture, including the double zigzag layout of the guest room 
wings, the “Y” shaped piers of the main building, and the folded plate roofline of the circular 
lobby and convention facilities.  Other extant character-defining features include the 
lozenge shaped roofline on the motel block, decorative concrete block screen, decorative 
lozenge shaped iron balcony railings, original aluminum mullions and glazing, and mature 

                                            

21  GPA Consulting, Historical Resource Evaluation Report, November 26, 2014, pp. 20-21 (see Appendix C 
of the Draft EIR). 
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plantings and palm trees (further depicted in Attachment A).  The hotel’s striking roofs and 
piers are similar to those found in Sealey’s design for the Pittman Dog and Cat Hospital 
(1964), located at 2901 Exposition Boulevard in Los Angeles, which was recently restored 
to its original condition. 

1 PCR Services Corporation, “Second + PCH Development, Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact 
Report,” City of Long Beach, March 2011, Section IV.D-29. 

2 Ibid. 

Response to Comment No. 8-8 

Much of the information above mirrors that provided in Section IV.C, Cultural 
Resources, of the Draft EIR and the associated Historical Resource Evaluation Report 
provided in Appendix C thereto.  Whether the SeaPort Marina Hotel (then known as the 
Edgewater Inn Marina Hotel) is one of the best examples of Roy Anthony Sealey’s work in 
Long Beach or of a Mid-Century Modern or “Googie” resort in Long Beach is a matter of 
opinion.  As discussed in the Historic Memo provided in Appendix FEIR-B of this Final EIR, 
the Historical Resource Evaluation Report concludes the Edgewater Inn Marina Hotel is not 
a historical resource as defined by CEQA after a thorough evaluation of the property based 
on careful application of the relevant criteria.  Moreover, the 2011 Draft EIR (SCH No. 
2009101014) cited in the comment above similarly concluded the Edgewater Marina Inn 
Hotel was not eligible as a historic resource under any of the applicable criteria of the 
National Register, California Register, or as a City of Long Beach Landmark.22  
Accordingly, the hotel was determined in that document not to be a historic resource 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(2), which is consistent with the City’s 
conclusion in preparing its Historic Preservation Element in 2010.  This comment is noted 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Please also refer to Response to Comment Nos. 7-4 and 7-6. 

Comment No. 8-9 

The City of Long Beach’s 2009 Historic Context Statement states, “Examples of the Googie 
style are rare in Long Beach; however, there are a few scattered within areas of postwar 
development, particularly the Los Altos area.”3  The Historic Context Statement further 
states: 

                                            

22  The 2011 Draft EIR was prepared for a previous development proposal within the Project Site.  Refer to 
Section IV.D.2, Historic Resources, of the Second+PCH Development Draft EIR, March 2011, p. IV.D-34.  
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Because pure Googie style is uncommon in Long Beach, it is more likely 
that a building will feature elements of the style rather than showcase a 
complete package [emphasis added].  A Googie style building will most 
likely be significant as an individual resource.  Eligible resources should retain 
most of their character-defining features, although some impact or loss to 
character-defining features may be acceptable for local designation due to 
the rarity of the type and the degree of integrity compared to other extant 
examples.  Original materials, roof configuration, and concept of glass walls 
are critical in conveying the essence of the style, as are period signage and 
features such as lighting that are suggestive of the Space Age.4 

3 Historic Context Statement, City of Long Beach.  Page 233.  July 10, 2009. 
4 Historic Context Statement, City of Long Beach.  Page 233.  July 10, 2009. 

Response to Comment No. 8-9 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 7-4, 8-6, and 8-7, above.  As discussed 
above and further detailed in the Historic Memo provided in Appendix FEIR-B of this Final 
EIR, the Historical Resource Evaluation Report concludes the property as a whole is not a 
true representative or excellent example of the Googie style.23  Additionally, as discussed 
in IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, the hotel does not manifest any of the City of 
Long Beach Landmark Criteria set forth in Long Beach Municipal Code (LBMC) Section 
2.63.050, and the hotel was not identified as a historic resource during preparation of the 
City’s Historic Preservation Element in 2010. 

Comment No. 8-10 

Because compelling evidence supports the fair argument that the SeaPort Marina Hotel 
qualifies as a potential historical resource under CEQA, the Draft EIR should have 
evaluated it as such and considered preservation alternatives and appropriate mitigation 
measures to substantially lessen or avoid such impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 8-10 

As demonstrated in the responses above, various independent documents over the 
past several years have concluded the Edgewater Inn Marina Hotel is not a historic 
resource under CEQA.  These include the City’s Historic Preservation Element (2010); the 
2011 Draft EIR (SCH No. 2009101014) prepared for a previous project proposal within the 
                                            

23  GPA Consulting, Historical Resource Evaluation Report, November 26, 2014, p. 19 (see Appendix C of 
the Draft EIR). 
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Project Site; and the Draft EIR prepared for the Project, including the associated Historical 
Resource Evaluation Report (Appendix C of the Draft EIR).  As such, the removal of the 
existing hotel would not result in a significant impact to a historic resource, and 
consideration of preservation alternatives and appropriate mitigation measures to 
substantially lessen or avoid such impacts is not required under CEQA.  This comment is 
noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. 

While the commenter refers to the “fair argument” test under CEQA, that test applies 
only to the need to evaluate a potential impact in an EIR.  The EIR for the 2nd and PCH 
Project did evaluate the Project’s potential impacts on cultural resources, including impacts 
related to the Edgewater Inn Marina Hotel’s potential status as a historic resource.  Further, 
while certain commenters may disagree with the expert opinion provided in the EIR 
concerning the Hotel’s historic status, a disagreement among experts is not a ground to 
invalidate an EIR.24 

Comment No. 8-11 

II. The Final EIR should analyze potentially feasible alternatives and mitigation 
measures that lessen or avoid significant adverse impacts on historical 
resources 

A key policy under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s 
duty to “take all action necessary to provide the people of this state with historic 
environmental qualities and preserve for future generations examples of major periods of 
California history.”5  The EIR is considered “the heart” of CEQA because it provides 
decision makers with an in-depth review of projects with potentially significant 
environmental impacts and analyzes a range of alternatives that reduce those impacts.6  
Accordingly, the EIR should include preservation alternatives and mitigation measures that 
attempt to meet project goals and reduce significant adverse impacts to historical 
resources. 

5 Public Resource Code, Sec.  21001 (b), (c). 
6 Sierra Club v. Gilroy City Council (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 30, 41; also see PRC Secs. 21002, 21002.1. 

                                            

24 CEQA Guidelines Section 15151. 
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Response to Comment No. 8-11 

This comment cites language from Public Resources Code Section 21001 with 
respect to historic preservation and suggests the EIR be revised to include preservation 
alternatives and mitigation measures to reduce what the commenter believes to be a 
significant adverse impact to a historic resource.  As discussed in detail in Section IV.C, 
Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR and further substantiated in Response to Comment 
Nos. 8-6 through 8-10 above, GPA Consulting’s evaluation determined the Edgewater Inn 
Marina Hotel is not an eligible historic resource under any of the applicable criteria of the 
National Register, California Register, or as a City of Long Beach landmark, nor is it 
considered a historic resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a).  Reasons 
for this determination include, but are not limited to:  the structure’s compromised integrity 
due to numerous alterations and deferred maintenance; a lack of innovative or singularly 
distinctive architectural characteristics; and a general lack of recognition of the hotel as a 
notable design of architect Roy Anthony Sealey’s.  Because Project impacts were 
determined to be less than significant, mitigation and alternatives to reduce impacts to 
historic resources are not required.  Please also refer to Response to Comment No. 8-10, 
above. 

Comment No. 8-12 

Under the current range of alternatives, only the No Project/Reoccupation of Existing Hotel 
Alternative retains the Seaport Marina Hotel.  The EIR should be augmented to include one 
or more alternatives that adaptively reuse hotel buildings and/or incorporate the hotel’s 
most distinctive elements into future development on the site.  We recommend and urge 
the City to evaluate at least one preservation alternative in the Final EIR, or modify one of 
the existing alternatives to adaptively reuse the existing hotel buildings to the greatest 
extent possible, while seeking to achieve most project objectives. 

Response to Comment No. 8-12 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 7-9, above, regarding the alternatives 
analysis provided in the Draft EIR and the identification of the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative.  Also refer to Response to Comment Nos. 8-10 and 8-11 regarding why a 
preservation alternative is not required.  This comment is noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 8-13 

Given the presence of a potential historical resource under CEQA, the City should adopt 
protections against preemptive demolition of the Seaport Marina Hotel, including a 
mitigation measure barring issuance of demolition permits until a permanent replacement 
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project is pending and the applicant has demonstrated the financial resources and means 
necessary to complete the proposed replacement project within a reasonable timeframe 
(i.e. construction to commence within six months of receipt of all necessary city approvals). 

Response to Comment No. 8-13 

This comment reiterates the commenter’s belief that the SeaPort Marina Hotel 
(Edgewater Inn Marina Hotel) is a historic resource and suggests a mitigation measure 
barring the issuance of demolition permits until an alternative project can be identified and 
funded.  As discussed in Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR and throughout 
Response to Comment Nos. 8-6 to 8-12 above, the existing hotel has been formally 
determined not to be eligible for listing on federal, state, or local registers of historic 
properties.  As Project impacts would be less than significant, no mitigation measures, 
including the one suggested by the commenter, are required.  

Comment No. 8-14 

About the Los Angeles Conservancy 

The Los Angeles Conservancy is the largest local historic preservation organization in the 
United States, with nearly 6,500 members throughout the Los Angeles area.  Established in 
1978, the Conservancy works to preserve and revitalize the significant architectural and 
cultural heritage of Los Angeles County through advocacy and education. 

Response to Comment No. 8-14 

This comment briefly describes the Los Angeles Conservancy.  No further response 
is necessary. 

Comment No. 8-15 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the 2nd & PCH Project.  
Please do not hesitate to contact me at (213) 430-4203 or afine@laconservancy.org should 
you have any questions or concerns. 

Response to Comment No. 8-15 

This comment closes the letter and provides contact information for further 
coordination.  No further response is necessary. 



III.C  Responses to Comments 

City of Long Beach 2nd & PCH  
SCH No. 2014031059 August 2017 
 

Page III-65 

  

Comment No. 8-16 

 

Response to Comment No. 8-16 

This graphic depicts the location of the architectural features described above in 
Comment No. 8-8.  No further response is necessary. 
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Comment Letter No. 9 

Michelle N. Black 
Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP 
2200 Pacific Coast Hwy., Ste. 318 
Hermosa Beach, CA  90254 

Comment No. 9-1 

Attached, please find comments on the 2nd + PCH project, submitted on behalf of the Los 
Cerritos Wetlands Land Trust. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Response to Comment No. 9-1 

This comment presents an electronic transmittal of the attached comment letter.  
Please note that the correct title of the currently proposed Project is 2nd & PCH, as 
distinguished from a former proposal by a different project applicant entitled Second+PCH, 
which was evaluated in a 2011 EIR. 

In response to this comment letter, a memorandum entitled Biological Resources 
Document Review—Draft EIR for 2nd & PCH Project (Bio Memo) has been prepared by 
biologists at Dudek and is provided in Appendix FEIR-C of this Final EIR, as referenced in 
several of the responses to comments below. 

In addition, a technical appendix entitled Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 
Memorandum (AQ/GHG Memo) has been prepared by Eyestone Environmental to support 
several of the responses to comments below.  Refer to Appendix FEIR-D of this Final EIR. 

Similarly, a technical appendix entitled 2nd and PCH Project—Construction Noise 
Mitigation Memorandum (Noise Memo) has been prepared by Acoustical Engineering 
Services (AES) to support several of the responses to comments below.  Refer to Appendix 
FEIR-E of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 9-2 

On behalf of the Los Cerritos Wetlands Land Trust (LCWLT), we submit these comments 
on the draft environmental impact report (DEIR) for the 2nd + PCH project (“Project”).  
LCWLT has spent more than a decade educating about and advocating for the protection 
and restoration of southeast Long Beach’s Los Cerritos Wetlands.  Accordingly, the Land 
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Trust has been extremely involved with administrative processes for projects proposed in 
and near the wetlands, including the process for the last project proposed at this site. 

Response to Comment No. 9-2 

This comment introduces the letter and provides a brief description of the Los 
Cerritos Wetlands Land Trust (LCWLT).  No further response is necessary. 

Comment No. 9-3 

Aptly named, the Project would be located at 6400 East Pacific Coast Highway at the 
congested intersection of 2nd Street and Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) in southeast Long 
Beach.  The current proposal would demolish the historic Seaport Marina Hotel and replace 
it with a 245,000-square foot commercial development consisting of 95,000 square feet of 
retail, a 55,000-square foot grocery store, a 25,000-square foot gym, 70,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 1,150 parking spaces on 10.77 acres.  Proposed buildings would 
have a maximum midpoint height of 35 feet and, due to the City’s interpretation of the 
Code, architectural elements such as elevators and mechanical equipment would reach 
heights of 40 and 56.5 feet, respectively.  (DEIR p. II-1, footnote 2 and II-8, fn. 4.) 

Response to Comment No. 9-3 

This comment summarizes the Project Description.  No further response is 
necessary. 

Comment No. 9-4 

According to the DEIR, open space would exceed SEASP requirements (30%), occupying 
approximately 3.37 acres, approximately 31.3 percent of the site.  However, much of this 
open space would be located above ground level and unavailable to most members of the 
public. 

Response to Comment No. 9-4 

This comment correctly states that the Project would include 3.37 acres of open 
space (31.3 percent of the total Project Site area), which is in excess of SEADIP 
requirements.25  However, the comment incorrectly states that this open space would be 
                                            

25 To clarify, the Southeast Area Development and Improvement Plan (SEADIP) is the adopted land use 
plan currently in effect; the proposed Southeast East Area Specific Plan (SEASP) will update and replace 
the SEADIP, if adopted.  As the SEASP has not yet been adopted, it does not apply to the Project.  The 
Project’s consistency with the adopted SEADIP is addressed in the Draft EIR. 
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unavailable to most members of the public.  All of the open space on the Project Site would 
be open to the public. 

Comment No. 9-5 

These proposed uses would replace the current development, a 238,000-square foot hotel 
and 457 surface parking spaces.  The Project would appear quite massive as compared to 
the existing use at the street level, as setbacks are minimal and the focus is on creating an 
“internal village” with upper level views to the waterfront.  (DEIR at p. II-17.)  The Project 
relies on architectural treatments intended to invoke images of water and the coast—rather 
than on a site design that is integrated with and honors water and coast.  Site design 
largely ignores the Project’s location in a unique area of Long Beach and fails to provide a 
model for how new development can be integrated into this environmentally sensitive area. 

Response to Comment No. 9-5 

While the layout of Project development would vary from existing conditions, the 
Project represents a comparable amount of floor area with similar building heights.   
Twenty-foot landscaped setbacks would be provided along adjacent street frontages in 
accordance with LBMC standards, and the Project’s massing would be consistent with 
similar commercial developments in the immediate area.26  Specifically, the PCH frontage 
would be characterized by extensive landscaping and a series of one-story structures with 
intermittent taller architectural elements and second-level (i.e., rooftop) parking which 
would be screened from street-level view.  These buildings would not exceed 35 feet in 
height as defined by the LBMC.27  Along Marina Drive, the Project would provide a 
landscaped setback and would include a two-story structure of up to 35 feet in height, 
which would include retail, fast food, and ready-to-eat restaurant uses with outdoor seating 
patios on the ground level and full-service restaurant uses with outdoor seating patios and 
terraces on the upper levels, offering ocean views. 

                                            

26  It is noted that the Project’s 20-foot setbacks would be in excess of those specified for the Project Site in 
the SEASP based on the development standards for the Mixed Use Community Core land use 
designation.  Additionally, the proposed one- and two-story structures would be lower in height than 
recommended in the SEASP for Mixed Use Community Core land uses along PCH. 

27  The proposed buildings would have sloped roofs, with a maximum midpoint height of 35 feet.  Per Long 
Beach Municipal Code Section 21.15.1330, the height of a building with a sloped roof is the vertical 
distance above grade, as defined in Section 21.15.1190, to the midpoint height of the highest sloped roof.  
While some architectural elements housing elevators and mechanical equipment would have higher roof 
heights of 40 and 56.5 feet, these features are not included in the measurement of height for commercial 
buildings per Long Beach Municipal Code Section 21.15.1330.E. 
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With respect to the Project’s location near the water, as discussed in detail in 
Section IV.A, Aesthetics, Views, and Light/Glare, of the Draft EIR, ocean and waterfront 
views would be available from the upper terraces of the Project.  Furthermore, as shown in 
Figures IV.A-5 and IV.A-6 in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project 
would include storefronts along Marina Drive; pedestrians and visitors along Marina Drive 
would have views of the waterfront as well.  The Project also includes landscaped 
pedestrian-oriented open space areas, such as a central plaza and paseos within the site 
interior, which would have openings and views towards the water.  This comment is noted 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 9-6 

Additional feasible mitigation is needed to address the Project’s significant air quality, traffic 
and related wetland impacts and to achieve Project consistency with General Plan policies 
directed at enhancing this unique and environmentally sensitive area.  CEQA requires the 
imposition of all feasible mitigation to avoid a Project’s significant and adverse 
environmental impacts.  (Uphold our Heritage v. Town of Woodside (2007) 147 Cal. App. 
4th at 600.) 

Response to Comment No. 9-6 

In response to public comments received regarding the Draft EIR, additional project 
design features and mitigation have been considered to address the Project’s significant 
and unavoidable impact with respect to regional emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOX) 
resulting from operations.  Updated measures to be incorporated into the Project are 
reflected in Section II, Corrections and Additions, and Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program, of this Final EIR.  It is noted, however, that the impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable despite the imposition of all feasible mitigation capable of 
substantially lessening NOX emissions.  Please also refer to Response to Comment Nos. 
18-70 through No. 18-72 later in this Section III.C, Responses to Comments, for a review of 
additional mitigation measures considered in this Final EIR with respect to regional 
emissions of NOX from Project operations. 

With respect to the Project’s traffic impacts, mitigation is proposed in Section IV.K, 
Traffic and Access, of the Draft EIR to reduce each of the identified significant impacts to a 
less than significant level.  However, as discussed therein, a number of the proposed 
mitigation measures require the approval of the City of Seal Beach and/or Caltrans, which 
cannot be guaranteed at this time.  In addition, the need for acquisition of private right-of-
way for the mitigation measures renders them infeasible.  As such, traffic impacts were 
concluded to be significant and unavoidable.     
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As impacts to biological resources, including wetlands impacts, were determined in 
the Initial Study (provided in Appendix A of the Draft EIR) to be less than significant, 
mitigation is not required under CEQA.  Similarly, impacts related to Project consistency 
with General Plan policies were determined in Section IV.H, Land Use, of the Draft EIR to 
be less than significant; thus, mitigation is not required. 

The commenter’s statement about the CEQA requirement regarding the adoption of 
all feasible mitigation measures to avoid a significant environmental impact is 
acknowledged.  This Final EIR concludes that all feasible mitigation measures have been 
identified. 

Comment No. 9-7 

Additional Mitigation Requested 

Net Zero Energy Use/Net Zero Carbon.  The Project proposes to meet the requirements 
for LEED Certification or its equivalent.  California has set a goal for all developments to be 
“net zero” for energy use by 2020 (residential developments) and 2030 (commercial 
developments).  (See, http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/General.aspx?id=10740.)  While not yet 
required, net zero commercial projects are already feasible.  The Project location’s high 
solar insulation and mild climate render a net zero energy/net zero carbon standard 
feasible now.  Newhall Ranch, a much larger project being constructed by Five Point, has 
committed to a net zero energy standard.  (http://netzeronewhall.com/the-latest/fivepoint-
unveils-groundbreaking-proposal-for-newhall-ranch-that-achieves-zero-net-greenhouse-
gas-emissions/1.) 

1 SANTA CLARITA, Calif. (November 3, 2016)—In a major step to advance the State of California’s 
ambitious fight against climate change, Five Point today announced an unprecedented initiative to 
develop the Newhall Ranch planned community that will result in no net emissions of greenhouse gases.  
By implementing a comprehensive array of green innovations onsite and within L.A. County, as well as 
funding direct emissions reduction activities in California and around the world, “Net Zero Newhall” will 
achieve net zero emissions of greenhouse gases from both construction and operations—a first for a 
community of its scale in the United States. 

“Five Point is proud to introduce this vision for Newhall Ranch, designed to create a new paradigm for 
responsible community-building and a model for living and working sustainably in California,” said Emile 
Haddad, Chairman and CEO of Five Point.  “By harnessing innovation and collaborating with leading 
environmental organizations, we will create a new standard of environmental sustainability and a lasting 
investment in our future.”  By reducing to zero all net greenhouse gas emissions from both construction 
and operations, the Net Zero Newhall initiative will support the State of California’s leadership against 
global climate change, furthering the goals of newly enacted climate change legislation by the state.  
Additional sustainability features include the permanent, funded protection of 10,000 acres of open space 
and extensive measures to conserve water. 
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Response to Comment No. 9-7 

This comment correctly indicates the State of California has set a goal for 
commercial developments to be “net zero” in terms of energy use by 2030.  However, it is 
noted that the Project has a buildout year of 2019 and many of the technologies that will 
make it possible for commercial buildings to reach “net zero” relative to energy usage have 
not been fully developed and/or are not yet commercial available.28  Furthermore, as 
discussed in Section IV.E, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR, the Project would 
comply with the most current Title 24 energy efficiency standards established by the State; 
in time and as appropriate, Title 24 will incorporate additional standards to achieve zero net 
emissions (ZNE) for new development.   

Regional operational NOX emissions were concluded in Section IV.B, Air Quality, of 
the Draft EIR to be significant and unavoidable even with the incorporation of project 
design features.  All other air quality and GHG impacts were concluded to be less than 
significant and would not require consideration of mitigation measures.  However, 
consideration of a “net zero” energy policy as mitigation would not meaningfully reduce the 
Project’s operational NOX impacts as such emissions are primarily attributed to vehicular 
trips.  When electricity is used in buildings, the electricity generation typically takes place at 
off-site power plants, the majority of which burn fossil fuels.  Because power plants are 
existing stationary sources permitted by the local air district and/or the USEPA, criteria 
pollutant emissions (e.g., NOX) are generally associated with the power plants themselves, 
not individual buildings or electricity users.  Additionally, criteria pollutant emissions from 
power plants are subject to local, state, and federal control measures, which are 
considered to be the maximum feasible level of mitigation for stack emissions.  As such, 
SCAQMD’s recommended CalEEMod model, which was used to calculate regional 
operational NOX emissions for the Project, does not calculate potential emissions related to 
electricity usage in buildings. Incorporation of “net zero” energy technologies would not 
serve to reduce the Project’s significant and unavoidable regional operational NOX impact.   

Nonetheless, in response to public comments received regarding the Draft EIR, 
additional project design features and mitigation have been considered to lessen the 
Project’s significant and unavoidable operational impact with respect to regional NOX 
emissions.  Updated measures to be incorporated into the Project are reflected in Section 
II, Corrections and Additions, and Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
of this Final EIR.  It is noted, however, that the impact would remain significant and 

                                            

28  Moreover, the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan’s commitment to “net zero” energy usage is more reasonable 
given that plan’s extended 25-year timeframe. 
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unavoidable despite the imposition of all feasible mitigation capable of substantially 
lessening NOX emissions.     

Comment No. 9-8 

LCWLT recommends the applicant voluntarily strive for a net zero energy/net zero carbon 
project.  (http://newbuildings.org/tools-guides/.)  Further reducing air quality and 
greenhouse gas emissions address significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality that 
require CEQA mitigation and reduce air quality-related impacts to the wetlands. 

Response to Comment No. 9-8 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 9-6 and 9-7 above.  This comment is 
noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. 

Comment No. 9-9 

Net Zero Water Use.  The Project DEIR claims the Project will reduce water use by 20 
percent, but this reduction is over hypothetical, not existing, use on the Project site.  In 
reality, the current use under an operating Seaport Marina Hotel is 12,498 gallons of water 
per day, approximately 14 acre-feet per year.  (DEIR p. IV.L.1-19.)  The Project would use 
108,282 gallons per day, approximately 121.3 acre-feet per year, an increase of well over 
800 percent.  (DEIR p. IV.L.1-22.)  The net increase in annual water use would be 95,784 
gallons per day, approximately 107.3 acre feet per year.  (DEIR p. IV.L.1-23.)  The DEIR 
claims the Project will install fixtures that reduce water use by 20 percent and install 
weather-triggered irrigation systems, but this is not enough.  (DEIR p. IV.L.1-21.)  As 
acknowledged by the DEIR, California’s water supply is experiencing great uncertainty as 
drought and climate change require increased reliance on local water supplies and on 
lower total supply.  Litigation has also introduced uncertainty.  Yet, the DEIR concludes that 
because the Project will not cause demand to outstrip the water supply available to the 
City, impacts on water supply are not significant, and no mitigation is required.  (DEIR p. 
IV.L.1-24.)  A net-zero water use mitigation measure should be implemented, including the 
strategies discussed at http://www.buildings.com/article-details/articleid/16068/title/a-path-
to-net-zero-water/viewall/true.  In addition to ultra low flow water fixtures and reliance on 
only weather-controlled, drip irrigation, the Project should be landscaped with only native, 
drought tolerant species. 

Response to Comment No. 9-9 

As discussed in Section IV.L-1, Utilities and Service Systems—Water Supply and 
Infrastructure, of the Draft EIR, the Project’s estimated net increase in water demand of 
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95,784 gallons per day is a conservative figure because it does not account for the water 
conservation measures to be incorporated into the Project.  Specifically, as discussed 
therein and throughout the Draft EIR, the Project would incorporate green principles to 
comply with the City of Long Beach Green Building Ordinance (Ordinance No. ORD-09-
0013) and the sustainability intent of the U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership in 
Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) program, including water conservation features 
such as use of drought-tolerant landscaping and use of water-efficient plumbing fixtures.  
By meeting the requirements for LEED® Certification (or equivalent), the Project would 
incorporate a variety of water conservation measures capable of achieving a 20 percent 
reduction in water usage as compared to conditions without such measures in place.  This 
reduction was not accounted for in the Draft EIR in order to provide a conservative 
analysis.  Furthermore, the City’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) projects 
water demand in the City through 2040 (the current UWMP planning period) and accounts 
for commercial growth throughout the City, including the Project.  As discussed in Section 
IV.L-1, Utilities and Service Systems—Water Supply and Infrastructure, the Project’s 
increase in water demand would account for only 0.17 percent of the City’s water demand 
in 2019 (the Project’s buildout year).  The City’s 2015 UWMP concludes adequate supplies 
are available to meet water demand through 2040.  Therefore, the Project’s increase in 
water demand can be met, and impacts were accurately concluded to be less than 
significant.  As such, no mitigation measures, including the one suggested in the comment 
above, are necessary. 

Comment No. 9-10 

Wetlands Restoration Funding.  To the extent the Project cannot meet net zero 
commitments through building energy, renewable energy and other “in project” means, the 
LCWLT recommends a collaboration with the City, the applicant/architect, Coastal 
Conservancy and State to provide funding for wetland restoration that will offset any 
remaining impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 9-10 

As discussed in Section IV.L.1, Utilities and Service Systems—Water Supply and 
Infrastructure, and Section IV.L.2, Utilities and Service Systems—Energy, of the Draft EIR, 
and reiterated above in Response to Comment Nos. 9-7 and 9-9, Project impacts with 
respect to water supply and energy were determined to be less than significant.  Similarly, 
impacts to biological resources, including wetlands impacts, were determined in the Initial 
Study (provided in Appendix A of the Draft EIR) to be less than significant.  As such, 
mitigation is not required under CEQA.  However, the Project Applicant has met with the 
Los Cerritos Wetlands Land Trust to discuss opportunities for participation in wetland 
restoration efforts in the greater Project area. 
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Comment No. 9-11 

Abundant scientific literature documents the benefits of wetland restoration and reductions 
in greenhouse gas emissions.  (See, http://www.dartmouth.edu/press-releases/restoring
wetlands103014.html, herein incorporated; http://www.science20.com/news_articles/
restoring_wetlands_can_lower_greenhouse_gas_emissions-153927.)  The State of 
California has found, “Wetlands have among the most efficient carbon sequestration rates 
per unit of all habitat types allowing for both effective and extensive carbon sequestration.”  
(https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Watersheds/Greenhouse-Gas-Reduction.) 

Response to Comment No. 9-11 

This comment highlights the carbon sequestration benefits of wetlands, in reference 
to the Los Cerritos Wetlands located east of the Project Site.  No further response is 
necessary. 

Comment No. 9-12 

As discussed further, below, LCWLT also requests inclusion of feasible and enforceable 
mitigation for potential impacts to birds, including, but not limited to, the building treatment, 
window, and lighting policies incorporated into SEASP. 

Response to Comment No. 9-12 

The SEADIP is the adopted land use plan currently in effect; accordingly, the 
Project’s consistency with the adopted SEADIP is addressed in the Draft EIR.  If adopted, 
the proposed SEASP will update and replace the SEADIP; however, as it has not yet been 
adopted, it does not apply to the Project.  It is further noted that the SEASP development 
standards specified for properties in proximity to the Los Cerritos Wetlands or those 
properties designated for Coastal Habitat, Wetlands & Recreation land uses are applicable 
to sites within or adjacent to wetlands or jurisdictional waters or, in some cases, within 100 
feet of a wetlands resource.  As the Project Site is located approximately 400 feet from the 
nearest boundary of the Los Cerritos Wetlands, these proposed development standards 
would not apply to the Project.  Nonetheless, the Project already incorporates several of 
the “bird-safe” design features recommended in the SEASP, including:  landscape 
screening of the parking garage (which would reduce light spillover and glare); the use of 
non-reflective glass or treatment with a non-reflective coating for all exterior windows and 
glass used on building surfaces (as highly reflective glass can be mistaken for the sky or 
vegetation by birds); the use of overhangs and awnings (to block the view of glass from 
birds); the use  of window signage, which is typical of retail storefronts (to deter bird 
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strikes); and the shielding of all new street and pedestrian lighting and/or direction away 
from off-site light-sensitive uses (to limit light spill, glare, and artificial night glow).29 

Comment No. 9-13 

Reduced Parking.  The Project should also assess how to reduce extensive parking areas 
through technological options (parking lift systems), valet services, employee shuttles, car 
share programs, and increased and appealing pedestrian and bicycle access (see also 
below).  While the DEIR pays lip service to some of these strategies, a more defined 
approach is needed.  Reductions in the land area devoted to parking can increase usable 
open space and setbacks to create a project that is a model for Long Beach.  The Project 
could integrate into and honor the sensitive location in which it sits.  Reduction of parking 
could further reduce the significant air quality and carbon footprint of the Project. 

Response to Comment No. 9-13 

As discussed above in Response to Comment Nos. 9-4 and 9-5, the Project would 
provide open space in excess of SEADIP requirements and 20-foot setbacks in accordance 
with LBMC requirements.  On-site parking would be located in two garages and a second-
level parking deck (above some of the single-story uses) to maximize the available space 
on the Project Site, including land dedicated to open space.  It is further noted, as 
discussed in Section IV.K, Traffic and Access, of the Draft EIR, that the Project would 
provide parking at a reduced rate relative to LBMC parking requirements.  Specifically, 
LBMC Chapter 21.41, Off-Street Parking and Loading Requirements, sets forth parking 
requirements for development projects based on the types and floor area of land uses.  As 
detailed therein, community, regional, and neighborhood shopping centers require five 
spaces per 1,000 square feet plus additional parking for detached fast-food restaurants.  
However, pursuant to LBMC Section 21.41.219, shopping centers greater than 150,000 
square feet in size may submit a parking demand study to the City in order to reduce the 
standard shopping center ratio if it can be demonstrated that the proposed shared parking 
supply will meet the projected parking demand.  Based on the Parking Analysis included as 
Appendix S of the Draft EIR, the proposed 1,150 parking spaces included in the Project 
(providing a ratio of approximately 4.7 per 1,000 gross square feet of floor area) would be 
adequate to meet Project-generated parking demand.  Moreover, pursuant to Project 
Design Feature K-8 detailed in Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of 
this Final EIR, the Project would implement transportation demand management (TDM) 
measures to reduce vehicle trips and encourage the use of public transit.  These measures 
include appropriate bicycle parking facilities; vanpool/carpool loading/unloading and 

                                            

29  Refer to City of Long Beach Development Services Department, Southeast Area Specific Plan, Hearing 
Draft Updated May 2017, Sections 5.10, 5.11, and 7.2.13. 
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parking areas; preferential parking spaces for employee carpool/vanpool vehicles; and a 
bulletin board/kiosk displaying information regarding bus schedules and routes, 
ridesharing, bike routes, and carpool/vanpool opportunities.  Additionally, since publication 
of the Draft EIR, Project Design Feature K-8 has been augmented to reflect a rideshare 
drop off/pickup area and concierge service that would be incorporated into the Project’s 
design.  Refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions, and the MMRP for the updated 
measure. 

The rationale for limiting the number of parking spaces below City requirements is to 
encourage the use of alternative transportation.  As discussed above, the Project would 
implement TDM measures to reduce vehicle trips and encourage the use of public transit.  
Further limiting the number of parking spaces below City requirements may have 
unintended consequences.  As an example, customers may have to wait in longer queues 
for parking spaces, which would result in additional idling emissions that may adversely 
impact surrounding uses/wetlands.  The TDM measures discussed above would serve the 
same purpose as recommended in this comment and avoid the possibility of new localized 
impacts on surrounding uses/wetlands.  Furthermore, parking is no longer considered an 
environmental impact under CEQA. 

Comment No. 9-14 

Site Design/Increased Open Space.  It is laudable the Project proposes to meet SEASP’s 
open space requirements.  However, much of the open space proposed within the Project 
is provided in direct service to the retail space (e.g., circulation, outdoor eating and sitting 
space).  According to the DEIR, “The Project would include extensive landscaping, a 
central plaza and paseos, amenities such as informal seating areas and water features, 
and an interior village streetscape to enhance the pedestrian experience.”  (DEIR p. II-17.)  
While this sounds appealing, the site and building design largely ignores the Project site’s 
unique setting—the Los Cerritos Wetlands and waterfront.  The site plan suggests views 
will be maximized from the upper floors to the wetlands and ocean; however, ground floor 
and streetscape level design fail to take advantage of this unique environmental context.2 

2 The Project design is not tailored to this unique environment and neighborhood; rather the cookie cutter 
design looks like many of the shopping centers in Southern California that do not have the natural 
amenities of the Los Cerritos Wetlands or the marina. 

Response to Comment No. 9-14 

As a commercial development, some of the open space proposed on-site is 
understandably intended to compliment and support the Project’s retail and restaurant 
uses.  It is noted, however, that all of the open space on-site would be open to the public.  
Furthermore, the Project would provide open space in excess of SEADIP requirements. 
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Refer to Response to Comment No. 9-5 regarding the ocean and waterfront views 
that would be available from the Project.  With respect to the Los Cerritos Wetlands, these 
wetlands are separated from the Project Site by major roadways and intervening urban 
development.  Due to the flat terrain and intervening development, views of the wetlands 
from the Project Site are limited.  Additionally, the nearest and most visible area of the 
wetlands, located to the northeast behind a free-standing fast food restaurant, is highly 
disturbed and includes substantial infrastructure, including numerous electrical poles with 
overhead lines, several large aboveground storage tanks, and oil field-related equipment, 
which are visible from the Project Site. 

Comment No. 9-15 

The LCWLT believes additional, strategically located on-site open space is essential for the 
Project to serve as a model for new development that is context-sensitive.  The Project 
should connect with and enhance the wetlands and waterfront area. 

Response to Comment No. 9-15 

Please refer to Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 9-5 and 9-14, above. 

Comment No. 9-16 

In addition, these changes are needed for the Project to be found consistent with policies in 
the General Plan and General Plan update requiring development in this area to restore, 
protect and enhance the wetlands.  The Land Trust will be supplementing these comments 
with comments on General Plan consistency by mid-June. 

Response to Comment No. 9-16 

Section IV.H, Land Use, of the Draft EIR includes an extensive analysis of Project 
consistency with applicable goals and policies of the City’s General Plan.  As detailed in 
Table IV.H-1 therein, the Project would be consistent with the relevant goals of the 
Conservation Element, as the Project would not result in direct or indirect impacts to the 
adjacent Alamitos Bay or the nearby Los Cerritos Wetlands.  The Project also would 
comply with applicable water quality regulatory requirements to ensure impacts to 
surrounding waterways are minimized. 

Comment No. 9-17 

To increase open space and setbacks at the street level, either parking or total building 
square footage should be reduced.  LCWLT recommends the applicant be tasked with 
reducing the development footprint.  This could occur through a combination of reduced 
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parking and square footage.3  A square footage reduction of 10 to 20 percent would be 
sufficient as well as feasible, given that the DEIR finds reductions of up to 30 percent of 
square footage to be feasible. 

3 If a reduced project is rejected, it must be based on substantial evidence in the record.  A slightly reduced 
project would afford significant public benefits if thoughtfully designed, and likely enhance the project 
economics by creating a more unique customer experience. 

Response to Comment No. 9-17 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 9-4, 9-5, and 9-13, above.  As correctly 
referenced the comment above, Section V, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR includes analysis 
of a reduced footprint alternative, Alternative 2:  Reduced Density Alternative.  This 
alternative reflects a 30-percent reduction in total Project development.  However, as 
discussed therein, Alternative 2 would not fully meet the Project’s underlying purpose or 
most of the objectives that support the Project’s underlying purpose to the same extent as 
the Project.  Additionally, with respect to traffic impacts, a 30-percent reduction in Project 
floor area would eliminate only 4 of 8 significant intersection impacts under weekday 
Existing Plus Project Conditions (2016) and 4 of 11 significant intersection impacts under 
weekday Future Plus Project Conditions (2019); it would not eliminate any of the Project’s 
Saturday impacts under either analysis scenario.  Any lesser reduction in Project floor area, 
such as a 10 to 20 percent reduction as suggested in the comment above, would result in 
additional significant traffic impacts as compared to Alternative 2.  Similarly, while a 
30-percent reduction in Project floor area would result in a reduced operational air quality 
impact associated with regional emissions of NOX as compared to the Project, this impact 
would still be significant and unavoidable.  Accordingly, a 10 to 20 percent reduction as 
suggested in the comment above also would result in a significant and unavoidable 
operational air quality impact associated with regional emissions of NOX, which would be 
greater than that of Alternative 2. 

Comment No. 9-18 

LCWLT recommends holding at least one community meeting focused on improving the 
street level “human” experience (with the co-benefit of creating a model for new 
development in this unique area that enhances both wetland and waterfront) once the 
concept is fleshed out by the applicant. 

Response to Comment No. 9-18 

Two community meetings have been held regarding the Project on November 19, 
2016 and May 13, 2017.  Interested parties were invited to attend these meetings and 
discuss any aspect of the Project with the City, the Project Applicant, and the EIR and 
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traffic consultants.  The public also is invited to attend the Planning Commission Hearing 
for the Project.  All commenters on the Draft EIR will receive notice of this public hearing. 

Comment No. 9-19 

Area Vision for System of Pedestrian/Bike Trails/Access to Area’s Waterfront and 
Wetlands.  LCWLT appreciates that the Project proposes to provide bike racks and to 
improve bicycle and pedestrian access in the area.  The attention paid to Project design 
should include a “vision” for how the Project could ultimately connect with adjacent 
developments as they “redevelop” to provide improved street level pedestrian and bike 
connections to the waterfront and the wetlands beyond.  The applicant should contribute to 
a series of community charrette’s [sic] that seek to create an integrated design for 
pedestrian trails and that are available to inform other projects as they redevelop.  Experts 
should be engaged that have experience with plans for wetland friendly access that is 
adequately set back, but that provides viewing and access to visitor centers and staging 
areas.  This strategy could help address the significant and unavoidable traffic impacts by 
creating an attractive alternative to driving. 

Response to Comment No. 9-19 

As discussed in Section IV.K, Traffic and Access, the Project Site is located in an 
area of the City with a mature network of pedestrian facilities including sidewalks, 
crosswalks, and pedestrian safety features along PCH, Marina Drive, and 2nd Street.  The 
existing sidewalk system within the Project vicinity provides direct connectivity to the 
existing commercial development to the immediate south and public transit stops along 
PCH and 2nd Street.  Additionally, the Project Site is located adjacent to existing Class II 
bike lanes on PCH, Marina Drive, and 2nd Street.  The Project would include separate 
pedestrian entrances and would provide access from adjacent streets, parking facilities, 
and transit stops to facilitate pedestrian movement.  Additionally, the Project would 
maintain existing sidewalks and provide a direct and safe path of travel with minimal 
obstructions to pedestrian movement within and adjacent to the Project Site.  Furthermore, 
visitors, patrons, and employees arriving by bicycle would have the same access 
opportunities as pedestrians, and bike parking would be provided on-site as part of the 
Project’s sustainability features.  These design features would connect the Project to the 
City’s pedestrian and bicycle network, which would then be integrated with any future 
expansion, including connectivity to the wetlands. 

In addition, as discussed in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, separate 
from the 2nd & PCH Project, the City is undertaking the Marina Drive “Complete Street” 
Improvement Project (Marina Drive Project), which involves multimodal improvements 
along Marina Drive between 2nd Street and Studebaker Road in an effort to accommodate 
anticipated growth in the southeastern area of the City.  Among other improvements, this 
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City project will include a Class II bike lane in either direction, with the northbound bike lane 
separated from traffic by a three-foot buffer; new pedestrian crossings, including a mid-
block crossing adjacent to the 2nd & PCH frontage; new sidewalk where there are gaps in 
the existing sidewalks thereby providing a continuous sidewalk on the east side between 
2nd Street and Studebaker Road; and potentially a new bus stop or shelter should the 
City’s transit and/or shuttle service be expanded to Marina Drive.  These improvements 
proposed by the Department of Public Works are anticipated to be complete in 2018.  The 
Marina Drive Project will receive funding from the 2nd & PCH Project Applicant as a 
community benefit.   

The City of Long Beach General Plan Mobility Element emphasizes the 
development of complete streets, which account for all users, including pedestrians, 
bicyclists, and transit riders, in accordance with the Complete Streets Act (Assembly Bill 
1358) approved by the State of California in 2008.  The Mobility Element also identifies 
Marina Drive between 2nd Street and Studebaker Road as an opportunity area for such 
character-changing features.30   In addition, the recently adopted Long Beach Bicycle 
Master Plan, which is an appendix to the Mobility Element, identifies Marina Drive between 
2nd Street and Studebaker Road as a recommended “8-to-80” bikeway, meaning that it 
should be designed to comfortably and safely serve cyclists of all ages.31  Accordingly, the 
Marina Drive Project will support and implement the City’s vision for an integrated 
transportation system, as set forth in various adopted and proposed City plans and policies. 

Comment No. 9-20 

LCWLT believes these Project adjustments and additional mitigation measures would 
culminate in an economic “win” for the applicant, by creating a unique visitor experience, 
and an ecological “win” for this unique and sensitive area.  The first major new 
development in the area warrants a unique and leading-edge design. 

Response to Comment No. 9-20 

Specific project features and mitigation measures suggested by the commenter are 
addressed in detail in Response to Comment Nos. 9-4 through 9-19, above.  This comment 
is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. 

                                            

30  City of Long Beach General Plan Mobility Element, Map 16, page 89, October 2013. 
31  City of Long Beach Bicycle Master Plan, Figure 6-5, page 73, adopted February 7, 2017. 
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Comment No. 9-21 

I. The Draft Environmental Impact Report Must Be Revised and Recirculated. 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) serves two basic, interrelated functions:  
ensuring environmental protection and encouraging governmental transparency.  (Citizens 
of Goleta Valley v. Bd. of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553, 564.)  CEQA requires full 
disclosure of a project’s significant environmental effects so that decision-makers and the 
public are informed of these consequences before the project is approved, to ensure that 
government officials are held accountable for these consequences.  (Laurel Heights 
Improvement Ass’n of San Francisco v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 
Cal.3d 376, 392.)  The environmental impact report (EIR) process is the “heart of CEQA” 
and is the chief mechanism to effectuate its statutory purposes.  (In Re Bay-Delta 
Programmatic EIR Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal. 4th 1143, 1162.  LCWLT is 
concerned that the draft environmental impact report (“DEIR”) fails to adequately disclose, 
analyze, and mitigate the Project’s potentially significant adverse environmental impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 9-21 

This comment accurately summarizes case law.  The commenter’s statements 
concerning CEQA requirements are acknowledged.  This EIR satisfies those requirements. 

Comment No. 9-22 

The DEIR admits the Project would have significant and unavoidable adverse impacts with 
regard to air quality and traffic.  LCWLT appreciates this candid disclosure, but CEQA 
requires the incorporation of all feasible mitigation measures or the adoption of alternatives 
to lessen or avoid these significant impacts.  Feasible mitigation measures exist that are 
not discussed in the EIR.  (Pub. Resources Code § 21002; City of Marina v. Board of 
Trustees of the California State University (2006) 39 Cal. 4th 341, 368; Uphold our Heritage 
v. Town of Woodside (2007) 147 Cal. App. 4th 600.) 

Response to Comment No. 9-22 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-6, above.  This comment is noted for 
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 9-23 

Additionally, the Project fails to include mitigation, discussed in the initial study, that would 
prevent significant impacts on biological resources, including the Los Cerritos wetlands and 
species travelling between the wetlands and Alamitos Bay. 
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Response to Comment No. 9-23 

The Initial Study prepared for the Project, provided in Appendix A of the Draft EIR, 
identified potentially significant impacts to nesting birds and provided Mitigation Measure 
IS-1 to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level.  Mitigation Measure IS-1 is 
also specifically referenced on pages VI-9 and VI-12 in Section VI, Other CEQA 
Considerations, of the Draft EIR.  Additionally, the MMRP for the Project, provided in 
Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of this Final EIR, includes 
Mitigation Measure IS-1 to ensure its implementation. 

Comment No. 9-24 

Significant new information must be added to the EIR to allow it serve as an adequate 
informational document.  Once this information is added, the DEIR will need to be 
recirculated to provide the public disclosure required by CEQA.  (Pub. Resources Code § 
21092.1.) 

Response to Comment No. 9-24 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 5-13 for a discussion of the CEQA 
standard for recirculating a Draft EIR, which has not been met.  This comment is noted for 
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 9-25 

A. The DEIR Must Disclose, Analyze, and Mitigate Impacts to Biological 
Resources. 

i.  The Project Could Impact Biological Resources Due to its Sensitive 
Location. 

Near the proposed Project site lie the Los Cerritos Wetlands, all that remain of a 2,400-acre 
historic salt marsh, the last and only restorable salt marsh in Los Angeles County.  The 
wetlands are home to several endangered species, including the Belding’s Savannah 
Sparrow, California Least Tern, California Brown Pelican, Wandering Skipper, and the 
Tiger Beetle.  The City’s LCP states, “The local citizenry is very conscious of the ecological 
wealth and worth of this sensitive resource area and is very active in supporting (and 
demanding, if necessary) its preservation.”  (LCP, p. II, R-66.)  A portion of Los Cerritos 
Wetlands is located 400 feet from the Project site.  (Initial Study p. 13.) 
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Response to Comment No. 9-25 

A thorough evaluation of potential impacts to biological resources is provided in the 
Initial Study for the Project, provided in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.  As correctly 
referenced above, the Initial Study states that the nearest portion of Los Cerritos Wetlands, 
which is highly disturbed, is located approximately 400 feet northeast of the Project Site.  
This area is separated from the Project Site by intervening urban development, including 
major roadways, existing commercial development, and associated landscaping and other 
vegetation.  Further, this area is located adjacent to PCH, 2nd Street, and a free-standing 
fast food restaurant and contains substantial infrastructure, including numerous electrical 
poles with overhead lines, several large aboveground storage tanks, and oil field-related 
equipment.  Viable habitat within the Los Cerritos Wetlands is located a minimum of 
approximately 2,000 feet east of the Project Site and is separated by intervening streets 
and urban development, including a shopping center. 

Comment No. 9-26 

One of the significance thresholds discussed in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines is 
whether a project will have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or sensitive 
natural community.  Here, the Project’s location adjacent to the Los Cerritos Wetlands 
could generate impacts from runoff, noise, nighttime lighting, and other effects.  The Los 
Cerritos Wetlands is the last salt marsh and wetlands in the County, so it represents the 
last chance for restoration.  Even small impacts to degraded resources such as the 
wetlands can be significant, especially since such impacts reduce the effectiveness or 
likelihood of restoration. 

Response to Comment No. 9-26 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-25, above.  As indicated therein, the 
Project Site is not located adjacent to Los Cerritos Wetlands, but rather 400 to 2,000 feet 
away.  The Initial Study for the Project, provided in Appendix A of the Draft EIR, provides a 
thorough evaluation of potential impacts to biological resources, including habitat and 
wildlife within the wetlands, and specifically addresses indirect impacts to wildlife 
associated with the introduction of invasive species, changes in lighting, noise, changes to 
stormwater drainage and water quality, and the introduction of new vehicular hazards.  The 
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G threshold referenced above is addressed in response to 
Initial Study Question 4.b. 

Further, in response to this comment letter, the Bio Memo has been prepared by 
Dudek and is provided in Appendix FEIR-C of this Final EIR.  This memorandum provides 
a summary of the various biological resource evaluations prepared over the past several 
years for the current Project as well as past development proposals on the Project Site and 
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demonstrates that all have come to the same conclusion:  impacts would be less than 
significant with mitigation, as concluded in the Initial Study. 

As a precaution and in recognition of the sensitivity of the wetlands, the temporary 
sound barrier proposed along the northwestern Project Site property line during demolition 
(i.e., the loudest construction phase) would be extended to border the northeastern corner 
of the Project Site, thus shielding land uses to the northeast, including the nearest portion 
of the Los Cerritos Wetlands, from construction-related noise.  As detailed in revised 
Mitigation Measure I-1, this sound barrier would be designed to provide a 5-decibel 
reduction in demolition noise emanating from the Project Site.  Please refer to Section II, 
Corrections and Additions, and Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of 
this Final EIR for the updated measure.  Also refer to the Noise Memo provided in 
Appendix FEIR-E of this Final EIR for further discussion. 

Comment No. 9-27 

Another applicable standard of significance is whether the Project would interfere 
substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species 
or with resident or migratory wildlife corridors or impede use of native wildlife nursery sites.  
The Project’s long walls could block or impede water access to terrestrial and bird species.  
Its greater activity, noise, light, and human population may impede wetland species’ access 
through the property to the marina and water sources and vice-versa.  Increases in ambient 
levels of sensory stimuli (e.g., noise, light) may interfere with natural processes.  Project 
lighting could result in nocturnal species being illuminated to predators.  Alternately, the 
Project may interfere with predator detection systems based on low-light adaptation or 
hearing. 

Response to Comment No. 9-27 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-26, above.  The CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix G threshold referenced above is addressed in response to Initial Study Question 
4.d.  The biological resources analysis within the Initial Study was based on a 2011 
Biological Resources Assessment (BRA) prepared by a biologist at PCR Services 
Corporation (now ESA PCR) for a previous development proposal on the Project Site (see 
Appendix IS-1 of the Initial Study).  As discussed therein, given the presence of urban 
commercial development on and surrounding the Project Site, as well as the presence of 
major arterials such as PCH, wildlife in the Project vicinity are already subject to urban 
noise and similar disturbances such as may occur with Project implementation.  The 
Project Site does not support biologically significant wildlife movement or contain native 
wildlife nursery sites.  The Project Site is, however, located within the Pacific Flyway, which 
is identified as a major north-south route for travel by migratory birds in the Americas, and 
the Los Cerritos Wetlands have been identified by the National Audubon Society as an 
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Important Bird Area and important stopping point for migrating bird species.  Thus, Project 
development could pose a hazard to migrating bird species as they move through the area.  
However, there are extensive unobstructed flight paths in the surrounding area, including 
the San Gabriel River Channel, Los Cerritos Wetlands, Los Cerritos Channel, and areas of 
low-scale urban development.  The Project would consist of several new buildings up to  
35 feet in height, which would be consistent with existing conditions and surrounding 
development and is not expected to impact the Pacific Flyway.  Project development would 
not funnel migrating birds into existing or proposed structures or constrain the flight paths 
within the extensive open air space surrounding the Project Site.  Thus, the Project would 
not substantially interfere with the movement or migration of any native or migratory wildlife 
species.  In addition, based on the height of the Project structures, bird mortality from 
collisions with Project structures is not anticipated.  Thus, Project impacts related to wildlife 
corridors would be less than significant. 

In addition, the Initial Study evaluated impacts to sensitive species, including 
migratory birds, in response to Initial Study Question 4.a.  As discussed therein, due to the 
developed nature of the Project Site, species likely to occur on-site are limited to small 
terrestrial and avian species typically found in developed settings.  While on-site vegetation 
is limited to ornamental, non-native shrubs and trees, some on-site mature trees could 
potentially be used for roosting and nesting purposes by migratory birds.  In order to avoid 
direct impacts to migratory birds and ensure compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA) as well as California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513, 
removal of on-site mature trees would be conducted in accordance with Mitigation Measure 
IS-1, detailed in Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of this Final EIR.  
Based on that measure, efforts would be made to schedule the removal of mature trees 
between September 1 and February 14 to avoid the nesting season.  If activities were to 
occur during the nesting season, all suitable habitats would be thoroughly surveyed for the 
presence of nesting birds by a qualified biologist prior to removal.  If any active nests were 
detected, the area would be flagged, along with a minimum 300-foot buffer (buffer may 
range between 300 and 500 feet as determined by the monitoring biologist), and would be 
avoided until the nesting cycle has completed or the monitoring biologist determines that 
the nest has failed.  With implementation of the proposed mitigation measure and 
associated compliance with regulatory requirements, the Project would not have a 
substantial adverse direct effect on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or 
special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and would not result in a 
direct significant impact with regard to this topic. 

Please also refer to the Bio Memo provided in Appendix FEIR-C of this Final EIR for 
a summary of the various biological resource evaluations prepared over the past several 
years for the current Project as well as past development proposals on the Project Site.  
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That memorandum demonstrates the previous studies have come to the same conclusion:  
impacts would be less than significant with mitigation (as appropriate), as concluded in the 
Initial Study. 

Comment No. 9-28 

Community members have witnessed flocks of birds flying through the area.  The project is 
close to Alamitos Bay, the San Gabriel River, the Los Cerritos Channel and the Los 
Cerritos Wetlands.  These are known places to which birds migrate.  Residents frequently 
identify wildlife travelling through the site or resting in the marina.  Migrating birds will often 
follow nighttime lights, especially those located in the sky, believing they are following the 
moon.  As a result, they will often circle buildings with rooftop lighting until they collide with 
the structure, each other, or die of exhaustion.  Birds that survive are easily predated.  
http://www.fws.gov/birds/documents/Collisions.pdf; http://www.flap.org/flap_home.htm.)  
[sic]  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service estimates that up to fifty million birds die each 
year, circling high-rise developments and radio towers.  (http://www.fws.gov/birds/mortality-
fact-sheet.pdf.) 

Response to Comment No. 9-28 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-27 regarding potential impacts and 
associated mitigation with respect to migratory birds, as well as Response to Comment  
No. 9-12 regarding “bird-safe” design features that have already been incorporated into the 
Project. 

Comment No. 9-29 

Based on the location, alone, the Project’s demolition and construction have the potential to 
significantly impact the Los Cerritos Wetlands and its unique biological resources, to say 
nothing of traffic, noise, urban runoff, and air pollution from increased traffic.  Disclosure, 
analysis, and mitigation of these impacts was required in the DEIR and must be provided in 
a revised and recirculated DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 9-29 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 9-12 and 9-25 through 9-28, above.  
Also refer to Response to Comment No. 5-13 for a discussion of the CEQA standard for 
recirculating a Draft EIR, which has not been met.  This comment is noted for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 



III.C  Responses to Comments 

City of Long Beach 2nd & PCH  
SCH No. 2014031059 August 2017 
 

Page III-87 

  

Comment No. 9-30 

ii. The DEIR Improperly Excluded Analysis of Biological Resources. 

The EIR acknowledges that the Project site is located “in proximity to and between the San 
Gabriel River and the Los Cerritos Channel.”  (DEIR p. III-1.)  The initial study notes, 
“several waterways and open space areas which could provide habitat for sensitive species 
are located in the general vicinity of the Project Site” including the Los Cerritos Channel, 
the San Gabriel River, the Los Cerritos Wetlands, and the Alamitos Bay Marina.  (Initial 
Study p. 12.)  Despite the close proximity, however, the DEIR does not analyze the 
Project’s potential impacts on biological resources, including the Los Cerritos Wetlands.  
(DEIR p I-2.)  An EIR need not discuss an impact found not to be potentially significant in 
the initial study.  The purpose of the initial study is to provide the lead agency with 
adequate information regarding a project to determine the appropriate environmental 
review document and “documentation of the factual basis for the finding… that a project will 
not have a significant effect on the environment.”  (Ctr. for Sierra Nevada Conservation v. 
County of El Dorado (2012) 202 Cal. App. 4th 1156, 1170, citations omitted.)  However, the 
initial study prepared for the Project did not make this finding.  (Initial Study p. 11.) 

Response to Comment No. 9-30 

Under CEQA an initial study need only contain:  (1) a description of the project 
including the location of the project; (2) an identification of the environmental setting; (3) an 
identification of environmental effects by use of a checklist, matrix, or other method, 
provided that entries on a checklist or other form are briefly explained to indicate that there 
is some evidence to support the entries; (4) a discussion of ways to mitigate the significant 
effects identified, if any; (5) an examination of whether the project would be consistent with 
existing zoning, plans, and other applicable land use controls; and (6) the name of the 
person or persons who prepared or participated in the initial study.32  The initial study is 
used to support the City’s findings concerning the project’s potential impacts, but the initial 
study need not include the findings.33   

With respect to the analysis of biological impacts, the Initial Study for the Project, 
provided in Appendix A of the Draft EIR, provides a thorough evaluation of potential 
impacts to biological resources, including habitat and wildlife within the wetlands.  As 
discussed therein, all potential impacts to biological resources were determined to be less 
than significant or less than significant with mitigation, with appropriate mitigation provided 

                                            

32  CEQA Guidelines Section 15063. 
33  CEQA Guidelines Section 15063. 
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therein.  Accordingly, in accordance with CEQA, no further analysis of biological impacts 
is required.   

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 9-25 through 9-28, above, for additional 
discussion.  Also refer to the Bio Memo provided in Appendix FEIR-C of this Final EIR for a 
summary of the various biological resource evaluations prepared over the past several 
years for the current Project as well as past development proposals on the Project Site.  
That memorandum demonstrates the previous studies have come to the same conclusion:  
impacts would be less than significant with mitigation (as appropriate), as concluded in the 
Initial Study. 

Comment No. 9-31 

Instead, the initial study found the Project’s impacts would be “less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated.”  In this situation, CEQA requires an EIR to disclose and analyze 
the Project’s potentially significant environmental impacts, as well as the proposed 
mitigation measures so their efficacy can be evaluated by the public and decision-makers 
before approval of the Project.  (San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced 
(2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645.)  The DEIR reasons that a later, 2014 biological assessment 
“demonstrates that all potential impacts to biological resources would be less than 
significant (with the exception of potential impacts to migratory birds, which… would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level through regulatory compliance).  Accordingly, 
further analysis of biological resources in an EIR is no longer required.”  (Initial Study p. 
11.)  This is incorrect. 

Response to Comment No. 9-31 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-30 regarding the adequacy of the 
evaluation of potential impacts to biological resources provided in the Initial Study.  The 
public was afforded the opportunity to review and comment on that the Initial Study 
analysis, as well as Mitigation Measure IS-1 regarding migratory birds, by virtue of the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP), which was circulated on November 17, 2016, with the public 
review period ending on January 9, 2017.   

To clarify one matter, the comment refers to a “2014 biological assessment.”  
Presumably, this statement is in reference to Footnote 9 on page 11 of the Initial Study.  
That footnote in fact references a 2014 Initial Study for a previous development proposal 
on the Project Site, which recommended further analysis of biological resources in an EIR.  
No EIR was ever prepared for that project, and that project never proceeded.  The only 
purpose in mentioning the 2014 Initial Study was to acknowledge that a previous and 
separate preliminary evaluation determined that potential impacts to biological resources 
should be evaluated in an EIR, a conclusion which varies from that of the current Project’s 
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Initial Study.  No formal biological resources assessment was prepared as part of or 
appended to the 2014 Initial Study. 

However, the remainder of the footnote pertains to a 2011 BRA (provided in 
Appendix IS-1 of the Initial Study), which was prepared by a biologist at PCR Services 
Corporation (now ESA PCR) for a different previous development proposal on the Project 
Site as part of a 2011 Draft EIR, but which was used to support the analysis in the Initial 
Study for the currently proposed Project.  The 2011 BRA remains relevant as it evaluated 
biological resources on and surrounding the Project Site, which are largely unchanged 
today.   As stated in Footnote 9 on page 11 of the Initial Study “the attached assessment 
[i.e., the 2011 BRA] demonstrates that all potential impacts to biological resources would 
be less than significant (with the exception of potential impacts to migratory birds, which as 
discussed [in the Initial Study], would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through 
regulatory compliance).”  The analysis within the current Initial Study, supported by the 
2011 BRA, goes on to demonstrate that all impacts to biological resources would be less 
than significant or less than significant with mitigation.  Accordingly, further analysis of 
biological resources in an EIR was not required. 

The Bio Memo provided in Appendix FEIR-C of this Final EIR provides a summary 
of the various biological resource evaluations prepared over the past several years for the 
current Project as well as the past development proposals on the Project Site.  The 
memorandum demonstrates the previous studies have come to the same conclusion:  
impacts would be less than significant with mitigation (as appropriate), as concluded for the 
Project in the Initial Study. 

Please also refer to Response to Comment Nos. 9-25 through 9-28, above, for 
additional discussion.   

Comment No. 9-32 

First, as described in the initial study, the later assessment found potentially significant 
impacts on migratory birds.  The 2016 Initial Study stated, “some on-site mature trees could 
potentially be used for roosting and nesting purposes by migratory birds.”  (Initial Study  
p. 11.)  The 2016 Initial Study determined that direct impacts to migratory birds and 
compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the California Fish and Game Code 
could be ensured with the incorporation of a mitigation measure requiring construction to 
avoid the nesting season; preconstruction surveys; and imposition of buffers.  (Initial Study 
pp. 11–12.)  Mitigation Measure IS-1 provides: 

The Applicant shall perform one or more of the following to reduce potential 
impacts to migratory raptor and songbird species to a less than significant 
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level:  (1) vegetation removal activities shall be scheduled outside the nesting 
season for raptor and songbird species (nesting typically occurs February 15 
to August 31) to avoid potential impacts to nesting species (this will ensure 
that no active nests will be disturbed and that habitat removal could proceed 
rapidly); and/or (2) any construction activities that occur during the raptor and 
songbird nesting season shall require all suitable habitat to be thoroughly 
surveyed for the presence of nesting raptor and songbird species by a 
qualified biologist no earlier than seven days prior to commencement of 
disturbance.  If any active nests are detected, a buffer of at least 300 feet 
(500 feet for raptors) or as determined by the qualified biologist shall be 
delineated, flagged, and avoided until the nesting cycle is complete, as 
determined by a qualified biologist.  The results of the survey(s) shall be 
reported to the lead agency to document compliance with applicable state 
and federal laws pertaining to the protection of nesting native birds. 

But this mitigation measure is not contained in the DEIR.  The DEIR does not contain 
mitigation measures to prevent or reduce potential impacts to nesting migratory birds, nor 
is there an explanation of why the mitigation measure listed in the initial study was not 
included in the DEIR.  At best, the DEIR and initial study documents are internally 
inconsistent.  The Project’s potential impact on migrating birds must be disclosed and 
analyzed in an EIR, and the efficacy of the proposed mitigation measure must be 
evaluated in the EIR. 

Response to Comment No. 9-32 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-23 regarding the incorporation of 
Mitigation Measure IS-1 into the Draft EIR and the MMRP.  The Initial Study and Draft EIR 
are not internally inconsistent, and in fact the Initial Study was appended to the Draft EIR 
as Appendix A.  Also refer to Response to Comment No. 9-31 for clarification about a “later 
assessment” (actually, a 2014 Initial Study).   

Comment No. 9-33 

Second, the initial study does not conclude that the Project will not cause other impacts to 
biological resources.  On the contrary, the initial study found, “While unlikely, the Project 
could result in an indirect impact to potentially sensitive species in these surrounding areas 
through the introduction of invasive species, changes in lighting, noise, changes to 
stormwater drainage and water quality and/or the introduction of new vehicular hazards.”  
(Initial Study p. 13.)  The initial study ultimately concludes that these impacts will not be 
significant, but several of its findings lack substantial evidence, or any evidence at all.  
There must be a basis within the record to support the conclusions reached by the initial 
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study.  (Lighthouse Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 
1170, 1201.) 

Response to Comment No. 9-33 

The commenter correctly indicates the Initial Study determined that indirect impacts 
to wildlife associated with invasive species, lighting, noise, stormwater drainage and water 
quality, and vehicular hazards would be less than significant.  Those conclusions were 
based on the 2011 BRA, which was provided as Appendix IS-1 of the Initial Study.  
Incidentally, the 2011 BRA was also appended to a previous 2011 Draft EIR, which came 
to the same conclusions.  Refer to Response to Comment No. 9-31 for further information 
regarding use of the 2011 BRA. 

The Bio Memo provided in Appendix FEIR-C of this Final EIR provides a summary 
of the various biological resource evaluations prepared over the past several years for the 
current Project as well as the past development proposals on the Project Site.  The 
memorandum demonstrates the previous studies have come to the same conclusion:  
impacts would be less than significant with mitigation (as appropriate), as concluded for the 
Project in the Initial Study. 

Comment No. 9-34 

For example, the initial study concludes that invasive species will not be an issue because, 
while Project landscaping may include invasive plant species, it would also include native 
species.  (Initial Study p. 13.)  Renderings of the Project include several palm tree species, 
but nothing in the DEIR prevents planting of Mexican fan palms or other invasive plants.  
Inclusion of native species in the Project plant palette will not prevent the spread of 
invasive species.  Mitigation measures prohibiting the use of invasive species and requiring 
the use of native species must be incorporated.  Considering that a portion of the wetlands 
is located only 400 feet away, without enforceable mitigation measures prohibiting the use 
of invasive species in landscaping, the initial study’s conclusion is unsupported.  This issue 
must be discussed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 9-34 

Ornamental landscaping, including multiple types of palm species, is present 
throughout the Project area and specifically along both sides of 2nd Street and PCH, both 
adjacent to and within the Los Cerritos Wetlands.  Ornamental landscaping, including palm 
trees, is also present throughout the Project Site under existing conditions.  It is further 
noted that viable habitat within the Los Cerritos Wetlands is located a minimum of 
approximately 2,000 feet east of the Project Site and is separated by intervening streets 
and urban development, including a shopping center which also includes extensive 



III.C  Responses to Comments 

City of Long Beach 2nd & PCH  
SCH No. 2014031059 August 2017 
 

Page III-92 

  

ornamental landscaping, including a variety of palm trees.  Project landscaping would 
comply with all applicable City requirements regarding the use of native and drought-
tolerant plant species.  Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 9-31 and 9-33 
regarding the 2011 BRA, which supports the analysis within the Initial Study.  This 
comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review 
and consideration. 

Comment No. 9-35 

With regard to nighttime lighting, the initial study notes that songbirds are particularly 
vulnerable to impacts of nighttime lighting because they migrate at night, fly at low 
altitudes, and are attracted to and disoriented by artificial light.  (Initial Study p. 13.)  
LCWLT is concerned about these potential impacts.  However, instead of providing 
analysis and enforceable mitigation of this potentially significant impact in the DEIR, the 
initial study concludes that impacts will not occur, and DEIR analysis is not required, 
because “proposed lighting would not include unusually bright lights or lights directed off-
site” and because “project-related lighting would be similar in nature to that of surrounding 
development.”  No specific or enforceable lighting standards are discussed.  The DEIR 
must be revised to analyze and fully mitigate potential lighting impacts.  Mitigation 
incorporated to prevent these reasonably foreseeable impacts of new development must 
be concrete and enforceable. 

Response to Comment No. 9-35 

As stated on page 13 within the Initial Study, “Project lighting would be directed and 
installed according to the City of Long Beach lighting standards to avoid excessive lighting 
and minimize off-site light spill” (emphasis added).  Thus, Project lighting will meet all 
applicable LBMC requirements and other relevant, enforceable lighting standards.  In 
addition, as discussed in Section IV.A, Aesthetics, Views, and Light/Glare, of the Draft EIR, 
the Project includes several project design features related to lighting, including the 
shielding and aiming of lighting such that no direct beam illumination is provided outside of 
the Project Site boundary and the shielding of all new street and pedestrian lighting and/or 
direction away from off-site light-sensitive uses (see Project Design Features A-3 and A-4 
in the MMRP).  Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-12 regarding “bird-safe” 
design features that have already been incorporated into the Project.  Also refer to 
Response to Comment Nos. 9-31 and 9-33 regarding the 2011 BRA, which supports the 
analysis within the Initial Study.  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 
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Comment No. 9-36 

LCWLT suggests incorporation of the mitigation measures and policies incorporated into 
SEASP to mitigate the potential impacts of nighttime lighting on birds (e.g., white lighting, 
“lights out for birds” program, etc.). 

Response to Comment No. 9-36 

Although the SEASP has not yet been adopted and thus is not applicable to the 
Project, the Project already incorporates several of the “bird-safe” design features 
recommended in the SEASP.  Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-12 for further 
discussion.  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 9-37 

Third, the later, 2014 biological assessment referenced in the initial study is neither 
attached to the initial study that relies on it, nor is it included as an appendix to the DEIR.  
Thus, the DEIR relies on bald, unsupported assertions made in an internally inconsistent 
initial study. 

Response to Comment No. 9-37 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-31 for clarification about the “2014 
biological assessment” (actually, a 2014 Initial Study).  The current Project’s Initial Study is 
not based on that document.  Also refer to Response to Comment No. 9-33 regarding the 
2011 BRA, which supports the analysis within the Initial Study.   

Comment No. 9-38 

CEQA defines substantial evidence as “facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon 
facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.”  (CEQA Guidelines § 15384.)  This is not it.  
Without an analysis and mitigation of the Project’s potentially significant impacts on 
biological resources, the City will fail to “find out and disclose all it reasonably can,” as 
required.  (Guidelines § 15144.) 

Response to Comment No. 9-38 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-31 for discussion of the 2011 BRA, 
which was appended to and supports the biological resources analysis within the Initial 
Study.  Also refer to Response to Comment No. 9-23 regarding the incorporation of 
Mitigation Measure IS-1 into the Draft EIR and the MMRP.   
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Comment No. 9-39 

The DEIR must be revised to include an adequate analysis of the Project’s potential 
impacts to biological resources, including, but not limited to, birds travelling between 
Alamitos Bay, the Los Cerritos Channel, and the Los Cerritos Wetlands; migratory birds 
that may be harmed by exposure to nighttime lighting; the potential for bird strikes on 
Project buildings; and any potential for impacts on the wetlands or wetland species from 
noise, traffic (including noise and air quality impacts caused by traffic); construction; and 
polluted runoff. 

Response to Comment No. 9-39 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-31 for discussion of the 2011 BRA, 
which was appended to and supports the biological resources analysis within the Initial 
Study.  The various impacts cited in the comment were evaluated in the Initial Study and 
are addressed in the responses above, including Response to Comment Nos. 9-25 through 
9-28 and 9-33 through 9-36.   Also refer to Response to Comment No. 5-13 for a 
discussion of the CEQA standard for recirculating a Draft EIR, which has not been met.  
Revision of the Draft EIR is not required. 

Comment No. 9-40 

iii. The Revised DEIR Must Include Concrete and Enforceable Mitigation to 
Prevent Adverse Impacts to Resident and Migratory Birds. 

The 2nd + PCH DEIR provides a sharp contrast to that prepared for SEASP, concurrently 
under review by the City.  The SEASP EIR contains greater analysis and mitigation of the 
potential biological resource and wetland implications of increased development.  The 
Project site is included within SEASP and was, therefore, studied in the SEASP EIR.  The 
type of development proposed for the 2nd + PCH is of the type studied in the SEASP EIR.  
While the SEASP EIR ultimately concluded that SEASP’s development would not have 
significant and adverse impacts on the wetlands and its associated wildlife, this 
conclusion was based on SEASP’s incorporation of specific design standards and 
mitigation measures directed at protecting resident and migratory birds.  As the Project 
site is included within the SEASP study area, the 2nd + PCH DEIR’s failure to mitigate (or 
analyze) impacts to biological resources impacts lacks substantial evidence. 

Response to Comment No. 9-40 

As previously indicated, the SEASP has not yet been adopted and thus is not 
applicable to the Project.  Additionally, the SEASP represents a long-range plan for growth 
and redevelopment within a 1,472-acre area of the City through a 2060 planning horizon.  
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Given the extent of development contemplated under the SEASP, including within 
numerous development sites located directly adjacent to the Los Cerritos Wetlands, the 
SEASP Draft EIR necessarily contains a detailed analysis of biological impacts and 
mitigation measures commensurate with the impacts anticipated to result from 
implementation of that plan.  It is noted, however, that several of the mitigation measures 
set forth in the SEASP Draft EIR are likewise proposed either as project design features or 
mitigation measures as part of the 2nd & PCH Project (see, for example SEASP Mitigation 
Measure BIO-4 and 2nd & PCH Project Design Feature I-1 and Mitigation Measures I-2 
and I-3; also SEASP Mitigation Measure BIO-8 and 2nd & PCH Mitigation Measure IS-1).  
Most of the other SEASP biological resource mitigation measures are not relevant to the 
Project, as the Project Site does not include jurisdictional waters and is not located directly 
adjacent to wetlands or other sensitive habitat, but rather is entirely surrounding by major 
roadways and existing urban development). Similarly, as discussed in Response to 
Comment No. 9-12, the Project already incorporates several of the “bird-safe” design 
features recommended in the SEASP. 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-31 for discussion of the 2011 BRA, 
which was appended to and supports the biological resources analysis within the Initial 
Study.  Also refer to Response to Comment No. 9-23 regarding the incorporation of 
Mitigation Measure IS-1 into the Draft EIR and the MMRP.  Additionally, in response to this 
comment letter, the Bio Memo has been prepared by Dudek and is provided in Appendix 
FEIR-C of this Final EIR.  This memorandum provides a summary of various biological 
resource evaluations prepared over the past several years for the current Project as well as 
past development proposals on the Project Site and demonstrates that all have come to the 
same conclusion:  impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, as concluded in 
the Initial Study.  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 9-41 

In order to truly mitigate or prevent impacts to birds and the wetlands, the DEIR must be 
revised to incorporate SEASP’s mitigation measures for biological resources, including, but 
not limited to:  bird-safe policies regarding lighting types (white), hours, and locations; 
building design, and bioswales or other systems to prevent the discharge of polluted runoff 
into Alamitos Bay or the wetlands.  Native plantings must be used to reduce the chance of 
invasive plants placed at the Project becoming airborne and infiltrating the Los Cerritos 
Wetlands.  The plant palette incorporated into the SEASP, which was prepared in 
collaboration with Tidal Influence, should be made mandatory. 
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Response to Comment No. 9-41 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-40 regarding various mitigation 
measures set forth in the SEASP Draft EIR that are likewise proposed either as project 
design features or mitigation measures as part of the 2nd & PCH Project.  Refer to 
Response to Comment No. 9-34 regarding native/non-native plant species.  With respect to 
water quality, Section IV.G, Hydrology and Surface Water Quality, of the Draft EIR includes 
project design features designed to manage post-construction stormwater runoff and limit 
impacts on receiving waters.  Specifically, per Project Design Feature G-2 (detailed in the 
MMRP), Best Management Practices (BMPs) including flow-through planters would be 
installed to achieve bio-filtration, retention, and treatment of runoff.  Much like a bioswale, 
these flow-through planters would function as a soil and plant-based filtration device that 
removes stormwater pollutants through a combination of overland flow through vegetation, 
surface detention, and filtration through soil.  This comment is noted for the record and will 
be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 9-42 

LCWLT appreciates that the proposed structures would not exceed the SEADIP height limit 
of 35 feet, but this will not entirely eliminate the risks to birds of buildings located near 
wetlands.  As discussed in the SEASP EIR, many bird strikes occur below 55 feet.  
Architectural elements housing elevators and mechanical equipment in the Project could 
reach 40 and 56.5 feet in height.  (DEIR p. II-1.)  Bird strikes often involve the ground floor 
of a building.  For this reason, the City amended SEASP and its mitigation measures to 
require use of bird safe building treatments on all floors of a building, including the ground 
floor.  The inclusion of these SEASP policies into the Project design will reduce this 
currently unmitigated environmental impact. 

Response to Comment No. 9-42 

As discussed in Response to Comment No. 9-12, the Project already incorporates 
several of the “bird-safe” design features recommended in the SEASP, including some 
intended to reduce bird strikes.  It is also noted that the SEASP permits building heights of 
three to five stories along PCH, including within the Project Site, with exceptions for 
buildings of up to seven stories and allowing architectural features of an additional 10 feet 
in height.  In contrast, the Project involves one- to two-story buildings of a maximum of  
35 feet as defined by LBMC (similar to existing development on-site), plus architectural 
features. 
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Comment No. 9-43 

The DEIR evaluates several project design features incorporated into the Project to reduce 
potential aesthetic impacts.  PDF A-4 states, “All new street and pedestrian lighting… shall 
be shielded and/or aimed so that no direct beam illumination is provided outside of the 
Project Site boundary.”  However, protection of birds requires greater specificity about the 
type, location, and amount of lighting permitted.  This mitigation measure may reduce glare 
on-site, but it will not adequately protect birds.  PDF A-5 requires that “All exterior windows 
and glass used on building surfaces shall be non-reflective or treated with a non-reflective 
coating.”  Again, this will reduce glare, but it is not specific enough to prevent bird strikes.  
Regardless, neither of these design features are enforceable as mitigation measures.  
More is required in a revised DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 9-43 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-40 regarding various mitigation 
measures set forth in the SEASP Draft EIR that are likewise proposed either as project 
design features or mitigation measures as part of the 2nd & PCH Project.  Also refer to 
Response to Comment No. 9-12 regarding “bird-safe” design features that have already 
been incorporated into the Project.   

In any entitlement that may be granted for the Project, the City would condition the 
Project to implement the project design features identified in the Draft EIR, as ensured 
through the MMRP provided in Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of 
this Final EIR.  Further, a project design feature is not converted into a mitigation measure 
within the meaning of CEQA simply because it reduces or alleviates a project’s potential 
impact.  (Refer to Lotus v. Dep’t of Transportation (2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 645, 655–658.) 

Comment No. 9-44 

B. Air Quality Mitigation is Required. 

The DEIR concludes that the Project’s operational impacts on air quality will be significant 
and unavoidable.  (DEIR p. I-15.)  Consequently, CEQA requires the incorporation of all 
feasible mitigation or alternatives to reduce adverse air quality impacts related to Project 
operation, specifically, emissions of NOx.  (DEIR p. I-46.)  NOx emissions of the Project are 
caused primarily by vehicular traffic. 

Response to Comment No. 9-44 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-6, above.  Responses to specific 
comments regarding alternatives are provided below. 



III.C  Responses to Comments 

City of Long Beach 2nd & PCH  
SCH No. 2014031059 August 2017 
 

Page III-98 

  

Comment No. 9-45 

However, the DEIR fails to analyze or incorporate any mitigation measures to reduce the 
Project’s adverse operational air quality impact, finding “no other project design features or 
feasible mitigation measures are available.”  (DEIR p. I-46.)  Since any alternative or 
mitigation measure that would reduce traffic or vehicle trips would reduce air quality 
impacts, this statement is unsupported.  The developer cannot propose a Project that will 
have adverse air quality impacts yet not even try to mitigate them.  The DEIR must be 
revised to include a discussion of possible mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment No. 9-45 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-6, above.  As indicated in the AQ/GHG 
Memo provided in Appendix FEIR-D of this Final EIR, there are no feasible mitigation 
measures that would completely avoid the Project’s operational air quality impact 
attributable to regional NOx emissions.  Additional project design features and mitigation 
have been identified that would substantially lessen that impact, as reflected in Section II, 
Corrections and Additions, and Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of 
this Final EIR.34  It is noted, however, that the impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable despite the imposition of all feasible mitigation capable of substantially 
lessening NOX emissions.  Please also refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-70 through 
No. 18-72 later in this Section III.C, Responses to Comments, for a review of additional 
mitigation measures considered in this Final EIR with respect to regional emissions of NOX 
from Project operations. 

Comment No. 9-46 

NOx is dangerous to wetlands.  Scientific literature has documented the progressive 
adverse changes in biotic community structure and composition as a result of increased 
nitrogen emissions as well as other emissions generated by increased traffic and traffic 
congestion.4  Many ecosystems are presently nitrogen-limited and respond adversely to 
incremental additions of nitrogen, exhibiting changes in productivity, species composition 
and overall function.  Studies done on critical loads of nitrogen on freshwater and estuarine 
intertidal wetlands show that phytoplankton, algae and other species that live in the water 
column are sensitive to the chemical environment in which they reside including to nutrient 
and acidity levels; both of which are in turn influenced by vehicle emissions.  Changes in 
ecosystem structure as a result of an “overdose” of nutrients associated with the tailpipe 
emissions are linked to changes in ecosystem function.  For example, extirpation of lichens 
can alter food webs by reducing the availability of nesting material for birds, invertebrate 

                                            

34  CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(1). 
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habitat and winter forage.  The same chain of events can occur in a wetland system where 
an overdose of nutrients including nitrogen can trigger ecosystem changes that reduce the 
ecosystem function of the system and can reduce the presence of some species and 
increases in other species that are non-native and harmful to ecosystem function.  Critical 
loads vary by receptor and response and must be studied locally for these reasons. 

4 Attachment A:  Effects and Empirical Critical Loads of Nitrogen for Ecoregions of the United States and 
referenced sources. 

Response to Comment No. 9-46 

Nitrogen deposition from air emissions was considered during preparation of the 
EIR, but those emissions were determined to have insignificant incremental effects on the 
nutrient loading of wetlands in the Project vicinity.  Peer-reviewed science regarding the 
influence of atmospheric nitrogen on coastal wetlands is very minimal, and claims made 
about effects on coastal wetlands are highly speculative.  The effects of nitrogen deposition 
on ecosystems have been best demonstrated in nitrogen-limited plant communities where 
the other natural inputs of nitrogen are minimal, such as vernal pool grasslands.  Tidally 
influenced coastal wetlands such as the viable habitat located 2,000 feet from the Project 
Site have an open nutrient cycle, receive large amounts of nutrients from surface water and 
surface runoff from adjacent development, and export similarly large amounts of nitrogen 
through surface water and denitrification.35  These nitrogen inputs and exports from the 
aquatic phase are orders of magnitude greater than atmospheric inputs, and many orders 
of magnitude greater than the incremental increase associated with the Project.  For these 
reasons, Project effects related to nitrogen deposition on coastal wetlands are not 
evaluated further in the EIR.36   

Nonetheless, in response to public comments received regarding the Draft EIR, 
additional project design features and mitigation have been considered to reduce the 
Project’s significant and unavoidable operational impact with respect to regional NOX 
emissions.  Updated measures to be incorporated into the Project are reflected in Section 
II, Corrections and Additions, and Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
of this Final EIR. 

                                            

35  Denitrification is a microbially facilitated process that reduces nitrate and ultimately produces 
molecular nitrogen (N2) through a series of intermediate gaseous nitrogen oxide products. 

36  Mike Henry, PhD, Senior Ecologist, Dudek, July 2017. 
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Comment No. 9-47 

One mitigation possibility not discussed in the DEIR is contribution to the Wetland 
Monitoring, Conservation, and Enhancement Fund being created by the City for future 
development in the SEASP area.  Funds could be used for restoration of any adverse 
impacts to the wetlands attributable to excess nitrogen emitted into the wetlands by traffic 
exhaust. 

Response to Comment No. 9-47 

As previously discussed, impacts to biological resources, including wetlands 
impacts, were determined in the Initial Study (provided in Appendix A of the Draft EIR) to 
be less than significant.  As such, mitigation for biological impacts is not required under 
CEQA.  CEQA requires mitigation measures only for significant environmental impacts and 
such measures must be roughly proportional to the project’s impact.37  In addition, as 
discussed in Response to Comment Nos. 9-6 and 9-45, additional mitigation has been 
provided to address the Project’s significant and unavoidable operational impact with 
respect to regional NOX emissions, as reflected in Section II, Corrections and Additions, 
and Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of this Final EIR.     

Furthermore, as previously discussed, the SEASP has not yet been adopted and 
thus is not applicable to the Project.  However, the Project Applicant has met with the Los 
Cerritos Wetlands Land Trust to discuss opportunities for participation in wetland 
restoration efforts in the greater Project area; these discussions are ongoing.  This 
comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review 
and consideration. 

Comment No. 9-48 

C.  Greenhouse Gas Mitigation is Not Enforceable. 

Throughout the analysis, the DEIR assumes that project design features will reduce Project 
impacts below a threshold of significance.  (See, DEIR p. I-69.)  Then, instead of including 
mitigation measures, the DEIR concludes none are required.  The DEIR’s failures result in 
several analyses where potential impacts are not actually disclosed, and others where 
concrete and enforceable mitigation measures are omitted.  An EIR cannot incorporate “the 
proposed mitigation measures into its description of the project and then conclude [] [sic] 
that any potential impacts from the project will be less than significant.”  (Lotus v. 
Department of Transportation (2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 645, 655–657).  An EIR that 

                                            

37  CEQA Guidelines 15126.4 (a)(3) and (4). 
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compresses the analysis of impacts and mitigation measures violates CEQA.  (Id., 645, 
655–656.)  Taking this shortcut is “not merely a harmless procedural failing…[it] subverts 
the purposes of CEQA by omitting material necessary to informed decisionmaking and 
informed public participation.”  (Lotus v. Department of Transportation (2014) 223 
Cal.App.4th 645, 658.) 

Response to Comment No. 9-48 

The commenter cites Lotus v. Dep’t of Transportation and states that GHG 
mitigation measures may not be integrated into a project description.  (223 Cal.App.4th 
645, 655–56 (2014).)  In Lotus, the Court invalidated an EIR for Caltrans’ realignment of a 
freeway through a redwood forest because the EIR did not separate the analysis of 
mitigation measures from the project’s design features.  (Id. at p. 655-58.)  The Court 
explained that the type of cement used for the project, which could minimize the impact on 
tree root systems “might well be considered to define the project itself,” as it would be 
“nonsensical to analyze the impact of using some other composition of paving and then to 
consider use of this particular composition as a mitigation measure.” (Id. at p. 656, n. 8.)  
Alternatively, mitigation measures that are “designed to reduce or eliminate the damage to 
the redwoods anticipated from disturbing the structural root zone of the trees,” such as 
restorative planting or the use of an arborist and specialist equipment, are “plainly 
mitigation measures and not part of the project itself.” (Id. at p. 656 and at p. 656, fn. 8.)   

Like the distinction in Lotus, the measures referenced in the comment above are 
design elements that are part of the Project itself.  The features at issue include, for 
example, exterior light fixtures that limit glare, energy efficient buildings, bike parking, and 
bathroom fans.  None of these features were specifically created and added to the Project 
to mitigate environmental impacts, such as the “restorative planting” referenced in Lotus.  
As such, they are properly categorized as “Project Design Features” in the discussion and 
analysis provided in Section IV.E, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR (see 
specifically pages 39-41).  Furthermore, the various proposed energy conservation, 
transportation, waste reduction, and other related measures reflect “green” principles and 
have been incorporated in the Project to comply with the City of Long Beach Green 
Building Ordinance (Ordinance No. ORD-09-0013) and the sustainability intent of the U.S. 
Green Building Council’s Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) 
program at the Certified level (or equivalent).  Aside from the mitigation monitoring process, 
which includes the monitoring of specified project design features, other regulatory 
processes are in place to ensure compliance with any regulatory requirements. 

Comment No. 9-49 

This omission is particularly problematic with regard to the DEIR’s greenhouse gas 
emissions discussion because the project design features are nonspecific and 
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unenforceable such that greenhouse gas reductions from them would be speculative.  
Mitigation measures must be “fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or 
other measures.”  (Pub. Resources Code § 21081.6(b).)  They must also be sufficiently 
specific that they can be implemented.  Mitigation measures that “are not guaranteed to 
occur at any particular time or in any particular manner” are inadequate.  (Preserve Wild 
Santee v. City of Santee (2012) 210 Cal.App.4th 260, 281; Gray v. County of Madera 
(2008) 167 Cal.App.4th 1099, 1119.) 

Response to Comment No. 9-49 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-43 for a discussion of the enforceability 
of the Project’s design features.  Also refer to Response to Comment No. 9-48, above. 

Comment No. 9-50 

The greenhouse gas project design features include: 

 “Shield exterior fixtures to limit light pollution and glare”:  this will not reduce 
energy use or greenhouse gas generation; 

 “Commission all building[s]…to ensure efficient operations”:  no standards are 
provided.  “Efficient” is not defined. 

 “Provide bike parking on-site to reduce vehicle trips”:  how much is required? 

 “Utilize bathroom fan systems that either operate continuously or have 
humidistats to automatically remove moisture and minimize mold growth”:  
wouldn’t continuously running fans use more energy, not less? 

Response to Comment No. 9-50 

As discussed in Section II, Project Description, of this Draft EIR, the Project 
incorporates features to support and promote environmental sustainability.  “Green” 
principles have been incorporated in the Project to comply with the City of Long Beach 
Green Building Ordinance (Ordinance No. ORD-09-0013) and the sustainability intent of 
the LEED® program at the Certified level (or equivalent).  These include energy 
conservation, transportation, waste reduction, and other related measures.  These 
measures are summarized in Section IV.E, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR 
and discussed further below.  This comment correctly indicates that shielding exterior 
fixtures and utilizing fans with humidistats would not reduce GHG emissions; however, as 
indicated in the introductory text, the list of conservation features provided in the Draft EIR 
includes a variety of sustainability features, not only those designed to reduce GHG 
emissions.   
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Building energy commissioning requirements vary depending on the type of energy 
systems (HVAC, lighting, hot water, etc.) as well as manufacturer.  Requirements are 
established by the equipment vendor as well as during the construction design stage.  
Commissioning of the Project would be performed to ensure that the systems, once 
installed, are functioning within manufacturers’ parameters.  As these parameters vary 
depending on the type of equipment, numeric standards are not available.   

As discussed in Section IV.E, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR, bicycle 
parking spaces for the Project would be provided in compliance with LBMC requirements.  
Based on LBMC Section 21.64.030(B)(2)(c), a minimum of eight bicycle parking spaces 
would be required.  However, as a conservative assumption, the number of bicycle parking 
spaces was not accounted for when considering Project-related GHG reduction measures.   

The project design feature regarding bathroom fans is consistent with LEED® 
certification requirements.  As described, the project design feature provides multiple 
options which may include sensor controlled (humidity or occupancy) fans which reduce 
the amount of energy required.  Project-related GHG emissions resulting from energy 
usage was calculated based on the Residential Appliance Saturation Survey (RASS).  The 
RASS data assumes that some fans may operate continuously.  Therefore, this project 
design feature would not result in an increase in GHG emissions. 

It is noted that these four identified measures are provided in the LEED® checklist 
and would be incorporated into the Project to reach the Certified level (or equivalent) under 
LEED®.  However, no reductions in GHG emissions were incorporated into the analysis 
provided in Section IV.E., Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this Draft EIR in order to present 
a conservative analysis. 

Comment No. 9-51 

Moreover, even if the project design features were enforceable as mitigation, and even if 
they were capable of reducing the Project’s greenhouse gas emissions, they are 
insufficient.  Numerous studies have concluded that the “greenest” building is the one that 
is already built.  Demolishing the existing buildings and constructing an entirely new 
commercial center will require the incorporation of far more greenhouse gas mitigation.  
This mitigation must be well-defined and enforceable, as required by CEQA.  LCWLT 
supports inclusion of a “net zero” greenhouse gas and energy mitigation measure to offset 
the Project’s unmitigated greenhouse gas emissions.. 
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Response to Comment No. 9-51 

Section IV.E., Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR provides an analysis of 
potential GHG impacts related to the Project.  Contrary to this comment, it was determined 
that given the Project’s consistency with state, SCAG, and City of Long Beach GHG 
emission reduction goals and objectives, the Project would not conflict with any applicable 
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions 
of GHGs.  Given this consistency, it was concluded that the Project’s impacts are 
considered less than significant.  No additional mitigation measures to reduce GHG 
emissions are required since GHG impacts were concluded to be less than significant. Also 
refer to Response to Comment No. 9-7, above, for further discussion. 

Comment No. 9-52 

D. Traffic Mitigation is Speculative. 

As discussed at length during the Planning Commission hearing on SEASP on June 1, 
2017, traffic in southeast Long Beach is bad during peak hours.  Community members do 
not wish to see the situation deteriorate further.  The DEIR states that the Project will have 
significant impacts at 6 of the 31 intersections studied during construction (DEIR p. I-121) 
and at 11 intersections during operation (DEIR p. I-124.)  Six additional intersections will 
operate at an unacceptable level of service (LOS) E or F, for a total of 17 of the 31 major 
intersections studied in the DEIR.  (DEIR p. I-24.)  The DEIR finds these impacts to be 
significant and unavoidable.  (DEIR p. I-142.)  While the DEIR includes details of the 
Project’s driveways and 12 mitigation measures designed to reduce some of the Project’s 
traffic congestion impacts, several of the mitigation measures are likely infeasible.  Most 
require approval and cooperation from other agencies, Caltrans and Seal Beach, in 
particular.  At least one proposed mitigation measure would require taking private property 
to widen the road, which will likely face opposition from the property owner. 

Response to Comment No. 9-52 

As correctly summarized in the comment, improvements were identified for the 
impacted key study intersections to offset Project impacts under both Existing Plus Project 
Conditions (2016) and Future Plus Project Conditions (2019).  Specifically, refer to 
Mitigation Measures K-2 through K-12 in Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, of this Final EIR.  However, the analysis concludes that implementation of 
several of these mitigation measures would require the approval of the City of Seal Beach 
and/or Caltrans, which cannot be guaranteed at this time.  In addition, the need for 
acquisition of private right-of-way for the mitigation measures renders them infeasible.  As 
such, traffic impacts under Existing Plus Project Conditions and Future Plus Project 
Conditions are concluded to be significant and unavoidable.  It is also noted that the City 
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and the Project’s traffic engineer have been in ongoing contact with Caltrans and other 
relevant agencies throughout the Project’s environmental review process. 

Comment No. 9-53 

California courts frown upon reliance on vague and unformulated transportation plans that 
fail to commit the lead agency to proven mitigation.  (Federation of Hillside and Canyon 
Associations v. City of Los Angeles (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 1252, 1262.)  Where “practical 
considerations prohibit devising such measures early in the planning process,” CEQA 
requires an agency to “commit itself to eventually devising measures that will satisfy 
specific performance criteria articulated at the time of project approval.”  (Sacramento Old 
City Assn. v. City Council (1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1028–29.)  The DEIR neither 
contains implementable specific mitigation for the project’s traffic or parking impacts nor 
commits the project to specific performance criteria. 

Response to Comment No. 9-53 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-52 regarding the improvements 
identified to offset the Project’s traffic impacts at the significantly impacted key study 
intersections.  As detailed in Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of 
this Final EIR, Mitigation Measures K-2 through K-12 represent specific physical 
improvements that identify the lane configurations, roadway restriping and/or widening, 
signalization changes, and right-of-way acquisitions necessary to improve traffic conditions 
at the affected intersections sufficiently to reduce Project impacts to a less than significant 
level.  Accordingly, such measures are sufficiently specific to satisfy the requirements of 
CEQA.  Nonetheless, such measures are considered infeasible at this time since they 
require the approval of the City of Seal Beach and/or Caltrans, as well as the acquisition of 
right-of-way.  Additionally, while the commenter refers to parking impacts, CEQA does not 
consider parking as an environmental impact.38 As such, traffic impacts under Existing Plus 
Project Conditions and Future Plus Project Conditions are concluded to be significant and 
unavoidable. 

Comment No. 9-54 

Since these traffic mitigation measures will not likely be implemented, and because, even if 
they were, Project traffic would still cause gridlock, development pressures on the Los 
Cerritos Wetlands will increase.  LCWLT hears requests to extend Shopkeeper and 
Studebaker Roads through the wetlands under current conditions.  Increasing the 
congestion will increase the pressure on the City, which could ultimately have dire 
                                            

38  Refer to CEQA Appendix G, Section XVI. 
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implications for wetlands still under restoration and for the rare species that rely upon 
wetland habitat.  If mitigation is not available to substantially lessen or avoid a Project’s 
environmental impacts, CEQA requires an analysis of alternatives to the Project that would 
lessen or avoid traffic, and the adoption of such an alternative, if feasible.  An alternative 
reusing the existing hotel (Alternative 1) is one such alternative and must be developed 
further.  Such an alternative could easily satisfy nearly every Project objective. 

Response to Comment No. 9-54 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 9-52 and 9-53 regarding the 
improvements identified to offset the Project’s traffic impacts at the significantly impacted 
key study intersections.  The statement that “Project traffic would still cause gridlock” even 
if Mitigation Measures K-2 through K-12 were implemented is false; in many instances 
post-mitigation conditions at the affected intersections would be better than under existing 
conditions, as shown in Tables IV.K-19 and IV.K-20 in Section IV.K, Traffic and Access, of 
the Draft EIR.  In any event, the Project’s traffic mitigation program does not rely on or 
support the extension of Shopkeeper or Studebaker Roads through the wetlands.   

With regard to Alternative 1, No Project/Reoccupation of Existing Hotel Alternative, 
please refer to Response to Comment No. 7-9.  Under Existing Plus Project Conditions 
(2016), Alternative 1 would not result in any significant traffic impacts; under Future Plus 
Project Conditions (2019), Alternative 1 would significantly impact one intersection.  
Alternative 1 also would avoid the Project’s regional operational air quality impact.  
However, as discussed in Section V, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, Alternative 1 would not 
meet the underlying purpose of the Project or a majority of the Project objectives.  This 
comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review 
and consideration. 

Comment No. 9-55 

The DEIR admits the Project would have significant adverse impacts at 11 intersections, 
but claims that emergency response times will not be affected “since the drivers of 
emergency vehicles normally have a variety of options for avoiding traffic, such as using 
sirens to clear a path of travel or driving in the lanes of opposing traffic.”  (DEIR p. I-114.)  
Turning on sirens cannot clear a path of travel in gridlocked conditions, which already occur 
and which will worsen under Project implementation.  Opposing traffic lanes are useless to 
drivers of emergency vehicles when traffic is stopped in both directions.  The DEIR must be 
revised to provide a good faith analysis and actual mitigation that ensures emergency 
access will not be impeded if the Project is built. 
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Response to Comment No. 9-55 

It is acknowledged that development of the proposed Project would increase traffic 
at several intersections in the vicinity of the Project Site.  As required by California Vehicle 
Code Section 21806, Authorized Emergency Vehicles, motorists must yield the right-of-way 
to emergency vehicles.  Specifically, motorists are required to pull to the right side of the 
highway and stop to allow an emergency vehicle to pass.  If required, drivers of emergency 
vehicles are trained to utilize center turn lanes or travel in the opposing lanes to pass 
through congested intersections.  Thus, the respect entitled to emergency vehicles and 
driver training allow emergency vehicles to negotiate typical street conditions, including 
areas of congestion.  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 9-56 

E. The Project is Inconsistent with the Coastal Act. 

The Project site is located within the Local Coastal Program for the City of Long Beach.  
(DEIR p. II-6.)  CEQA requires EIRs to discuss consistency with applicable land use plans 
and regulations and to disclose, analyze, and mitigate any inconsistencies that may arise.  
The DEIR discusses SEADIP, which includes the applicable local coastal plan for 
southeast Long Beach, but does not assess the Project’s consistency with the Coastal Act 
itself.  The Coastal Act clearly states, “Coastal-dependent developments shall have priority 
over other developments on or near the shoreline.”  (Public Resources Code § 30255.) 

Response to Comment No. 9-56 

The California Coast Act is discussed in Section IV.H, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, 
specifically on pages IV.H-3 and IV.H-10.  As explained therein, California’s coastal 
management program is carried out through a partnership between state and local 
governments.  Implementation of the policies of the California Coastal Act is accomplished 
through the preparation of local coastal programs.  Development within the coastal zone 
requires a coastal development permit either through the California Coastal Commission or 
a local government that has a California Coastal Commission-certified Local Coastal 
Program (LCP).  After certification of a local coastal program, the coastal development 
permit authority is delegated to the appropriate local government.  The City of Long Beach 
implements the policies of the California Coastal Act through the City’s California Coastal 
Commission-certified LCP, which is included as an element of the City’s General Plan.   

Of the Long Beach Coastal Zone’s 10 subareas, the Project Site is located within the 
Southeast Area Communities area (corresponding to the SEADIP area), which 
encompasses the entire southeastern corner of the City.  Alamitos Bay and the marina 
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immediate west of the Project Site are located in the State’s permitting jurisdiction, while 
Marina Drive adjacent to the site is located in an appealable area, and the Project Site itself 
is located in the City’s permitting jurisdiction (non-appealable area).39  Accordingly, the 
Project is subject to the City’s LCP, consistency with which is evaluated in Table IV.H-1 on 
pages IV.H-28 and IV.H-29 of the Draft EIR.  As demonstrated therein, the Project would 
be consistent or partially consistent with all applicable LCP policies.  As the Project would 
not conflict with the LCP, which reflects and implements the California Coastal Act, no 
mitigation is required. 

Comment No. 9-57 

The Project would construct a grocery store, gym, and other retail.  These are lower priority 
uses in coastal areas than coastal-dependent uses such as the marina, support for the 
marina, or any type of visitor-serving use, such as the hotel that currently occupies the 
Project site.  (Public Resources Code § 30255; Public Resources Code § 30001.5 [“(d) 
Assure priority for coastal-dependent and coastal-related development over other 
development on the coast.”].)  The Project is a retail development that is not coastal-
dependent.  It could be placed, unchanged, anywhere.  The Project is inconsistent with 
section 30220 of the Coastal Act, which provides, “Coastal areas suited for water-oriented 
recreational activities that cannot readily be provided at inland water areas shall be 
protected for such uses.”  This marina-adjacent site could easily support water-oriented 
recreational activities.  Similarly, section 30221 provides for the protection of waterfront 
land suitable for recreational use.  No such use is provided in the Project.  Section 30224 
encourages recreational boating use, in part, by “limiting non-water-dependent land 
uses that congest access corridors and preclude boating support facilities…”  The 
Project would only provide non-water-dependent uses and would congest access corridors 
by adding 11 new significant and unavoidable traffic impacts to the area. 

Response to Comment No. 9-57 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-56, above.  As discussed therein, the 
City of Long Beach implements the policies of the California Coastal Act through the City’s 
LCP, which is included as an element of the City’s General Plan.  Section IV.H, Land Use, 
of the Draft EIR includes an analysis of Project consistency with applicable General Plan 
goals, including those set forth in the LCP.  Specifically, as shown in Table IV.H-1 on pages 
IV.H-28 and IV.H-29 of the Draft EIR, the Project would be consistent or partially consistent 
with all applicable LCP policies.  In particular, the Project would be developed in 
accordance with land use and zoning design guidelines set forth in the SEADIP (the Project 

                                            

39  City of Long Beach Coastal Zone Map, www.lbds.info/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=2555, 
accessed March 17, 2017. 
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Site is located within the Southeast Area Communities Coastal Zone area, which 
corresponds to the SEADIP area) and would provide uses that complement and are 
compatible with existing surrounding uses.  It is also noted that boating support facilities 
exist immediately west of the Project Site, adjacent to and within Alamitos Bay Marina. 

Comment No. 9-58 

The Project would also remove low-cost visitor accommodations prioritized by section 
30213 of the Coastal Act without replacement.  Further, the Project, which essentially walls 
off views of the marina from PCH, is not “sited and designed to protect views to an along 
the ocean and scenic coastal areas.”  (Public Resources Code § 30251.)  View corridors 
must be incorporated into the Project, and uses must be changed to satisfy the 
requirements of the Coastal Act.  Otherwise, these inconsistencies must be disclosed, 
analyzed, and mitigated in a revised and recirculated DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 9-58 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-56, above.  The SeaPort Marina Hotel 
ceased all operations earlier this year, and the existing buildings on-site are now vacant.   

As for view corridors, as discussed in Section IV.A, Aesthetics, Views, and 
Light/Glare, of the Draft EIR, ocean and waterfront views would be available from the upper 
terraces of the Project.  Furthermore, as shown in Figures IV.A-5 and IV.A 6 in Section II, 
Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project would include storefronts along Marina 
Drive; pedestrians and visitors along Marina Drive would have views of the waterfront as 
well.  The Project also includes landscaped pedestrian-oriented open space areas, such as 
a central plaza and paseos within the site interior, which would have openings and views 
towards the water. 

Comment No. 9-59 

Alternatives 

CEQA requires an EIR to consider alternatives to a project that would “avoid or 
substantially lessen” potentially significant adverse impacts.  (Pub. Resources Code  
§ 21002.)  “One of [an EIR’s] major functions… is to ensure that all reasonable alternatives 
to proposed projects are thoroughly assessed by the responsible official.”  (Laurel Heights 
Improvement Ass’n. v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376, 400.)  
Further, “Under CEQA, the public agency bears the burden of affirmatively demonstrating 
that… the agency’s approval of the proposed project followed meaningful consideration of 
alternatives and mitigation measures.”  (Mountain Lion Foundation v. Fish and Game 
Commission (1997) 16 Cal.4th 105, 134.) 
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Response to Comment No. 9-59 

This comment correctly states that an EIR is required to consider alternatives to a 
project that would avoid or substantially lessen potentially significant adverse impacts.  
Alternatives to the Project are discussed an evaluated in detail in Section V, Alternatives, of 
the Draft EIR.  Direction regarding the consideration and discussion of project alternatives 
in an EIR is provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 as follows: 

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to 
the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the 
alternatives.  An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a 
project.  Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 
alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation.  
An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. 

The CEQA Guidelines further direct that the range of alternatives be guided by a 
“rule of reason,” such that only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice 
are addressed.  In selecting project alternatives for analysis, potential alternatives must be 
feasible.  Beyond the three alternatives fully evaluated in the Draft EIR, two additional 
alternatives were initially considered and rejected as infeasible, as detailed in Section V, 
Alternatives, of the Draft EIR (see page V-3).   

Comment No. 9-60 

A less damaging alternative or mitigation measure must be adopted by the lead agency 
unless the lead agency can demonstrate that the mitigation is “truly infeasible.”  (City of 
Marina v. Board of Trustees of the California State University (2006) 39 Cal. 4th 341, 368; 
see also Pub. Resources Code § 21002 [“public agencies should not approve projects as 
proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which 
would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects”].)  A 
reasonable alternative may only be eliminated from consideration in the EIR if the 
alternative would not meet most of the basic project objectives, is infeasible, or would not 
reduce significant environmental impacts.  (Guidelines § 15126.6(c); Save Round Valley 
Alliance v. County of Inyo (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 1437, 1457.)  If an alternative is 
potentially feasible, “an in-depth discussion is required” in the EIR.  (157 Cal.App.4th at 
1457.)  Such alternatives must be discussed “even if these alternatives would impede to 
some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly.”  
(Guidelines § 15126.6(b).) 



III.C  Responses to Comments 

City of Long Beach 2nd & PCH  
SCH No. 2014031059 August 2017 
 

Page III-111 

  

Response to Comment No. 9-60 

This comment summarizes statutory requirements with respect to the analysis of 
alternatives in an EIR.  The alternatives discussion contained in Section V, Alternatives, of 
the Draft EIR meets these requirements.  Refer to Response to Comment No. 9-59, above.  
Also refer to Response to Comment Nos. 7-9 and 9-54. 

Comment No. 9-61 

The underlying purpose of the Project “is to create a distinctive mixed-use commercial 
environment within the community by providing a blend of shopping and dining uses, open 
space, and amenities that collectively offer an active shopping and dining experience and 
rejuvenate an existing underutilized site.”  (DEIR p. II-6.)  Specific objectives are: 

(a) Redevelop an underutilized site with a high quality, vibrant shopping center 
designed to capitalize on the property’s unique location adjacent to an active 
marina; 

(b) Strengthen the economic vitality of the City by providing property tax, sales tax, 
and other revenues, as well as construction-related and permanent employment 
opportunities; 

(c) Create a southeastern gateway to the City that is welcoming, iconic in nature, 
and visible from a distance; 

(d) Provide a high level of accessibility to and throughout the site to ensure a safe 
pedestrian environment, efficient vehicular access, convenient bicycle facilities, 
and access to mass transit; 

(e) Incorporate sustainability features, green building design elements, and 
landscaping that promote resource conservation, waste reduction, and efficient 
water management; 

(f) Create a dynamic destination for dining and shopping that offers appropriate 
amenities and a human scale in order to enhance the pedestrian experience; 

(g) Provide a distinctive, high quality, commercial environment that maximizes the 
variety of uses on-site to support the needs of nearby residents and businesses 
and attract future businesses, employers, and visitors; 

(h) Provide new landscaping combined with sensitively designed hardscape areas 
both within the site interior and along its borders to enhance the pedestrian 
experience, improve the street appearance, and revitalize the site frontage along 
Pacific Coast Highway and Marina Drive. 
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Response to Comment No. 9-61 

This comment correctly summarizes the Project’s objectives. 

Comment No. 9-62 

The DEIR concludes that the Project will have significant and unavoidable impacts on 
traffic and on air quality (due to traffic).  These significant unavoidable impacts would 
require disapproval of the proposed Project unless feasible mitigation measures or 
alternatives do not exist and specific benefits outweigh the significant impact.  (Pub. 
Resources Code § 21081.)  CEQA requires public agencies to deny approval of a project 
with significant adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 
can substantially lessen such effects.  (Pub. Resources Code § 21002; Sierra Club v. 
Gilroy City Council (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 30, 41.) 

Response to Comment No. 9-62 

The Project includes numerous mitigation measures to reduce impacts to the extent 
feasible.  Further, in response to public comments received regarding the Draft EIR, 
additional project design features and mitigation have been considered to address the 
Project’s significant and unavoidable impact with respect to regional NOX emissions 
resulting from operations.  Updated measures to be incorporated into the Project are 
reflected in Section II, Corrections and Additions, and Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program, of this Final EIR.  It is noted, however, that the impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable despite the imposition of all feasible mitigation capable of 
substantially lessening NOX emissions. 

With respect to community benefits, the Project would provide a variety of visitor-
serving commercial land uses with appropriate customer support areas, substantial 
landscaping, and open space amenities.  The Project Applicant also would help fund the 
City’s Marina Drive “Complete Street” Improvement Project (Marina Drive Project), which 
involves multimodal improvements along Marina Drive between 2nd Street and Studebaker 
Road in an effort to accommodate anticipated growth in the southeastern area of the City.  
In addition, the City has determined the Project would result in the following economic, 
social, aesthetic, and environmental benefits: 

 Implementation of the Project would redevelop and rejuvenate a currently 
underutilized site with a distinctive mix of shopping and dining uses, open space, 
and amenities that would offer an active shopping and dining experience for the 
community.  
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 Implementation of the Project would promote a vibrant shopping center designed 
to capitalize on the Project Site’s unique location adjacent to an active marina.  

 Implementation of the Project would enhance the City’s aesthetic character and 
image by providing a southeastern gateway to the City that is welcoming, iconic 
in nature, and visible from a distance.  

 Implementation of the Project would improve pedestrian and bicycle safety 
around the Project Site and would encourage employees and visitors to the site 
to use mass transit by providing a high level of accessibility to and throughout the 
site, efficient vehicular access, convenient bicycle facilities, and access to mass 
transit.  

 Implementation of the Project would incorporate sustainability features, green 
building design elements, and landscaping that promote resource conservation, 
waste reduction, and efficient water management.  

 Implementation of the Project would enhance the pedestrian experience around 
the Project Site by creating a dynamic destination for dining and shopping that 
offers appropriate amenities on an appropriate human scale.  

 Implementation of the Project would provide a distinctive, high quality, 
commercial environment that maximizes the variety of uses on-site to support the 
needs of nearby residents and businesses and attract future businesses, 
employers, and visitors.  

 Implementation of the Project would enhance the pedestrian experience, improve 
the street appearance, and revitalize the site frontage along Pacific Coast 
Highway and Marina Drive by providing new landscaping combined with 
sensitively designed hardscape areas both within the site interior and along its 
borders.  

 Implementation of the Project would generate one-time construction revenues for 
the City’s General Fund in the amount of approximately $350,000.  This figure 
does not include any planning or construction permit fees paid to the City, 
including environmental mitigation, LEED® certifications, or other public benefit 
commitments.  

 Implementation of the Project would increase the amount of annual tax revenue 
generated by the Project Site.  After the Project’s buildout, the Project would 
generate approximately $2.8 million annually in net fiscal impact for the City’s 
General Fund.  This represents an incremental net fiscal impact per year of 
approximately $2.7 million above the existing development, as the existing hotel 
generates approximately $100,000 in net fiscal impact for the City.    

 Implementation of the Project would generate approximately 1,011 total 
construction-related jobs within the City’s economy, including approximately  
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726 jobs that would be involved directly in the Project’s construction, 
approximately 107 jobs at businesses selling merchandise and services directly 
to the construction general contractor and subcontractors, and 178 additional 
jobs resulting from household expenditures by direct and indirect employees.   

 Implementation of the Project would generate a net total of approximately  
903 permanent employees within the City during the Project’s operation, 
including approximately 720 employees that would be involved directly in the 
Project’s daily operation located in the City, approximately 76 employees through 
indirect impacts, and approximately 107 employees through induced impacts.  
Indirect impact employees are those resulting from goods and services 
purchased by Project Site businesses to support business operations.  Induced 
employee impacts result from Project household spending and purchases by 
direct and indirect employees for their household-related goods and services.   

Refer to Response to Comment No. 9-59 regarding the alternatives analysis.  Also 
refer to Response to Comment Nos. 7-9 and 9-54. 

Comment No. 9-63 

However, feasible alternatives that would reduce the Project’s traffic and air quality impacts 
do exist.  A qualifying alternative would need only to reduce the Project’s trip generation 
(and with it, its air quality impacts).  This could involve conversion of the retail uses to uses 
that generate less traffic and/or a reduction in square footage.  The DEIR claims that 
reductions in square footage above 30 percent are financially infeasible, but substantial 
evidence is not provided for this statement.  The revised DEIR must include substantial 
evidence for its conclusions about financial feasibility. 

Response to Comment No. 9-63 

As stated in Section V, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, alternatives with a similar land 
use mix as the Project and floor area reductions of greater than 30 percent were rejected 
as infeasible.  More specifically, a retail project which reflects greater than a 30 percent 
reduction in rentable area would not achieve the financial returns required for institutional 
investors and therefore is considered infeasible.  The fixed land price coupled with the 
substantial and atypical site improvement costs (which include items such as:  stone 
column/geopier infrastructure to stabilize the site due to a high water table and liquefaction 
potential; remediation of contaminated soil; oil well reabandonment; and utility 
infrastructure) plus building construction costs require a certain amount of rentable area to 
generate sufficient revenue to offset the total development costs.  It is important to note 
that the site improvement costs and fixed land price would be the same regardless of the 
size of the Project.  Developing a project with a reduction of more than 30 percent in 



III.C  Responses to Comments 

City of Long Beach 2nd & PCH  
SCH No. 2014031059 August 2017 
 

Page III-115 

  

rentable area would produce investor returns/yields far below what is acceptable in the 
market and produce minimal to no profit, rendering it infeasible.40  

While other land use types combined with a reduced floor area could potentially 
result in fewer or reduced impacts, the EIR need not consider every possible combination 
of land uses that could be developed on-site (refer to Response to Comment No. 9-59 for 
further discussion).  It is also noted that the Project is permitted by-right under the currently 
adopted SEADIP and is less intensive than the maximum density proposed for the Project 
Site under the current draft of the SEASP.   

Comment No. 9-64 

One alternative that would satisfy CEQA’s requirements is Alternative 1, the “Reoccupation 
of Existing Hotel Alternative.”  Alternative 1 involves remodeling and reusing the SeaPort 
Marina Hotel’s 248 guestrooms and commercial uses.  Air quality impacts would  
be reduced below a level of significance (DEIR p. V-15.)  Alternative 1 would generate 
13,029 fewer trips than the Project and avoid significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at 
10 intersections.  (DEIR p. V-20.)  The DEIR vastly understates this reduction in traffic, 
claiming, “Alternative 1 would result in significant traffic impacts that, like the Project, would 
remain significant and unavoidable.”  (DEIR p. V-21.)  While Alternative 1 would result in an 
impact at a single intersection, it is a far cry from the 11 significantly-impacted intersections 
under the Project (in addition to the 6 additional intersections brought to LOS E and F).  
This alternative would also satisfy Coastal Act policies aimed at increasing visitor serving 
amenities and accommodations for coastal visitors.  Thus, Alternative 1 must be 
considered so long as it is feasible and meets the basic project objectives. 

Response to Comment No. 9-64 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-59 regarding the alternatives analysis.  
Also refer to Response to Comment Nos. 7-9 and 9-54.  This comment is noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 9-65 

However, the DEIR rejects this alternative, almost entirely because it does not provide a 
shopping center at the site.  (DEIR p. V-22.)  But there is no reason that reuse of the hotel 
would not redevelop an underutilized site, serve as a gateway to the City, provide tax 
revenue to the City, provide construction jobs, incorporate sustainability features, provide 

                                            

40  Steve Shaul, Senior Director of Development, CenterCal Properties, LLC, July 2017. 
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dynamic dining opportunities, provide new landscaping to enhance the pedestrian 
experience, or provide a high level of accessibility.  Literally the only objective not satisfied 
is that related to creating a shopping center, and retail could be incorporated into the hotel 
alternative. 

Response to Comment No. 9-65 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-59 regarding the alternatives analysis.  
Also refer to Response to Comment Nos. 7-9 and 9-54.  It is further noted that due to the 
existing design and layout of the SeaPort Marina Hotel, Alternative 1, the No 
Project/Reoccupation of Existing Hotel Alternative, would not maximize use of the land 
near the marina.  Reoccupation of the hotel would provide only minimal construction jobs 
needed to bring the buildings up to code, and tax revenues from the property would be 
substantially less than those of the proposed retail shopping center. 

Comment No. 9-66 

In any case, a Project alternative need only “attain most of the basic objectives” of the 
Project.  (Pub. Resources Code § 21061.1; Guidelines § 15126.6(a), emphasis added.)  In 
reality, it “is virtually a given that the alternatives to a project will not attain all of the 
project’s objectives.”  (Watsonville Pilots Ass’n v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 
Cal.App.4th 1059, 1087.)  Here, Alternative 1 could satisfy all but one of the City’s 
objectives while fully eliminating the Project’s significant impact on air quality.  Unless 
Alternative 1 is infeasible, it must be adopted by the City.  It is irrelevant that the Applicant 
has clearly stacked the deck against the alternative.  “[T]he willingness or unwillingness of 
a project proponent to accept an otherwise feasible alternative is not a relevant 
consideration.”  (Save Round Valley, supra, 157 Cal.App.4th at 1460, fn. 10, citing Uphold 
Our Heritage v. Town of Woodside (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 587, 602.)  Project alternatives 
remain feasible “even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of 
the project objectives, or would be more costly.”  (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(b).) 

Response to Comment No. 9-66 

The commenter states the City should adopt Alternative 1, the No Project/
Reoccupation of Existing Hotel Alternative, because it would meet all but one of the Project 
objectives.  However, the commenter is incorrect.  Under Alternative 1, the existing (and 
currently vacant) hotel would be renovated and the property would operate as a refurbished 
hotel.  As discussed in Section V, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, Alternative 1 would not 
meet the underlying purpose of the Project or a majority of the Project objectives.  
Specifically, this alternative would not involve:  the creation of a distinctive mixed-use 
commercial environment providing a blend of shopping and dining uses, open space, and 
amenities; a high quality, vibrant shopping center designed to capitalize on the property’s 
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unique location adjacent to an active marina; the generation of revenues and employment 
opportunities to the same extent as the Project; the incorporation of sustainability features 
and green building design elements to the same extent as the Project; the creation of a 
dynamic destination for dining and shopping; a distinctive, high quality, commercial 
environment that maximizes the variety of uses on-site to support the needs of nearby 
residents and businesses and attract future businesses, employers, and visitors; and 
revitalization of the site frontage along Pacific Coast Highway and Marina Drive. 

The commenter also states that Alternative 1 could be modified to meet additional 
Project objectives.  However, an EIR “is not required to address every imaginable project 
alternative.”  (Refer to Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont, 190 
Cal.App. 316, 354.)  When the EIR discusses “a reasonable range of alternatives sufficient 
to foster informed decision making, it is not required to discuss additional alternatives 
substantially similar to those discussed.”  (Cherry Valley, at p. 355.)  This comment is noted 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 9-67 

The DEIR did not evaluate an off-site alternative for the development.  However, because 
this development will have unavoidable significant impacts on 11 intersections and will 
bring 6 additional intersections to a failing LOS E or F, impacts entirely dependent on this, 
particular site, off-site locations should be considered.  Off-site alternatives should be 
considered when “significant effects of the project would be avoided or lessened by putting 
the project in another location.”  (Guidelines §15126.6(f)(2)(A).)  The CEQA Guidelines 
take a narrow view of what constraints would render an alternative site infeasible (for 
example, the lack of extractable resources on a site for a resource extraction project).  
(Guidelines §15126.6(f)(2)(B).)  By contrast, there is no inherent need to locate a grocery 
store and a gym at the intersection of 2nd Street and Pacific Coast Highway.  Both 
amenities are already available in the area, with a recently-renovated Gelson’s located 
across the street. 

Response to Comment No. 9-67 

The commenter misstates the test for evaluating the feasibility of an off-site 
alternative under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2)(B).  The factor listed in that 
Guideline—extractable natural resources—is only one illustrative factor.  CEQA broadly 
defines “feasible” as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and 
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technological factors.”41  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 9-68 

California courts have endorsed the use of rigorous off-site alternatives analyses.  (See, for 
example, Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553 
[upholding EIR in part because of adequate analysis of an off-site alternative] and Save 
Round Valley Alliance v. County of Inyo (2007) 157 Cal. App. 4th 1437 [EIR found 
inadequate for failure to assess an offsite alternative that would have reduced impacts].)  In 
Save Round Valley, the court considered evaluation of an off-site alternative essential, 
even though the project applicant had stated that he did not wish to develop at other 
locations, and wanted to develop the specific site chosen because of its proximity to water 
and views of the Sierra Nevada mountains.  (Id.  at 1457, 1465.)  In the litigation over the 
Home Depot proposed nearby on Studebaker, the court rejected the applicant’s rejection of 
off-site alternatives without a declaration that they were truly infeasible. 

Response to Comment No. 9-68 

With respect to the decision in Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors 
(1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, the court held that off-site alternatives need only be considered 
when they are “feasible” and can be “accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and 
technological factors.”  (52 Cal.3d at 574.)  Whether an alternative site “is owned or can 
reasonably be acquired by the project proponent” is a factor in considering whether an 
alternative is feasible.  (Id.)  The need for private developers to consider off-site 
alternatives is narrower than it is for public entities and generally is only necessary when 
the private developer owns or controls feasible alternative sites, has the ability to purchase 
or lease such properties, or otherwise has access to suitable alternatives.  (Id.)  With 
respect to the latter issue, the commenter cites to the decision in Save Round Valley 
Alliance v. County of Inyo (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 1437, in which the court held that an EIR 
was required to evaluate an off-site alternative.  In that case a private developer was 
presented with a clearly identified and available off-site alternative consisting of land owned 
by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), but did not pursue it.  (157 Cal.App.4th 1437, 
1458 (2007) (holding that BLM “certainly would have entertained” a land exchange if the 
Project developer had “expressed any interest”).)  In this case, there is no clearly identified 
and available off-site alternative location.  Instead, the Project is proposed on one of the 
few large and available commercial properties along the Long Beach waterfront.  The 

                                            

41  CEQA Guidelines Section 15364; CEQA Section 21061.1. 
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Project Applicant does not own a similarly situated lot, nor does the Applicant own other 
property in the City of Long Beach.  Therefore, developing the Project in an alternative site 
would not be “feasible” under CEQA Guidelines Section 15364.   

Additionally, an off-site alternative may not meet key Project objectives, including:  
the redevelopment of an underutilized site with a high quality, vibrant shopping center 
designed to capitalize on the property’s unique location adjacent to an active marina; 
creation of a southeastern gateway to the City that is welcoming, iconic in nature, and 
visible from a distance; and enhancement of the pedestrian experience, improvement of 
the street appearance, and revitalization of the site frontage along Pacific Coast Highway 
and Marina Drive.  In addition, an off-site alternative likely would not avoid the Project’s 
significant and unavoidable air quality impact since that impact is largely attributable to the 
number of automobile trips generated by the proposed land uses. 

Comment No. 9-69 

The objective of capitalizing on the adjacent marina is not a key element—the Project 
simply provides view of the water from some of the retail and restaurant space.  The uses 
envisioned do not rely on the water; the development would be appropriate nearly 
anywhere.  There is no reason that the exact project would not succeed in a waterfront 
location elsewhere or in a location that is not on the waterfront.  On off-site alternative must 
be considered in a revised DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 9-69 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 9-67 and 9-68, above. 

Comment No. 9-70 

As discussed in the introduction, LCWLT urges the applicant to submit a revised design 
with a 10 to 20 percent smaller footprint in order to reduce the amount of ground floor 
space occupied by parking and increase useable open space for pedestrians, bicyclists.  
This alternative would provide greater views and connections to the waterfront and the Los 
Cerritos Wetlands.  Such an alternative would reduce the Project’s air quality and traffic 
impacts while providing greater consistency with the Coastal Act, General Plan, and 
General Plan update policies.  All Project objectives would be satisfied.  With less than the 
30 percent square footage reduction studied in the DEIR’s Reduced Intensity Alternative, 
such an alternative would be economically feasible, as well.  LCWLT looks forward to such 
an alternative in the revised DEIR. 
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Response to Comment No. 9-70 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-17 regarding the suggested floor area 
reduction, and Response to Comment Nos. 9-59 and 9-66 regarding the EIR’s evaluation 
of a reasonable range of alternatives.  Also, the Project would not cause any significant 
impacts relating to land use, views, open space, or parking; thus, alternatives reducing 
such impacts are not required under CEQA.  Further, even assuming a 10 percent 
reduction in the size of the Project would result in a roughly 10 percent reduction in the 
Project’s significant and unavoidable traffic and air quality impacts, such a reduction would 
not substantially lessen those impacts in light of the significance thresholds and the 
Project’s exceedance of those thresholds.  Finally, refer to Response to Comment No. 9-63 
for a discussion of the cost and revenue factors that affect the feasibility of reduced project 
alternatives, which factors apply equally to the size reductions suggested by the 
commenter.  

Comment No. 9-71 

Conclusion. 

The Project site has great potential to provide visual connection to the waterfront from 
Pacific Coast Highway, but the Project essentially walls off the development along PCH, 
especially near the intersection with Second Street.  (DEIR pp. II-9, II-19.)  A site plan with 
more view corridors to link these areas of southeast Long Beach, consistent with SEASP 
would improve the visitor, pedestrian, and driver experience on PCH while improving flight 
patterns for birds passing between the Los Cerritos Wetlands and other areas of water.  
The City should consider additional opportunities for view corridors and linkages in this 
Project. 

Response to Comment No. 9-71 

This comment reiterates the commenter’s concerns regarding the Project’s design 
and summarizes some of the suggestions for a different Project.  These concerns have 
been addressed above in Response to Comment Nos. 9-4 through 9-70.  This comment is 
noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration.   

Comment No. 9-72 

The DEIR must also be revised to incorporate much more mitigation and then be 
recirculated for public comment. 
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Response to Comment No. 9-72 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-45 regarding the additional mitigation 
measures that have been proposed, as reflected in Section II, Corrections and Additions, 
and Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of this Final EIR.  Also refer 
to Response to Comment No. 5-13 for a discussion of the CEQA standard for recirculating 
a Draft EIR, which has not been met.  This comment is noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 9-73 

LCWLT thanks the City for this opportunity to provide input into this important process and 
looks forward to the City’s responses to its comments.  It is LCWLT’s hope that the 2nd + 
PCH Project be redesigned into a development that serves as an example for future 
redevelopment in southeast Long Beach.  Please contact me if you have any questions. 

Response to Comment No. 9-73 

This comment concludes the letter.  No further response is necessary. 

Comment No. 9-74 

See following pages. 



Chapter 5 
Effects and Empirical Critical Loads of 
Nitrogen for Ecoregions of the United States 

Linda H. Pardo, Molly J. Robin-Abbott, Mark E. Fenn, Christine L. Goodale, 
Linda H. Geiser, Charles T. Driscoll, Edith B. Allen, Jill S. Baron, Roland 
Bobbink, William D. Bowman, Christopher M. Clark, Bridget Emmett, 
Frank S. Gilliam, Tara L. Greaver, Sharon J. Hall, Erik A. Lilleskov, Lingli 
Liu, Jason A. Lynch, Knute J. Nadelhoffer, Steven J. Perakis, John L. 
Stoddard, Kathleen C. Weathers and Robin L. Dennis 

5.1 Introduction 

5.1.1 Effects of Nitrogen Deposition on Ecosystems 

Human activity in the last century has led to a significant increase in nitrogen (N) 
emissions and deposition (Galloway et al. 2004). Total N emissions in the United 
States have increased significantly since the 1950s (Galloway 1998, Galloway et al. 
2003). As S deposition has declined in response to regulation, the rate of N depo-
sition relative to S deposition has increased since the 1980s (Driscoll et al. 2001, 
2003) followed by a general decrease in NO emissions from electric utilities since 
the early 2000s. More recently, the relative proportion of bal. (NH4+  + NH3) to 
NO. (NO +NO2) emissions has also increased for many areas of the United States 
(Kelly et al. 2005; Lehmann et al. 2005). 
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Because of past, and, in some regions, continuing increases in emissions (Lehm-
ann et al. 2005; Nilles and Conley 2001), N deposition has reached a level that has 
caused or is likely to cause alterations in many United States ecosystems. In some 
ecoregions, the impact of N deposition has been severe, altering N cycling and 
biodiversity. Indicators of altered N cycling include increased N mineralization, 
nitrification, and nitrate ( NO3-  ) leaching rates, as well as elevated plant tissue N 
concentration. The eventual outcome of increases in these processes can be N satu-
ration, the series of ecosystem changes that occur as available N exceeds plant and 
microbial demand (Aber et al. 1989, 1998). 

As N availability increases, there are progressive changes in biotic community 
structure and composition, including changes in diatom, lichen, mycorrhizal fungal 
and terrestrial plant communities. For example, in the Mediterranean California 
ecoregion, native plant species in some ecosystems have been replaced by invasive 
species that are more productive under elevated N deposition (Fenn et al. 2010; 
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Level I Ecoregions 

Taiga 
Tundra 

5 Eastern Temperate Forests 
al Great Plains 

Marine West Coast Forests 
OSA Mediterranean California 

 North American Deserts 
ta6 Northern Forests 

Northwestern Forested Mountains 
Southern Semi-Arid Highlands 

5 Temperate Sierras 
Tropical Humid Forests 

Fig. 5.1 Level I ecological regions in the United States. (Commission for Environmental Coop-
eration 1997) 

Rao and Allen 2010; Rao et al. 2010; Weiss 1999; Yoshida and Allen 2004). Such 
shifts in plant community composition and species richness can lead to overall loss-
es in biodiversity and further impair particular threatened or endangered species 
(Stevens et al. 2004), as has occurred for the checkerspot butterfly (Weiss 1999). 

5.1.2 Approach for Determining Empirical Critical Loads 
of Nitrogen 

Recently, Pardo et al. (2011a—d) synthesized research relating atmospheric N depo-
sition to effects on terrestrial and freshwater ecosystems in the United States and 
quantified empirical critical loads of atmospheric N deposition, with one chapter 
devoted to each of 12 major ecoregions. This chapter summarizes those findings 
and includes a brief discussion of the approach used to set critical N loads. 

For this synthesis, we reviewed studies of responses to N inputs for U.S. ecore-
gions as defined by the Commission for Environmental Cooperation (CEC) Level 
I ecoregions map for North America (CEC 1997; Fig. 5.1). We estimated critical 
loads based on data from> 3200 sites (Fig. 5.2). We identified the receptor of con-
cern (organism or ecosystem compartment), the response of concern, the critical 
threshold value for that response, and the criteria for setting the critical load and 
extrapolating the critical load to other sites or regions. These methods are described 
in detail in Pardo et al. (2011a, b, d). 
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Fig. 5.2 Locations of > 3200 sites in the United States with modelled N deposition for which 
ecological responses are reported 

The receptors evaluated included freshwater diatoms, mycorrhizal fungi, lichen-
ized fungi (henceforth lichens). bryophytes, herbaceous plants, shrubs, and trees. 
Ecosystem impacts included: (1) biogeochemical responses and (2) individual spe-
cies, population, and community responses. We considered N addition (fertiliza-
tion) experiments, N deposition gradient studies and long-term monitoring studies 
in order to evaluate ecosystem response to N deposition inputs. Nitrogen deposition 
at sites included in this analysis (Weathers and Lynch 2011) was either based on 
the deposition reported in the publication or, when that was not available, we used 
modelled deposition quantified by the Community Multiscale Air Quality (CMAQ) 
model v.4.3 simulations of wet + dry deposition of oxidized (NO) and reduced 
(NH,) N species (Fig. 5.2). Hereafter, this model is referred to as CMAQ 2001, as 
it uses 2001 reported data (Byun and Schere 2006; Byun and Ching 1999). In some 
areas of elevated N deposition, CMAQ at this grid scale (36 km) likely underes-
timates total N deposition. This is the case, for example, over much of California 
(Fenn et al. 2010). For more detail on deposition, see Weathers and Lynch (2011). 
We afforded greater weight to long-term fertilization studies (5-10 years) than to 
short-term studies. Single-dose forest fertilization studies exceeding 50 kg N ha-1  
were generally not considered, but lower dose short-term studies were considered 
when other observations were limited. 
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We rarely had data to distinguish biotic or ecosystem response to reduced forms 
versus oxidized forms of N. There is some evidence that for some species, reduced 
forms of N may have more substantial impacts than oxidized forms (Bobbink et al. 
2003; Cape et al. 2009; Kleijn et al. 2008; Sutton et al. 2009). Differences in uptake 
rates and preference for NH4 versus NO3 across different plant taxa (Falkengren-
Grerup 1995; McKane et al. 2002; Miller and Bowman 2002; Nordin et al. 2006) 
lead to differences in sensitivity to NU (Krupa 2003) and NON. However, not all 
species are more sensitive to NfIx  than NOy  (Jovan et al. 2012); these responses 
vary by species and functional type. Some species are more sensitive to increases in 
NO as was demonstrated for boreal forests (Nordin et al. 2006). 

In general, we determined the critical load based on the observed response pat-
tern to N inputs. In some cases, there was a clear dose-response relationship where 
the response changed above a certain threshold. In other cases, when response to 
increasing N was more linear, we estimated the "pristine" state of N deposition and 
the deposition that corresponded to a departure from that state. The criteria for set-
ting critical loads are discussed in detail in Pardo et al. (2011a, b, d). 

5.1.3 Contents of this Chapter 

In this chapter we synthesize empirical critical loads of N reported for all the 
ecoregions of the United States, compare critical loads by life form or ecosystem 
compartment across all ecoregions, discuss the abiotic and biotic factors that affect 
the critical loads, present the significance of these findings and, fmally, compare 
critical loads in the United States to those for similar ecoregions/ecosystems in Eu-
rope. For each receptor, we present maps of critical loads by ecoregion. 

The range of critical loads of nutrient N reported for the United States ecoregions, 
inland surface waters, and freshwater wetlands is 1-39 kg N ha-tyr-' (Table 5.1). 
This broad range spans the range of N deposition observed over most of the coun-
try (KN. Weathers and Lynch 2011). The number of locations for which ecosystem 
response data were available (Fig. 5.2) for an ecoregion is variable, which impacts 
the level of certainty of the empirical critical loads estimates. 

5.2 Mycorrhizal Fungi 

Mycorrhizal fungi reside at the interface between host plants and soils, exchanging 
soil resources, especially nutrients, with host plants in exchange for photosynthates 
(carbon compound). Due to this important and unique ecological niche, mycorrhi-
zal fungi are at particular risk due to changes in either the soil environment or host 
carbon allocation. 
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Changes in CO, exchange, 
cover, foliar N, and community 
composition of vascular plants 

Changes in lichen pigment 
production and ultrastructure, 
changes in lichen and bryo-
phyte cover 

Changes in alga, bryophyte, 
and lichen community com-
position, cover, tissue N or 
growth rates 

(Strengbom et al. 2003)d; 
(Nordin et al. 2005)d 

(Thomas et al. 2010) 
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Table Si Summary of critical loads of nutrient N for United States ecoregions including their reliability 

Response Comments Ecoregion Ecosystem 
component 

CL for N deposition 
kg N ha lyr 11  

Reliability 

Tundra Prostrate 1-3 
dwarf 
shrubs 

11# 

Tundra Lichens 1-3 (#) 

Taiga Lichen. 1-3 
moss, and 
algae in 

, forests and 
1  woodlands 

Taiga • Spruce 
forests 

5-7 (N) 

Taiga Shrublands 6 #4 

Northern 
Forests 

Hardwood 
and Conifer-
ous Forests 

>3 

Change in shrub and grass 
cover, increased parasitism of 
shrubs 

Decreased growth of red pine, 
and decreased survivorship 
of yellow birch, scarlet and 
chestnut oak, quaking aspen, 
and basswood 

Long term, low N addi-
tion study: shrub cover 
decreased, grass cover 
increased 

Change in ectomycorrhizal 
fungal community structure 

N addition study, Green-
land high arctic, P 
enhanced N effects 

N addition studies, high 
and low arctic, P enhanced 
or moderated N effects 

Expert judgment, extrapo-
lated from Marine West 
coast spruce and northern 
spruce-fir forest 

Study 

(Arens et al. 2008)' 

(Hyvarinen et al. 2003)1'; 
(Makkonen et al. 2007)b; 

1 (Arens et al. 2008)', 

(Poikolainen et al. 1998)s; 
(Strengbom et al. 2003)d; 
(Vitt et al. 2003)°, (Berry-
man et al. 2004)°; (Moore 
et al. 2004)°; (Berryman and 
Straker 2008)°; (Geiser et al. 
2010) 

(Lilleskov 1999); (Lilleskov 
et al. 2001,2002,2008) 

Page III-127



(Hurd et al 1998) 

(Aber et al. 2003) 

(McNulty et al. 2005) 

(Van Diepen ct al. 2007); 
(Van Diepen 2008) 

(Baron 2006) 

Study 

(Lilleskov et al. 2008) 

Geiser et al. 2010) 

5
E

ffects
 and E

m
pirical  C

ritical  L
oads

 of N
itrogen for E

co
regions 

(Geiser et al. 2010) 

Forests 

Northern 
Forests 

Northern 
Forests 

North ern 
Forests 

cover 
species 

Hardwood 
and Conifer-
ous Forests 

Old-growth 
montane red 
spruce 

Arbuscular 
mycorrhizal 
limp 

Changes in diatom 
assemblages 

Epiphytic lichen community 
change in mixed-conifer for-
ests, Alaska 

As wet deposition only 

Application of western 
Oregon and Washington 
model 

Table 5.1 (continued) 

Ecoregion Ecosystem [ CL for N deposition Reliability Response ; Comments 

Lichens (#) 

component 1. kg  N ha 'yr

1-
.. 

Epiphytic lichen community ' Loss of oligotrophic 
change 1 species. Synergistic and/ 

or confounding effects of 
acidic deposition not con-
sidered; assumes response 
threshold similar to Marine 
West Coast Forest 

Change in fungal community 
structure 

Decreased growth and/or Response observed in 
induced mortality I low-level fertilization 

experiment 

Biomass decline and commu- 
nity composition change 

Northwest 1 Alpine lakes 
Forested 
Mountains 

Northwest Lichens 
Forested 
Mountains 

Northern 
Forests 

Northern Ectomycor- 5- 
Forests rhizal fungi 

Northern Herbaceous >7 and <21 

8 

>10 and <26 

<12 

1.5 

1.2-3.7 

(01 

(0) 

Loss of prominent species 

 

Response observed in 
low-level fertilization 
experiment 

 

  

Increased surface water NO3 
leaching 
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Table 5.1 (continued) 

Ecoregion Ecosystem 1 CL for N deposition !Reliability  
component 1 kg N 

Response Comments Study 

Northwest Alpine lakes 4.0 
Forested 
Mountains 

Northwest Alpine 4-10 
Forested grassland 
Mountains 

Northwest Ectomycor- 5-10 
Forested rhizal fungi 
Mountains 

Northwest Mixed coni- 17 
Forested fer forest 
Mountains 

Marine Western 
West Coast OR and WA 
Forests forests  

Epiphytic lichen community 
change, thallus N enrichment 
in mixed-conifer forests, 
non-Alaska 

Increase in organic horizon N, 
foliar N, potential net N miner-
alization, and soil solution N, 
initial increases in N leaching 
below the organic layer ' 

Episodic freshwater 
acidification 

Changes in plant species 
composition 

Changes in cetomycorthizal 
fungal community stntcture in 
white, black, and Engelman 
spruce forests 

NO3-  leaching 
reduced fine root biomass 

Epiphytic lichen community 
change 

Expert judgment, extrapo-
lated from Marine West 
Coast spruce and northern 
spruce-fir forest 

Loss of oligotrophic spe-
cies, enhancement of eutro-
phic species. CL increases 
with regional range in 
mean annual precipitation 
from 45-450 cm 

(Fenn et al. 2008); (Geiser 
et al. 2010) 

(Baron et al. 1994); (Rueth 
and Baron 2002) 

(Lilleskov 1999); (Lilleskov 
et al. 2001, 2002, 2008) 

(Fenn et al. 2008) 

(Geiser et al. 2010) 

Nk 

(#) 

NY 

Northwest Lichens 
Forested 
Mountains 

Northwest Sub-alpine 
Forested forest 
Mountains 

4 

2.5-7.1 

(Williams and Tonnessen 
2000) 

Bowman et al. 2006) 

'I E
 o

p
te

d
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Study 

(Whytemare et al. 1997); 
(Lilleskov 1999), (Lilleskov 
et al, 2001, 2002) 

(Thomas et al. 2010) 

Geiser et al. 2010) 

(Lilleskov et al. 2001, 2002, 
2008); (Dighton et al. 2004) 

(Aber et al. 2003) 

(Van Diepen et al. 2007); 
(Van Diepen 2008) 

(Gilliam 2006, 2007); (Gil-
liam et al. 2006) 

Table 5.1 (continued) 

Ecoregion Ecosystem , CL for N deposition 
component kg N hirlyr-1  

Lichens ' 4-8 

Southeast ,'• 5-10 
Coastal 
Plain 

Eastern 8 
Hardwood 
Forests 

Michigan [ <12 

deposition 1 
gradient [ 

Herbaceous <17.5 
species 

5
E

ffects
 and  E

m
pirical C

ritical  L
oad s

 of N
itrogen for E

core gions 

Reliability [ Response 

(#) I Fungal community change; 
I declines in ectomycorrhizal 

fungal diversity 

Decreased growth of red pine, 
and decreased survivorship 
of yellow birch, scarlet and 
chestnut oak, quaking aspen, 
and basswood 

(#) Epiphytic lichen community 
change 

(#) Ectomycorrhizal fungi com-
munity change 

Increased surface water NO3" 
leaching 

AMF biomass decline and 
community composition 
change 

Increases in nitrophilic species, 
declines in species-rich genera 

(e.g., Viola) 

Marine SE Alaska 
West Coast I forests 
Forests 

Eastern Eastern 
Temperate Hardwood 
Forest Forest 

[ 5 

>3 

Eastern 
Temperate 
Forest 

Eastern 
Temperate 
Forest 

Eastern 
Temperate 
Forest 

Eastern 
Temperate 
Forest 

Eastern 
Temperate 
Forest 

Comments 

Loss of oligotrophic spe-
cies. Synergistic/ con-
founding effects of acidic 
deposition not considered; 
based on application of 
model and estimated 
response threshold 
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Table 5.1 (continued) 

Ecoregion Ecosystem 
component 

CL for N deposition 
kg N haTlyr i  

Reliability 

Great 
Plains 

Tall-grass 
prairie 

5-15 

Great 
Plains 

Mixed-grass 
prairie 

10-25 

Great 
Plains 

Short grass 
prairie 

10-25 (P) 

Great 
Plains 

Mycorrhizal 
fungi 

12 (4) 

North Lichens 3 (4) 
American 
Desert 

North 
American 
Desert 

Shrub land. 
woodland, 
desert 
grassland 

3-8.4 

Mediter-
ranean 

Coastal 
Sage Scrub 

7.8-10 

California 

Mediter-
ranean 

Chaparral; 
Lichens 

3-6 

California 

Comments Study 

(Tilman 1987, 1993); (Wedin 
and Tilman 1. 996); (Clark 
and Tilman 2008); (Clark 
et al. 2009) 

(Clark et al. 2003, 2005); 
(Jorgensen et al. 2005) 

Inferred from mixed grass (Epstein et al. 2001); (Barret 
and Burke 2002) 

Egerton-Warburton, unpub. 
data 

Uncertainty regarding mod- (Porter 2007); (Geiser et al. 
cited deposition estimates 2008) 

(Inouye 2006); (Baez et al. 
2007); (Allen et al. 2009); 
(Rao et al. 2010) 

Modelled and inferential 
N deposition estimates and 
published data for mycor-
rhizae, unpublished data for 
vegetation survey 

Lichen critical loadis from 
modelled N deposition 
data and published data for 
lichens 

Response 

Biogeochemical N cycling, 
plant and insect community 
shifts 

Soil NO pools, leaching, 
plant community shifts 

Decline in arbuscular mycor-
rhizal fungal activity 

Lichen community shifts, thal-
lus N concentration 

Vegetation response, vascular 
plant community change 

Invasive grass cover, native 
forb richness, arbuscular 
mycorrhizal fungi richness 

Epiphytic lichen community 
change 

'Allen unpublished data; 
(Egerton-Warburton and 
Allen 2000); (Tonnesen et al. 
2007); (Fenn et al. 2010) 

(Jovan and McCune 2005); 
(Jovan 2008); (Fenn et al. 
2010); (Geiser et al. 2010) 

oP
r
e
d
 .1
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Comments 

Critical load for NO; 
leaching of 10 kg N 
ha7lyr! is based on 1 year 
of throughfall data in 
Chamisc Creek and an 
additional year of through-
fall data from adjacent Ash 
Mountain, both in Sequoia 
National Park 

The lowest critical load 
is based on lichen tissue 
chemistry above the clean 
site threshold 

N deposition from Fenn 
et al. (2008) 

Study 

(Fenn and Poth 1999); (Fenn 
et al. 2003a, 2003b, 2003c, 
2009, 2011); (Meixner and 
Fenn 2004) 5: 

8' 

(Fenn et al. 2008, 2010) 

2 

(Fa 
(Grulke et al. 1998); (Fenn

CO 

et al. 2008. 2010) 

(Breiner et al. 2007); (Fenn 
et al. 2008, 2010) 

(Grano et al. 1998, 2009); 
(Grulke and Balduman 
1999); (Jones et al. 2004); 
(Allen et al. 2007) 

Critical load based on a 
local roadside gradient; 
Serpentine grassland site is 
actually west of the Central 
Valley 

(Weiss 1999); (Fenn et al. 
2010) 

Table 5.1 (continued) 

Ecoregion Ecosystem 
component 

CL for N deposition 
kg N ha 1 yrI 

Reliability Response 

Mediter- Chapar- 10-14 NO; leaching; stimulated N 
ranean ral, Oak cycling 
California Woodlands, 

Central 
Val ley 

Mediter- Mixed coni- 3.1-5.2 Lichen chemistry and com- 
ranean fer forest; munity changes 
California Lichens 

-------- 
17 ii Reduced fine root biomass Mediter-

ranean 
Mixed coni- 
fer forest 

California 

Mediter- Mixed coni- 17-25.9 NO3 leaching; soil 
ranean fer forest acidification 
California 

Mediter- Mixed coni- 24-39 (#) Understory biodiversity; forest 
ranean t fer forest sustainability 
California 

Mediter- Serpentine 6 Annual grass invasion, replac- 
ranean grassland ing native herbs 
California 
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Elevated NCc in stream and 
spring waters 

I Epiphytic lichen community Increase in proportion 
1 change of eutrophic species. 

Estimated from Marine 
West Coast Forests model, 
response threshold allows 
—60% eutrophs due to 
dry, hot climate, hardwood 
influence 

Data are from Pinus hart- 

Table 5.1 (continued) 

Ecorcgion Ecosystem 
component 

CL for N deposition 
kg N 

Reliability 

Temperate Lichens 4-7 (10 
Sierras 

Temperate Pinus forest 15 4 
Sierras 

Tropi- 
cal and 

N-rich 
forests 

<5-10 

Subtropi-
cal humid 
Forests 

Tropi- 
cal and 

N-poor 
forests 

5-10 (4) 

Subtropical 
humid 
Forests 

Wetlands Freshwater 2.7-13 
wetlands 

Wetlands Freshwater 6.8-14 
• wetlands ! 

(4) 

Comments Response Study 

(Geiser et al. 2010) 

ND 

NO3 leaching, N trace gas 
emissions 

Changes in community compo 
sition; NOT leaching, N trace 
gas emissions 

Peat accumulation and NPP 
change 

Sarracenia purpurea commu- 
nity change • 

wegii sites in the Desierto 
do los Leones National 
Park and Ajusco, Mexico 

CL for N-rich forests 
should be lower than for 
N-poor forests based on 
possibility of N losses 

CL for N-poor forests 
based on estimates for 
Southeastern Coastal Plain 
forests 

CL for wetlands in the 
northeastern U.S. and 
southeastern Canada 

CL based on northeastern 
populations 

(Fenn et al. 1999, 2002); 
(Penn and Geiser 2011) 

ND 

(Rochefort et al. 1990)°; 
(Aldous 2002)1; (Vitt et al. 
2003)1; (Moore et al. 2004)° 

(Gotelli and Ellison 2002, 
2006) 

le
  0

  0
13

0E
1
1

j  
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Study 

(Latimer and Rego 2010) 

(Wigand et al. 2003); (Caf-
frey et al. 2007) 

(Baron 2006) 

I (Aber et al. 2003) 

5
E

ffect s
 an

d
 E

m
pirical  C

ritical L
oads

 of  N
itr ogen for E

coregi ons 

Table 5.1 (continued) 

Ecoregion I Ecosystem 
component , 

CL for N deposition 
kg N ha'-'yr1  

Reliability Response Comments 

Wetlands Intertidal 
wetlands 

50-100 Loss of eelgrass 

Wetlands I Intertidal 
salt marshes 

61-400 (#) Changes in salt marsh com- 
munity structure, microbial 
activity and biogeochemistry 

Aquatic Western 2 Freshwater eutrophication 
Lakes 

Aquatic Eastern 8 # NO; leaching 
Lakes 

gt, reliable, # fairly reliable, #) expert judgment 
" based on data front Greenland 
b  based on data from Finland 

based on data front Canada 
d  based on data from Sweden 
' Allen, E.B. unpublished data. Professor and Natural Resource Extension Specialist, Department of Botany and Plant Sciences and Center for Conservation 
Biology. University of California, Riverside, CA, 92521. 
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5.2.1 Effects of Nitrogen Deposition 

Nitrogen deposition adversely affects mycorrhizal fungi (1) by causing decreased 
belowground C allocation by hosts and increased N uptake and associated meta-
bolic costs (Wallander 1995) and (2) via soil chemical changes associated with eu-
trophication and acidification. There are two major groups of mycorrhizal fungi that 
are evolutionarily and ecologically distinct: arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi (AMF) 
and ectomycorrhizal fungi (EMF). Under sufficiently high N inputs, the progressive 
effect of elevated N is an early decline of sporocarp (reproductive structure) produc-
tion for EMF and spore production for AMF, and subsequent decline in biological 
diversity and loss of taxa adapted to N-poor environments or sensitive to acidifi-
cation (Lilleskov 2005). Sporocarp and spore production appears to be especially 
sensitive to N deposition, often declining before the communities on root tips have 
been substantially altered, presumably because sporocarps and spores are at the end 
of the carbon flux pathway from hosts. 

Of the two plant-fungal symbioses examined here, mycorrhizal fungi appear to 
be less sensitive to N deposition than lichens, presumably because the soil environ-
ment buffers these soil fungi from some of the immediate impacts of N deposition to 
which lichens are directly exposed. Lichens have an advantage as indicators when 
compared with mycorrhizal fungi because they can be relatively easily inventoried. 
However, the critical role of mycorrhizal fungi as (i) root symbionts, central to 
plant nutrition and belowground production, (ii) repositories of a large part of the 
eukaryote diversity in forests, (iii) major components of food webs, and (iv) non-
timber forest products of high economic value (edible sporocarps or mushrooms) 
(Amaranthus 1998), provides sufficient impetus to improve our understanding of 
their response to N deposition. 

5.2.2 Critical Loads of Nitrogen 

We reviewed empirical studies on mycorrhizal fungal response to N inputs to deter-
mine empirical critical loads for different ecoregions the United States (Table 5.1; 
Fig. 5.3). Nitrogen deposition sufficient to elevate inorganic N, especially NO3 , 
availability in soils can have measurable effects on mycorrhizal fungi. The data for 
EMF indicate that N deposition to N-limited conifer forests in the range of 5-10 kg 
haTlyr71  can significantly alter community structure and composition and decrease 
species richness (Dighton et al. 2004; Lilleskov 1999; Lilleskov et al. 2001, 2002, 
2008). Similarly, the data for AMF suggest that N deposition levels of 7.8-12 kg 
ha7lycl  can lead to community changes, declines in spore abundance and root colo-
nization, and changes in community function. This range is based on re-analysis 
of data from Egerton-Warburton et al. (2001) combined with N deposition data, 
decreases in fungal abundance (Van Diepen et al. 2007, Van Diepen 2008), and 
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Empirical Ct. of N yr') 
▪ 5 Marine West Coast forests 
MI 5. t Northern Forests; Taiga 
• 5 - 10 Northwest Fotested Mountains 

5.12 Eastern Temperate Forests 
IR 7.8 - 9,2 Mediterranean castors 
mi 12 Great Plains 

Uncertainty 
D Restate 

Fairly Reliable 
Expen Aldred 

Fig. 5.3 Map of critical loads for mycorrhizal fungi by ecoregion in the United States (The hatch 
marks indicate increasing level of uncertainty: no hatch marks for the most certain "reliable" 
category, single hatching for the "fairly reliable" category, and double hatching for the "expert 
judgment" category. The colour sequence moves from red toward blue and violet as the critical 
load increases. As the range of the critical load gets broader, the saturation of the colour decreases) 

declines in fungal activity'. The actual threshold for N effects on AMF could be 
even lower, because high background deposition precludes consideration of sites 
receiving deposition at or near pre-industrial levels. Therefore, the provisional ex-
pert judgment is that critical loads for mycorrhizal diversity for sensitive ecosys-
tem types are 5-10 kg ha-1yr'. The uncertainty of this estimate is high, because 
few studies have been conducted at low N deposition to further refine the critical 
load. Variation across ecoregions is associated with differences in EMF and AMF 
responses. Critical load values are lower in Marine West Coast Forests, Northern 
Forests, Taiga, and Northwestern Forested Mountains, with EMF as receptors. East-
ern Forests, which include both EMF and AMF as receptors, have the greatest range 
in critical loads values. Mediterranean California and the Great Plains, with only 
values for AMF reported, have the highest critical loads. 

2  Egerton-Warburton, L.M. Unpublished data. Chicago Botanic Garden, 1000 Lake Cook Road, 
Glencoe, IL. 60022. 
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5.3 Lichens and Bryophytes 

Lichens and bryophytes make substantial contributions to biodiversity. About 4100 
lichens and 2300 bryophytes are known from North America north of Mexico—
approximately one fourth of the number of vascular plant species (about 26,600 
species; USDA NRCS 2009). 

5.3.1 Effects of Nitrogen Deposition 

Lichens and bryophytes are among the most sensitive bioindicators of N in terrestrial 
ecosystems (Blett et al. 2003; Bobbink et al. 2003; Fenn et al 2003b, 2010; Glavich 
and Geiser 2008). Unlike vascular plants, lichens and bryophytes lack specialized 
tissues to mediate the entry or loss of water and gases (e.g., waxy epidermis, guard 
cells, root steele). Thus, they rapidly hydrate and absorb gases, water, and dissolved 
nutrients during high humidity or precipitation events. However, they dehydrate to a 
metabolically inactive state quickly as well, making them slow growing and vulner-
able to contaminant accumulation. Consequently, the implementation of lichen or 
bryophyte-derived critical loads may prevent undesired impacts, such as declines in 
biological diversity, to much of the broader forest ecosystem (McCune et al. 2007). 

Species of epiphytic lichens in wet and mesic forests that are most sensitive to N 
(i.e., the large pendant and foliose species) play important ecological roles that are 
not duplicated by the nitrophytic (i.e., N tolerant) species that may replace them. 
Dominant regional oligotrophs (e.g. Alectoria, Bryoria, Lobaria, Ramalina, Usnea) 
comprise the bulk of lichen biomass in old-growth forests, contribute to nutrient 
cycling through N2  fixation, and are used for nesting material, essential winter for-
age for rodents and ungulates, and invertebrate habitat (McCune and Geiser 2009). 
Storage of water and atmospheric nutrients by these lichen genera and epiphytic 
bryophytes moderates humidity and provides a slow release system of essential 
plant nutrients to the soil (Boonpragob et al. 1989; Cornelissen et al. 2007; Knops 
et al. 1991; Pypker 2004). In the tundra, lichens and bryophytes represent a signifi-
cant portion of the biomass, and reindeer lichens are a vital link in the short arctic 
food chain (Kytoviita and Crittenden 2007). Mosses comprise the bulk of the bio-
mass of the extensive boreal peatlands. In the desert, together with other microbiota, 
lichens and bryophytes form cryptogamic mats important to soil stabilization and 
fertility. 

13.2 Critical Loads of Nitrogen 

The critical loads estimated (Pardo et al. 2011c) for lichens range from 1-9 kg N 
ha-lyr ' (Fig. 5.4; Table 5.1). The certainty associated with these estimates for li- 
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145 5 Effects and Empirical Critical Loads of Nitrogen for Ecoregions 

Empirical CL of N (kg hal yr') 

al 1 - 3 Tundra; Taiga 

• 1.2 - 3.7 Northwest Forested Mountains, Alaska 
• 2.5 - 7.1 Northwest Forested Mountains, non- mesas 
gi 2.7 -9.2 Marine West Coast Forests 

M 3 North American CleSertS 

• 3.1 -6 Merfaerranean California 

4 - 6 Northern Forests 

4 - 7 Temperate Sierras 

4 - 8 Eastern Temperate Forests 

Uncertainty 
Reliable 

c`Ci J`
: ,„

Fairly Reliable 

Pc:1  Expert Judgment 

Fig. 5.4 Map of critical loads for lichens by ecoregion in the United States (see Fig. 5.3 for legend 
explanations) 

chens varies considerably by ecoregion. This is partially because of differences in 
sampling scheme and intensity. For example, in the Pacific Northwest lichen com-
munities were assessed intensively across wide environmental gradients spanning 
low to high N deposition on a fine grid over time, yielding highly reliable critical 
N load estimates (Geiser and Neitlich 2007; Jovan 2008), whereas assessments in 
the eastern United States are more problematic due to historical and contemporary 
S and N deposition. It is more difficult to determine the critical load where histori-
cal information necessary to identify a "pristine" or "clean" state is lacking, and the 
resulting confidence associated with the critical load is low. 

The intensive studies in the Pacific Northwest facilitated the development of 
simple regressions to relate N deposition with shifts in community composition 
(Geiser and Neitlich 2007; Geiser et al. 2010; Jovan 2008) and thus to set critical 
loads. If such simple models could be tested and confirmed in other regions of the 
country, the confidence in the critical loads in those regions would improve. 

The variation in critical loads for lichens across ecoregions (Fig. 5.4) is among 
others due to differences in ecosystem type, pre-existing lichen communities, and 
background N deposition. Marine West Coast Forests, with its broad range in en-
vironmental gradients, has the greatest range in critical loads. The low end of the 
critical load range in eastern ecoregions is higher than the low end of the critical 
load range in western ecoregions, likely as a result of higher historical S and N 
deposition in the eastern United States, which makes it difficult to establish critical 
loads for sensitive species. 
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5.4 Herbaceous Plants and Shrubs 

Herbaceous species and shrubs are found in grasslands, shrublands, forests, deserts, 
and wetlands and comprise the majority of the roughly 26,600 vascular plant spe-
cies found in North America north of Mexico (USDA NRCS 2009). Herbaceous 
plants play an important role in those ecosystems in which they are the dominant 
primary producers (e.g., grasslands, shrublands). In forests, however, the role of the 
herbaceous community in ecosystem function also has a significance disproportion-
ate to its low relative biomass. For example, although they represent only —0.2% of 
standing above-ground biomass, herbaceous understory species produce >15% of 
forest litter biomass and comprise up to 90% of forest plant biodiversity, including 
endangered or threatened species (Gilliam 2007). 

5.4.1 Effects of Nitrogen Deposition 

Herbaceous plants and some shrubs appear intermediate between cryptogam and 
tree species in their sensitivity to N deposition, due to specialized tissues that me-
diate the entry or loss of water and gases compared with cryptogams, and rapid 
growth rates, shallow rooting systems, and often shorter lifespan compared with 
trees. Thus, herbaceous species in a forest understory will likely respond more rap-
idly to changes in N deposition and to a greater degree than the trees with which 
they coexist. Herbaceous plants in alpine or tundra environments will respond 1pter 
and to a lesser degree than the cryptogams with which they coexist. 

5.4.2 Critical Loads of Nitrogen 

The range of critical loads of N for herbaceous plants and shrubs across all ecore-
gions is 3-33 kg N ha-1yr' (Fig. 5.5; Table 5.1). Although this range is broader than 
those for lichens or mycorrhizal fungi, many of the critical loads for herbaceous 
plants fall into the range of 5-15 kg N ha-1yr'. The uncertainty of these estimates 
is moderate. The shorter lifespan of some herbaceous plants can result in a more 
rapid response to N addition. This is especially relevant for annuals or perennials 
with little N storage. In grasslands, for example, elevated N deposition often leads 
to a rapid (1-10 years) increase in herbaceous production and a shift in biomass 
allocation towards more above-ground tissue. This often decreases light levels at 
ground surface and decreases the numbers of plant species, primarily of perennials, 
legumes, and natives (Clark and Tilman 2008; Suding et al. 2004; Tilman 1993). 

As a result of this relatively rapid response, experimental studies of moderate 
to long duration (3-10 years) allow determination of the critical load with reason-
able certainty. Longer studies (>10 years) would decrease the uncertainty firther. 
In some cases, it can be difficult to determine whether the condition in reference 
plots or at the low end of a deposition gradient represents a "pristine" condition or 
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Empirical CL of N (kg he ye) 
1-3 Tundra 
3 - 8,4 North American Desert 

4 -10 Northwest Forested Mountains 

5- 25 Great Mains 

6 Taiga 

6.33 Mediterranean California 

>7 - <21 Northern Forests 

<17,5 Eastern Temperate Forests 

Uncertainly 

PI Reliable 

L Fairly Reliable 

Expert Judgment 

Fig. 5.5 Map of critical loads for herbaceous plants and shrubs by ecoregion in the United States 
(see Fig. 5.3 for legend explanations) 

whether a site has already been altered by N deposition prior to or at the time of 
the study. For example, the Watershed Acidification Study at Femow Experimental 
Forest, West Virginia, added 35 kg N haTlyri via aerial application in addition to 
ambient deposition of 15-20 kg N ha-1yr-1, which has led to changes in understory 
species composition (Adams et al. 2006). Recently, similar changes in understory 
species composition have occurred on the adjacent reference watershed receiving 
only ambient atmospheric deposition3  (Gilliam et al. 1996) suggesting that the de-
position to the reference watershed currently exceeds the critical load. Where de-
position rates exceed the critical load, measurement of the rate of change of an 
ecological metric (e.g. plant abundance, diversity, or community composition) over 
a range of N inputs provides an estimate of the N level at which increased ecological 
change occurs (Bowman et al. 2006), but it is difficult to determine the critical load. 

The large variation across ecoregions for herbaceous critical loads (Fig. 5.5) is 
caused, in part, by the differences in receptor species and ecosystems, the paucity 
of data in some ecoregions and historic N status. Where few studies are available, 
the range reported for the critical load is broad and is considered less reliable. Addi-
tional studies could narrow the range of the critical load and increase the reliability. 
N-poor sites and sites with relatively low productivity (e.g., Tundra, North Ameri-
can Deserts) have lower critical loads for herbaceous species than sites with more 
fertile soil and higher productivity (e.g., Great Plains). High levels of historical N 
deposition and lack of low-level N fertilization experiments mean that the critical 
loads for some ecoregions may be lower than currently reported. 

3  Gilliam, F.S. Unpublished data Professor, Department of Biological Sciences, Marshall Univer-
sity, Huntington, WV 25755-2510. 
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5.5 Trees/Forest Ecosystems 

In this section we discuss the responses of trees and the overall biogeochemical 
responses of forest ecosystems to N inputs, excluding the specific responses of my-
corrhizal fungi, lichens, or understory herbaceous plants. Forest ecosystems repre-
sent about a third of landcover in the United States (USFS 2001) and are significant 
in Northern, Eastern, Tropical Wet, and Marine West Coast Forests, Northwestern 
Forest Mountains, and Mediterranean California ecoregions. 

5.5.1 Effects of Nitrogen Deposition 

In northeastern forests, gradient studies demonstrate that N deposition enhances 
growth in some fast-growing tree species, including many hardwoods with AMF 
associations, whereas it slows growth in some EMF species (red spruce, red pine), 
and has no detectable effect on still other species (Thomas et al. 2010). Similarly, 
N deposition enhances survivorship in a few species capable of forming AMF asso-
ciations (black cherry, red maple, paper birch) and decreases survivorship in others, 
all ectomycorrhizal (Thomas et al. 2010). Survivorship under chronic N deposi-
tion, and possibly other co-occurring pollutants such as ozone, is often dependent 
on interactions with other stressors such as pests, pathogens, climate change, or 
drought (Grulke et al. 2009; McNulty and Boggs 2010). Over the long-term, these 
differential effects of N deposition on tree growth and survivorship are likely to 
shift species composition, possibly to more nitrophilic species, similar to patterns 
seen for organisms with shorter lifespans. 

We have few data that show a major structural or functional shift in forest eco-
systems, due to the long response times of trees and forest soils to changes in N 
inputs and N availability. This is caused by the relatively large pools of organic 
N in the forest floor, mineral soil, tree biomass, and detritus. Because of the long 
lag-time in response to N treatments, it can be difficult to determine the actual criti-
cal load of N for forest ecosystems based on short-term fertilization studies. If a 
response is observed over a relatively short period of time (i.e. years), it is nearly 
certain that the critical load is below the total N input at the treatment site and it can 
be difficult to further constrain the critical load. It is expected that the more com-
plex and interconnected processes in forests will result in a higher critical load than 
other ecosystem types, in part because large N storage pools give forest ecosystems 
a greater capacity to buffer N inputs. 

5.5.2 Critical Loads of Nitrogen 

The range of critical loads reported for forest ecosystems is 4-39 kg N ha-lyt--' 
(Fig. 5.6; Table 5.1). The threshold N deposition value which caused increased 
NO3-  leaching from forest ecosystems into surface water was 8-17 kg N har1yt71; 
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Fig. 5.6 Map of critical loads for forest ecosystems by ecoregion in the United States (This map 
does not include the responses of mycorrhizal fungi, lichens, or understory herbaceous plants 
already represented; see Fig. 53 for legend explanations) 

the lower end of the range representing Northern and Eastern Forests, the upper end 
representing Mediterranean California mixed conifers (Fig. 5.6). At 4 kg N 
in the Colorado Rockies, increasing NO37 concentration was reported in the organic 
horizon, which suggests incipient N saturation (Rueth and Baron 2002). The high-
est critical loads were reported for Mediterranean California mixed conifer forests 
for forest sustainability and for soil acidification caused by increased N deposition. 
These sites experience some of the highest N deposition reported in the United 
States, up to approximately 70 kg N hall yr-1  (Fenn et al. 2008). 

Critical loads for forests vary across ecoregions due in part to reported receptors, 
site and soil characteristics, and background N deposition status. Critical loads val-
ues were lower for ecoregions where sensitive forest receptors, such as mycorrhizal 
fungi (Marine West Coast Forests) were used to set critical loads. Use of forest 
health and species composition resulted in a large range in critical loads in Northern 
Forests and Mediterranean California. In the Northwestern Forested Mountains, the 
critical load based on NO3-  leaching ranged from a low value of 4 kg haHyr-.1  in 
subalpine forests to 17 kg ha-lyr I in mixed conifer forests. 

5.6 Freshwater and Wetland Ecosystems 

Freshwater lakes and streams, and wetlands (freshwater and estuarine intertidal) 
are ecosystem types that occur in most ecoregions in North America. In freshwater 
lakes and streams, phytoplankton, algae that live in the water column, are sensitive 
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to the chemical environment in which they reside, and many species can be used as 
indicators of the levels of nutrients or acidity because of individual species' prefer-
ence for specific chemical conditions. Diatoms are used in this discussion because 
there has been more work published on these algae than others, but other types of 
algae also respond to N deposition (Laftancois et al. 2004; Michel et al. 2006). Of 
the wetlands which occur in the conterminous United States, 95 % are freshwater 
and 5 % are estuarine or marine (US DI FWS 2005). The species composition differs 
between freshwater and intertidal wetlands, although together they support more 
than 4200 native plant species. Despite the high biodiversity, the effects of N load-
ing are studied in just a few plant species. 

5.61 Effects of Nitrogen Deposition 

For the analysis of nutrient N effects to freshwater lakes and streams, we relied 
on papers and studies that linked aquatic biological and ecological response to 
atmospheric deposition, but the results are consistent with laboratory or in situ dose-
response studies and even land use change studies. The productivity of minimally 
disturbed aquatic ecosystems is often limited by the availability of N, and slight 
increases in available N trigger a rapid biological response that increases productivity 
and rearranges algal species assemblages (Nydick et al. 2004; Saros et al. 2005). The 
mechanism for change is alteration of N:P ratios, which can increase productivity of 
some species at the expense of others (Elser et al. 2009). As with the terrestrial sys-
tems described above, the nutrient responses of lakes and streams are most evident 
where land use change and acidic deposition have been limited, thus most evidence 
of exceedance of critical loads comes from high elevations of the western United 
States (Baron et al. 2011). As with terrestrial plants, some diatoms respond rapidly 
to an increase in available N. An example that has been observed from a number of 
different lakes of the Rocky Mountains is dominance of two diatoms (Asterionella 
formosa and Fragilaria crotonensis) in lakes with higher N, in contrast to the flora 
of lakes with lower N deposition where there is a more even distribution, thus high 
biodiversity, of diatoms. Higher trophic levels (zooplankton, macroinvertebrates) 
may be secondarily affected by N, but further increases in primary, or autotrophic, 
production will be limited by other nutrients such as P or silica (Si). 

Both freshwater and estuarine intertidal wetlands tend to be N-limited ecosys-
tems (LeBauer and Treseder 2008; U.S. EPA 1993). Known responses to N enrich-
ment are generally derived from nutrient-addition studies in the field and observa-
tions along gradients of N deposition. A variety of ecological endpoints are evalu-
ated, such as altered soil biogeochemistry, increased peat accumulation, elevated 
primary production, changes in plant morphology, changes in plant population 
dynamics, and altered plant species composition (U.S. EPA 2008). In general, the 
sensitivity of wetland ecosystems to N is related to the fraction of rainfall (a proxy 
for atmospheric N deposition) in the total water budget. Most freshwater wetlands, 
such as bogs, fens, marshes and swamps, have relatively closed water and N cycles, 
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thus are more sensitive to N deposition than estuarine intertidal wetlands, such as 
salt marshes and eelgrass beds (Greaver et al. 2011). 

16.2 Critical Loads of Nitrogen 

In general, critical loads for freshwater lakes and streams tend to be low, because 
the target organisms are unicellular algae that respond rapidly to changes in their 
chemical environment. The range of critical loads for eutrophication and acidity 
in freshwaters is 2-9 kg N (Baron et al. 2011); the range reported for ter- 
restrial ecosystems is much broader (Table 5.1; Fig. 5.7). Critical loads for NO3 
leaching from terrestrial ecosystems ranged from 4-17 kg N haTlycl, but many sen-
sitive freshwaters at high altitudes are found above the tree-line where few water-
shed buffering mechanisms exist, due to sparse vegetation, poorly developed soils, 
short hydraulic residence time, and steep topography. These factors influence flow 
rapidly a system exhibits elevated N leaching in response to increased N deposition, 
and how this increased N availability subsequently influences biota. In general, 
lakes have relatively rapid N turnover times compared to soil N pools and are at 
least seasonally well-mixed. They would thus be expected to have lower critical 
loads. Thus responses of terrestrial plants would not be expected to be as rapid as 
those of freshwater organisms. 

Generally, freshwater wetlands are more sensitive to N deposition than es-
tuarine intertidal wetlands, with critical loads for freshwater wetlands that range 

Fig. 5.7 Map of critical loads for freshwater and wetland ecosystems based on increased nitrate 
leaching by ecoregion in the United States (see Fig. 5.3 for legend explanations) 
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from 2.7-14 kg N hailyr I (Table 5.1; Greaver et al. 2011). The bryophyte genus 
Sphagnum and the carnivorous pitcher plant are the two taxa most commonly stud-
ied. The critical loads reported for freshwater wetlands (Greaver et al. 201.1) fall 
between those reported for inland surface waters (Baron et al. 2011) and those, re-
ported for terrestrial ecosystems (Pardo et al. 2011e). This pattern may be related 
to the rate of N released by soils/sediment to the ecosystem. The critical load tends 
to be higher for estuarine intertidal wetlands than other types of ecosystems be- 
cause they have open nutrient cycles which are often strongly affected by N loading 
sources other than atmospheric deposition. Based on field observations of N loading 
effects on plant growth and species composition on salt marsh and eel grass habi-
tat, the critical load for estuarine intertidal wetlands ranges between 50-400 kg N 
ha yrl (Table 5.1). 

5.7 Discussion and Conclusions 

5.7.1 Effects of Nitrogen Deposition 

The most significant changes that we are currently observing in the United States in 
response to elevated N deposition are changes in species composition: losses of N-
sensitive species, shifts in dominance, and losses of native species in favour of exot-
ic, invasive species. Shifts in diatom and lichen community composition away from 
N-intolerant (oligotrophic) species are observed across the country. Alterations in 
herbaceous species are broadly observed, but are not always clearly documentable 
because of the long-term pollution inputs and other disturbances (including land-
use change) that caused changes prior to the initiation of careful observations. 

Numerous examples illustrate the significance of these species- and community-
level effects. In serpentine grasslands in California, it was clearly demonstrated that 
unless N inputs are decreased or N is removed in biomass, a larval host plant and 
numerous nectar source plants utilized by a threatened and endangered butterfly 
will decrease to levels unable to sustain the checkerspot butterfly population (Fenn 
et al. 2010; Weiss 1999). In Joshua Tree National Park in southern California, N 
deposition favours the production of sufficient invasive grass biomass to sustain 
fires that threaten the survival of the namesake species (Fenn et al. 2010; Rao et al. 
2010). Other sensitive ecosystems include alpine meadows, where relatively low 
levels of N deposition have already changed species composition (Bowman et al. 
2006). Changes in historical diatom community composition from N-limited to N-
tolerant species have been observed in lake sediment cores at many locations in the 
western United States, providing early evidence of freshwater ecosystem eutrophi-
cation (Wolfe et al. 2001; 2003). 

Changes in ecosystem structure are linked to changes in ecosystem function. 
For example, extirpation of lichens can alter food webs by reducing the availabil-
ity of nesting material for birds, invertebrate habitat, and critical winter forage for 
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mammals, and can also affect nutrient cycling (Cornelissen et al. 2007). In some 
arid low-biomass California ecosystems, N-enhanced growth of invasive species 
results in increased fire risk, even in areas where fire is normally infrequent (Allen 
et al. 2009; Fenn et al. 2010; Rao et al. 2010). 

There is also evidence of N deposition contributing to multiple stress complexes, 
resulting in reduced forest sustainability (Grulke et al. 2009; McNulty and Boggs 
2010). In North Carolina, elevated N deposition predisposed a pine ecosystem to 
a pest outbreak following a drought (McNulty and Boggs 2010). These types of 
complex interactions may be difficult to predict, but may intensify the impact of 
elevated N deposition in concert with other stressors, including climate change 
(Wu and Driscoll 2010). Further examples of changes in ecosystem structure and 
function are observed in coastal areas, where increased N export has led to toxic 
algal blooms (Rabalais 2002). As an example of N deposition effects on trace gas 
chemistry and climate change, N loading to ecosystems results in increased emis-
sions of N trace gases, such as NO (nitric oxide, an ozone precursor), N20 (nitrous 
oxide, a long-lived and powerful greenhouse gas); as well as declines in soil 'up-
take of CH, (methane, another long lived and powerful greenhouse gas) (e.g. Liu 
and Greaver 2009). 

5.7.2 Relative Sensitivities of Different Receptors, Ecosystem 
Types, and Regions 

This synthesis demonstrates that empirical critical loads of N differ among life 
forms, tending to increase in the following sequence: diatoms < lichens and bryo-
phytes < mycorrhizal fungi < herbaceous plants and shrubs < trees. Nitrogen deposi-
tion more rapidly affects those species that experience the most direct exposure to 
elevated N levels in the atmosphere (lichens and bryophytes) or receiving waters 
(diatoms), especially for those organisms that lack protective structures. By con-
trast, the capacity of soil organic matter to accumulate large quantities of N may 
delay adverse impacts on many herbs, shrubs, and trees. Altered N availability of-
ten appears to shift species composition most rapidly within those communities 
dominated by species with short lifespans (diatoms) compared to those with long 
lifespans (trees). 

Critical loads vary more by receptor and response type than by region. For the 
same response of a given receptor, the western U.S. has generally similar critical 
load values to the eastern U.S., with the apparent exception that the critical load. for 
NO3 leaching is approximately twice as high in Mediterranean California mixed 
conifers compared to northeastern forests (Fig. 5.7). In contrast, the critical load for 
NO3-  leaching in high elevation catchments in the Colorado Front Range are lowest 
in the U. S., likely attributable to low biological N retention and storage capacity 
in these steep, rocky catchments (Baron et al. 2000; Fenn et al. 2003a, b; Sickman 
et al. 2002; Williams and Tonnessen 2000). 
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5.7.3 Factors Affecting the Critical Load 

Multiple abiotic and biotic factors affect the critical load (Table 5.2). Abiotic influ-
ences include a range of climatic, hydrologic, and soil factors that can affect the 
timing and magnitude of N delivery to sensitive receptors. Climatic factors include 
temperature, precipitation amount and distribution, and the extent and rate of cli-
mate change. Hydrologic factors include catchment size, topographic relief, and 
flow path. Soil factors include soil type, age, depth, coverage, and parent material. 
Disturbance—forest fires or cutting and past agricultural use can also affect soil 
N and thus the critical load. 

Biological factors likely to contribute to lower critical loads of N include par-
ticularly sensitive species (diatoms, lichens, mycorrhizal fungi, certain plants), 
single species versus community responses, low biomass and low productivity 
ecosystems, short lifespan of receptor of concern, presence of invasive species, 
and presence of ozone-sensitive species (Fenn et al. 2008; Grulke et al. 1998, 
2009; Grulke and Balduman 1999). For example, low-biomass ecosystems (e.g., 
grasslands, coastal sage scrub, desert) are more sensitive to N-enhanced growth 
of invasive species, if invasive pressure occurs. These low-biomass ecosystem 
types sometimes occur because of warm and dry climatic conditions. Because 
warmer temperatures often correspond to greater metabolic rates, longer periods 
of biological activity, greater biomass, and more rapid N cycling, one might ex-
pect that the critical load would increase with increasing temperature as has been 
suggested in Europe (Bobbink et al. 2003). We do not observe such a pattern 
across U.S. ecoregions in the critical loads reported in this synthesis, but Europe 
does not have warm and dry deserts with low critical loads as does the U.S. Note, 
however, that the uncertainty of the critical load estimates varies and is often 
fairly high, which may make it difficult to discern patterns in critical load values 
across regions. Moreover, a temperature pattern may be confounded by gradients 
in deposition form and quantity, moisture and elevation. 

5.7.4 Comparison to Critical Loads in Europe 

The range of critical loads of N deposition in U.S. ecoregions for terrestrial eco-
systems is 1-39 kg N ha-Iyr', which is close to the range for the most recently 
reported critical loads values for similar ecosystems in Europe (Bobbink and Hettel-
ingh 2011). However, the low end of the critical loads range is nearly always lower 
in the U.S. than in Europe (Fig. 5.8; Table 5.3). There are several potential reasons 
why critical loads for the U.S. remain lower than European critical loads. These 
includes greater availability of pristine baselines in the U.S., more intensive land 
use in Europe; greater dominance of N deposition by reduced forms of N in Europe, 
and different threshold criteria. 
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Table 5.2 Assessment and interpretation of empirical critical loads of nutrient N for North American ecoregions 

Tundra 1) Moisture 
2) Competition between vascular plants and 
cryptogams 
3) P-limitation 
4) Temperature 

5) p1-1 

Taiga 1) Soil depth 
2) Vegetation type and species composition 
3) latitude 

Northern Forest 1) Receptor 
2) Tree species 
3) Stand age 
4) Site history 
5) Pre-existing N status 

Northwest Forested 1) Biotic receptor 
Mountains 2) Accumulated load of N 

3) Ecosystem 
4) Region 
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Comparison within ecoregionb 

Critical loads are higher in wet and P-limited tundra; acidic tundra may be more 
sensitive to N deposition than non-acidic tundra. Increased N deposition may be more 
detrimental to lichens in the presence of graminoids and shrubs in the low and mid 
arctic than to lichens with less competition in the high arctic. Response time increases 
with latitude due to colder temperatures, less light, and poorer N and P mobilization 

Morphological damage to lichens has been observed at a lower deposition in forests 
and woodlands than in shrub lands, bogs or fens; cryptogam dominated mats on thin 
soils become N saturated faster than forest islands 

CLs for lichen are generally lowest, followed by CLs for ectomycorrhizal fungi and 
NO leaching. CLs for herbaceous species and forests are generally higher than for 
other responses 

In alpine regions, diatom changes in lakes are seen at the lowest CL. Changes in 
individual plants are seen next, followed by vegetation community change, then soil 
responses. 
In subalpine forests, the CL of 4 kg N ha-lyr-1  for foliar and soil chemistry changes is 
similar to the lichen CL of 3.1-5.2 kg N ha-lyr-1  for lichen community change 

Marine West Coast 1) Background N status 
Forests 2) Soil type 

3) Species composition 
4) Fire history 
5) Climate 

Eastern Forests I) precipitation 
2) soil cation fertility and weathering 
3) Biotic receptors  

The midrange of responses reported for lichens (2.7-9.2 kg N ha-1yr') is broadly 
comparable to that for plant, soil, and mycorrhizal responses (5 kg N ha —1 yr-1 ), 
despite limited studies for non-lichen responses. 

CLs for NO3-  leaching, lichen community change, and ectomycorrhizal fungal 
response are within the same range. Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungal and herbaceous 
CLs are higher 
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Table 5.2 (continued 

Feoregion 

Great Plains 

North American 
Deserts 

Mediterranea 
California 

Wetlands 

Freshwaters 

rn 

ffecting the range of C 

1) N status 
2) Receptor 
3) Precipitation 

1) Receptor 
2) Interaction of annual grasses with native 
forb cover 
3) Precipitation 

1) Presence of invasive exotic annual grasses 
interacting with a highly diverse native forb 
community 
2) N-sensitivity of myeorrhizal fungi 
3) N-sensitivity of lichens 
4) N retention capacity of catchments, catch-
ment size 
5) Co-occurrence of ozone and ozone-sensi-
tive tree species 

1) Vegetation species 
2) The fraction of rainfall in the total water 
budget 
3) The degree of openness of N cycling 

I) Extent of upstream vegetation developmen 
2) Topographic relief 
3) Land use/deposition history  

Comparison within ecoregionb 

CLs are lower in the tall grass prairie than in the mixed- and short-grass prairies. 
CLs in tall- and mixed-grass prairie are lower on N poor sites and sites with very N 
responsive plant species. CL in the short-grass prairie is likely lower in wet years than 
in dry years 

The lichen CL is lowest, at 3 kg N ha 'yr vegetation CL varies from 3-8.4 kg N 

The lowest CLs in Mediterranean California are for sensitive lichen in chaparral and 
oak woodlands and mixed conifer forests. The CL for plant and mycorrhizal fungal 
community change in coastal sage scrub is higher, at 7.8-10 kg ha- CL for NO3 
leaching is lower in chaparral and oak woodlands (10-14 kg hirlycl) than in mixed 
conifer forests (17 kg CLs are highest for mixed conifer forest plant com-
munity change and sustainability. Fine root biomass in ponderosa pine is reduced by 
both ozone and elevated soil N 

CL is much higher for intertidal wetlands (50-400 kg N ha 'yr 1 ) than for freshwater 

wetlands (2.7-14 kg Nha- lyr-1). which have relatively closed water and N cycles 

CLs are lower in western mountain lakes/streams with poorly vegetated watersheds 
and steep catchments. CLs are greater in eastern lakes with prior land use and decades 
of acidic deposition 

10
  °

Pi
ga

  '1
1

  

"Factors causing the critical load (CL) to be at the low or high end of the range reported 
b  Comparison of values and causes for differences if multiple critical loads are reported for an ecoregion 

• 

Page III-149



NIS 

     

     

     

     

     

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

          

■ 

 

            

            

5 Effects and Empirical Critical Loads of Nitrogen for Ecoregions 157 

Tundra lichens 
herbaceous  
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mycorrhiza 
shrublands 

Northern lichens 
Forests mycorrhiza 

herbaceous 
Coniferous - nitrate leaching 
Hardwood - nitrate leaching 

Northwestern lichens 
Forested mycorrhiza 
Mountains herbaceous 

sub-alpine forest - soil N 

Marine West 
Coast Forest 

ens 

Eastern lichens 
Forests mycorrhiza 

herbaceous 
forests - foliar N 

forest nitrate leaching 

0 5 10 15 20 
NM United States 
FL2 Europe Empirical N Critical Load (kg h yr-1) 

Fig. 5.8 Comparison of empirical critical loads of nutrient nitrogen for Europe. (based on Bob-
bink and Hettelingh 2011) and the United States 

Availability of Pristine Baselines and Studies at Low Deposition: Because of high 
historic deposition levels, many European systems lack pristine baseline ecosys-
tems as a reference to compare to those experiencing elevated N deposition. For 
example, past European critical loads for lichens were much higher than those in the 
U.S. (Bobbink et al. 2003). These loads were influenced by study sites in Scotland 
experiencing a deposition gradient from 10-22 kg N ha-1yr' from which critical 
loads were set at 11-18 kg N haTlyr-1  (Mitchell et al. 2005). However, no oligotro-
phic species were observed, presumably because they were eliminated prior totthe 
initial studies. The more recently reported European critical loads (Bobbink and 
Hettelingh 2011), used in our comparison, were set at 5-10 kg N haTlyr-1. In some 
European ecosystems, such as dry grass lands, there is, however, still a need for 
more low N addition and deposition experiments (Bobbink and Hettelingh 2011). 
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Table S3 Critical loads for European ecosystems compared to critical loads for U.S. Ecoregions 

European Ecosystem Critical 1 Relia- i Indication of exceedance F U.S. Ecore-
, 

type (BUNTS code) [ load i bility 1 gion; Ecosystem 
1 component 

00 

Critical Relia- Indication of exceedance 
load ' bility 

Great Plains; 
mixed-grass prairie 

Permanent oligotro-
phic lakes, ponds, 
and pools (C1.1) 

Raised and blanket 
bogs (D1) 

Sub-Atlantic semi- 15-25 
dry calcareous 
grasslands (E1.26) ! 

Change in the species composi-
tion of macrophyte communities, 
increased algal productivity and a 
shift in nutrient limitation of phyto-
plankton from N to P 

Increase in vascular plants, altered 
growth and species composition of 
bryophytes, increased N in peat and 
peat water 

Increase in tall grasses, decline in 
diversity, increased mineralization, 
N leaching; surface acidification  

Increased productivity, eutro-
phication, altered algal species 
assemblages 

Alterations in sphagnum accumu-
lation and net primary produc-
tivity; alteration in threatened 
Sarracenia purpurea community 

Change in soil NO3 pools, 
increased leaching, plant com-
munity shifts 

3-10 

5 0 

Aquatic; eastern 
and western high 
elevation lakes 

Wetlands; bogs, 
fens, and swamps 

2.7-14 

10-25 

Change in biogeochemical N 
cycling, plant and insect commu-
nity shifts 

Changes in lichen, bryophyte, 
and vascular plant cover. Changes 
in vascular plant CO, exchange, 
foliar N, and community composi-
tion; change in lichen pigment 
production and ultrastructure 

Change in shrub and grass cover, 
increased parasitism of shrubs; 
changes in alga, bryophyte, and 
lichen community composition, 
cover, tissue N, or growth rates 

Non-Mediterranean 10-15 
dry acidic and neu- 
tral closed 
grasslands (E1.7) 

Tundra (F1) 3-5 

Arctic, alpine, and 5-15 
subalpine scrub 
habitats (F2) 

## Increase in graminoids, decline in 
typical species, decrease in total 
species richness 

Changes in biomass, physiological 
effects, changes in species composi-
tion in bryophyte layer, decrease in 
lichens 

Decline in lichens, bryophytes and 
evergreen shrubs 

Great Plains; tall- 5-15 
grass prairie 

Tundra; prostrate 1-3 
dwarf shrub, lichens 

Taiga; shmblands— 1-6 
lichen, moss, and 
algae 

l a
 °P

iE
d
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Table 5.3 (continued) 
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U.S. Ecore-
gion; Ecosystem 
component 

Eastern and 
Northern Forests; 
hardwood forest, 
southeast coastal 
plain 

Northern Forests; 
coniferous forest 

Northwestern For-
ested Mountains; 
subalpine forest 

Taiga; spruce-fir 
forests 

Eastern and North-
ern Forests, North-
western Forested 
Mountains, Marine 
West Coast Forest; 
lichens 

Critical Rclia- Indication of exceedancc 
load bility 

Change in mycorrhizal fungal 
community structure and biomass, 
change in herb layer and loss 
of prominent species, increased 
surface water NO; leaching, 
increased foliar N, change in tree 
growth and mortality 

Change in mycorrhizal fungal 
community structure, biomass 
decline in arbuscular mycorrhizal 
fungi, loss of prominent herba-
ceous species, increased surface 
water NOi leaching, change in 
tree growth and mortality 

Increase in organic horizon N; 
higher net N mineralization rates 

(#) Change in ectomycorrhizal fungal 
community structure 

Lichen community change 

European Ecosystem Critical Relia- Indication of exceedance 
type (EUNIS code) load bility 

Broadleaved decidu-
ous woodland (GI) 

Coniferous wood-
land (G3) 

Abies and Picea 10-15 
woodland (03.1) 

Spruce taiga wood- 5-10 
land (G3.A) 

Temperate and 15-10 
boreal forest; lichen 
and algae (G) 

5-15 Wt 

10-20 

tt 

Changes in ground vegetation, 
decrease in mycorrhiza, increase in 
free living algae 

Decline in lichens, increase in free-
living algae 

L 

Changes in soil processes, nutrient 
imbalance, altered composition 
mycorrhiza and ground vegetation 

Changes in soil processes, nutrient 
imbalance, altered composition 
mycorrhiza and ground vegetation 

Decreased biomass of fine roots, 
nutrient imbalance, decrease in 
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Land Use: A larger fraction of the forested landscape in Europe is heavily managed 
(harvested and planted) relative to the U.S. High rates of harvest removals of N in 
biomass, creating greater N demand and storage during re-establishment of the for-
est stand could contribute to higher critical loads in Europe than the U.S. 

Forms and Mode of Measurement of N inputs: NH4 inputs tend to be higher 
and represent a greater proportion of total N inputs in Europe, particularly in past 
decades; this is changing in the U.S. Some receptor species can be more sensitive 
to reduced than to oxidized forms of N inputs, and nitrification of NH4 inputs can 
accelerate ecosystem acidification relative to inputs of NO3-  . 

Threshold Criteria: Another possible explanation for the higher critical loads is 
that the response thresholds utilized in Europe are sometimes higher. For example, 
choosing a threshold of a shift in lichen community composition will produce a 
much lower critical load than a threshold of near extirpation of lichen species as 
used in earlier European work (Bobbink et al. 2003). As a second example, choos-
ing a threshold of initial changes in N biogeochemistry in the Colorado Front 
Range, interpreted as incipient responses of N saturation, led to a critical load <4 kg 
N ha (Rueth et S. 2003). This is a subtle initial N enrichment response when 
compared to the magnitude of change (a later stage of N saturation) for the critical 
loads thresholds in Europe (10-15 kg ha lyr I). Finally, much of the same research 
was used to set critical loads for both European and U.S. tundra and taiga ecosys-
tems (Bobbink and Hettelingh 2011; Pardo et al. 2011c). The difference in the criti-
cal loads for these ecosystems is primarily due to different threshold criteria. 
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Response to Comment No. 9-74 

The attached document was provided in support of Comment No. 9-46; refer to 
Response to Comment No. 9-46.  This comment is noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 
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Comment Letter No. 10 

Carl J. Calkins 
cjclbchief@aol.com 

Comment No. 10-1 

As a Naples resident for over 49 years, I whole heartily endorse the planned improvement 
of the blight on 2nd and PCH.  I have long felt that the run down hotel was an 
embarrassment for the city. 

Response to Comment No. 10-1 

This comment expresses support for the Project.  No further response is necessary. 
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Comment Letter No. 11 

Marty Cox 
marty@ced-us.com 

Comment No. 11-1 

I received the Notice of Availability of a Draft EIR for 2nd and PCH.   

As a long time Naples resident, my family and I, as well as most of our neighbors, 
STRONGLY support the development of this project and look forward to its completion. 

Response to Comment No. 11-1 

This comment expresses support for the Project.  No further response is necessary. 
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Comment Letter No. 12 

J. Jay Feinberg 
Manager 
Marina Pacifica Boat Slips LLC 
Marina Pacifica Mall 
6380 E. Pacific Coast Hwy., Ste. B 
Long Beach, CA  90803-4824 

Comment No. 12-1 

As a neighboring property owner and marina operator directly across 2nd Street from this 
project, I am in full support.  It will be a vast improvement and an asset to the area.  I urge 
the Long Beach Planning Commission to approve the project as submitted. 

Response to Comment No. 12-1 

This comment expresses support for the Project.  No further response is necessary. 
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Comment Letter No. 13 

Richard D. Hobbs-Seeley 
Galaxy Towers 
2999 E. Ocean Blvd., Unit 1620 
Long Beach, CA  90803-8233 

Comment No. 13-1 

I am responding to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DIER) [sic] pertaining to the 
Seaport Marina Hotel.  My name is Richard D. Hobbs-Seeley and I reside in the Galaxy 
Towers, at 2999 East Ocean Boulevard, Unit 1620, Long Beach 90803.  323-646-7502. 

Response to Comment No. 13-1 

This comment introduces the letter and provides the commenter’s contact 
information.  No further response is necessary. 

Comment No. 13-2 

I have carefully reviewed the DIER, [sic] but found the consultant’s conclusion that the 
property is not a historical resource as defined by CEQA, while may be technically correct, 
is clearly due to lack of further research, which they have suggested the City not pursue.  I 
plead with you to reject that recommendation.  I am quite familiar with the encyclopedic 
research Long Beach Heritage has done on this property.  I conclude from that alone that it 
is indeed a historical resource.  To simply conclude that a property is not significant from a 
historical resource perspective since it has not been registered or designated as a 
landmark is short-sighted.  I argue that the quickly disappearing “googie” style of 
architecture demonstrated in this project as well as the cultural value of the original 
designer qualify this property for landmark status.  Alas, that is a separate effort. 

Response to Comment No. 13-2 

As discussed at length in Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR and 
evaluated in the accompanying Historical Resource Evaluation Report provided in 
Appendix C thereto, the SeaPort Marina Hotel is not an eligible historic resource under any 
of the applicable criteria of the National Register, California Register, or as a City of Long 
Beach landmark, nor is it considered a historic resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5(a)(3).  Reasons for this determination include, but are not limited to:  the 
structure’s compromised integrity due to numerous alterations and deferred maintenance; a 
lack of innovative or singularly distinctive architectural characteristics; and a general lack of 
recognition of the hotel as a notable design of architect Roy Anthony Sealey’s.  Please 
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refer to the Historic Memo provided in Appendix FEIR-B of this Final EIR for further 
discussion. 

Comment No. 13-3 

Beyond that conclusion, I am concerned about the cultural resource that property provides 
our great city.  Imagine the civic and financial value of the public knowing that Long Beach 
has preserved the forward looking work of an early African-American architect and 
protégée of the late, great Paul Revere Williams?  I can envision parts [sic] the property 
being adaptively reused and dedicated to the original architect, Mr. Roy Anthony Sealy. 

Response to Comment No. 13-3 

Background information regarding Roy Anthony Sealey, including his employment 
with distinguished local architect Paul Revere Williams, is included in the Historical 
Resource Evaluation Report provided in Appendix C of the Draft EIR.  However, as stated 
on page IV.C-16 in Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, “[w]hile [Roy 
Anthony Sealey] was a recognized African American architect, the hotel is not a notable 
design of Roy Anthony Sealey’s, and the hotel was not recognized at the time of its 
completion or in subsequent years as an important or notable work of the firm in 
architectural journals.”42  As also discussed therein, the hotel has been altered and does 
not exhibit the required integrity for eligibility as a historic resource.  Please refer to the 
Historic Memo provided in Appendix FEIR-B of this Final EIR for further discussion. 

Comment No. 13-4 

I do not believe the property should be retained and restored as it stands.  I simply do not 
believe that is economically feasible.  I do however feel that Alternative Number 2, “No 
Project/Existing Zoning Alternative,” is the best choice, provided that the main buildings of 
the Seaport Marina Hotel are preserved and adaptively reused, for the retail uses proposed 
by the plan under discussion.  While the serpentine hotel rooms are wonderful visually, [sic] 
are sadly in this day and age an indulgence, and not appropriate for what our coastline has 
become from a value and economic perspective. 

Response to Comment No. 13-4 

The commenter’s stated preference for Alternative 2, the No Project/Existing Zoning 
Alternative, appears to refer to Alternative 2 in the 2011 Draft EIR (SCH No. 2009101014) 

                                            

42  Page IV.C-16 incorrectly identifies the architect as Anthony Roy Sealy.  His name is Roy Anthony Sealey.  
This text has been updated in Section II, Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR. 
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prepared for a previous proposal on the Project Site.  Alternative 2 in the current Draft EIR 
is the Reduced Density Alternative, which reflects a similar mix of land uses and design as 
the Project but with a 30-percent reduction in total development.  However, the commenter 
may intend to refer to the current Alternative 1, the No Project/Reoccupation of Existing 
Hotel Alternative, which involves reoccupation of the hotel and associated commercial 
uses, including interior renovations, improvements to bring the existing structures up to 
current LBMC standards, and limited landscape improvements.  This comment is noted for 
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 13-5 

The so-called “2nd and PCH” project could be the anchor of Long Beach’s impressive 
inventory of mid-century architectural resources.  That is an asset that the City can use to 
its advantage.  I am also a resident of Palm Springs and have attached a summary of what 
the 2017 Modernism Week events produced for the local economy as well as the 
demographics of attendees.  Over 97,000 attendees generated over $35 million in 
economic value for the Palm Springs area from the education and celebration of Mid-
Century Modern architecture. 

Response to Comment No. 13-5 

While the architectural value of the Seaport Marina Hotel may be a matter of debate, 
as discussed in Response to Comment Nos. 13-2 and 13-3 above and at length in Section 
IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, the hotel’s architectural integrity has been 
compromised and the hotel is not considered a historic resource.  This conclusion is 
consistent with that of the aforementioned 2011 Draft EIR, which was prepared for a 
previous proposal on the Project Site, as well as the City’s conclusion in preparing its 
Historic Preservation Element in 2010. 

The comment goes on to describe the Modernism Week events in Palm Springs.  
However, Palm Springs is considerably smaller than Long Beach, both in terms of 
geographic size and population, and its economy is almost entirely driven by tourism.  
There are greater concentrations of mid-century modern architecture in Palm Springs that 
allow for events like Modernism Week to succeed.  This comment is noted for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 13-6 

Please, please, please.  Let’s take a deep breath and not settle for this result.  It mocks 
Orange County-ish mini malls in soon-to-be three corners of “malls” which have abundant 
vacancies.  What I envision for this project, if built as proposed, is a future Marina Pacifica 
or Long Beach Mall.  Twenty years away, being demolished or significantly  remodeled to 
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address changed shopping  practices.  Even today, I would be concerned that this multi-
million dollar project is being anchored by a grocery store.  Through adaptive reuse and 
redesign, we could have a historical resource that would generate new tourism, civic pride, 
and a salute to Long Beach’s pride in its rich diversity, both now and in the past.  We can 
do much better. 

Response to Comment No. 13-6 

This comment closes the letter and summarizes the commenter’s concern that the 
Project is not economically viable over the long term.  No further response is necessary. 

Comment No. 13-7 

See following pages. 
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980+ timed, ticketed or free events

Event Statistics

70
lectures, panel discussions, 

��������	�	���
	�����

20
participating

neighborhood tours
in Palm Springs,
Rancho Mirage,

Palm Desert 
and Indian Wells

1300
attendees at the Preview Reception of

Modernism Show & Sale

28
Home Tours

60
Walking Tours

25,000
Visitors at CAMP

Partner Events
create the capacity necessary 

to keep up with growing attendance

33
evening events and cocktail parties
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Attendance and Demographics

Age and Income

9,300

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Up
25%16,400

25,500
35,500

40,000
45,500

59,500

77,500

97,000

18
countries including

USA
Canada

UK
Australia
Germany

New Zealand
France

Denmark

48
states including

California
Washington
New York

Illinois
Oregon

Minnesota
Texas

Colorado

52%
are Californians

Of those,

28%
are from the Palm Springs Area

10% 
26-45 

58% 
46-65 

30% 
66 and older

52% 
earn $100K+

Demographics data from Modernism Week ticket sales and post-event email survey
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Modernism Week Support

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

$2,250,000

$4,920,000

$7,667,000

$12,299,000

$10,875,000

$17,065,000

$22,312,500

$28,600,000

$35,500,000

Volunteers, including Volunteer Palm Springs

Sponsors and Donors

Partner Organizations and Businesses

Local vendors, caterers and service providers

Neighborhood Groups and HOA’s

430 
75
54
35
20

Economic Impact to the Palm Springs Area

Based on tourism industry standard metricsPage III-174



Attendee Survey Results

77%
attended Home Tours

32%
attended Bus Tours

34%
attended Neighborhood Tours

27%
attended the Modernism Show & Sale

81%
attend as fans or consumers

11%
attend as designers or professionals

62%
are repeat attendees

Field of Interest

90% architecture

68% interior design

43% landscape design

34% preservation

How They Heard
About Modernism Week

54% attended previously

32% friends or word of mouth

16% internet research

83%
plan to attend in 2018

92%
������
����������������
������

with Modernism Week

92%
would recommend Modernism Week 

to others

Based on post-event email surveyPage III-175



Partner Organizations

$1,300,000
Funds paid from ticket proceeds to participating neighborhoods, organizations, and businesses.

A new record for Modernism Week.

���
��
������
��	����	����������
	��
���	���������	����������

The Aluminaire Foundation
Mizell Senior Center

Palm Springs Art Museum
PSAM Architecture and Design Council

Palm Springs Historical Society
Palm Springs Modern Committee

Palm Springs Preservation Foundation
Palm Springs Public Library

And 20 Participating Neighborhood Organiztions
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Response to Comment No. 13-7 

This comment is a brochure highlighting Palm Springs’ 2017 Modernism Week in its 
entirety.  Please see Response to Comment No. 13-5 for related discussion. 
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Comment Letter No. 14 

Elizabeth Kiely 
eklbc@yahoo.com 

Comment No. 14-1 

I am really concerned about the increase in traffic in the area.  We already have a traffic 
problem and we don't need to add to it. 

Response to Comment No. 14-1 

This comment expresses concern about increasing traffic in the area.  Existing and 
projected traffic conditions are described in detail in Section IV.K, Traffic and Access, of the 
Draft EIR.  No further response is necessary. 

Comment No. 14-2 

There are already three retail shopping centers and grocery stores in the same area.  I just 
don't think there is a need for more grocery stores, gyms, retail space or restaurants.  
There is already empty retail space and restaurant space in the area.  There is also a high 
turnover of restaurant and retail space close by on 2nd St in Belmont Shore.  I just think 
this is a big waste of money. 

Thanks for the opportunity to comment. 

Response to Comment No. 14-2 

This comment expresses opinions regarding the economic viability of the Project in 
light of similar shopping center uses in the surrounding area.  As no specific comments 
concerning the Project Description or the Draft EIR are cited, no further response is 
necessary. 
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Comment Letter No. 15 

Chris Richgels 
5360 E. Appian Way 
Long Beach, CA  90803-1918 

Comment No. 15-1 

Please approve the 2nd and PCH Project.  I attended the information meeting at the site 
and reviewed the draft EIR online.  I am a resident of the area and live on Appian Way.  
The proposed project would greatly improve our quality of living with the proposed project.  
Naples, Belmont Shore and Belmont Park are fantastic neighborhoods and deserve a 
premiere project at the entrance to our community.  The blighted property should be 
leveled as soon as possible.  A high-end project would greatly improve the image of Long 
Beach. 

Response to Comment No. 15-1 

This comment expresses support for the Project.  No further response is necessary. 
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Comment Letter No. 16 

Nancy Richgels 
5360 E. Appian Way 
Long Beach, CA  90803-1918 

Comment No. 16-1 

Please approve the 2nd and PCH Project.  I attended the information meeting at the site 
and reviewed the draft EIR online.  I am a resident of the area and live on Appian Way.  
The proposed project would greatly improve our quality of living with the proposed project.  
Naples, Belmont Shore and Belmont Park are fantastic neighborhoods and deserve a 
premiere project at the entrance to our community.  The blighted property should be 
leveled as soon as possible.  A high-end project would greatly improve the image of Long 
Beach. 

Response to Comment No. 16-1 

This comment expresses support for the Project.  No further response is necessary. 
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Comment Letter No. 17 

Nancy Richgels 
5360 E. Appian Way 
Long Beach, CA  90803-1918 

Comment No. 17-1 

Please approve the 2nd and PCH Project.  I attended the information meeting at the site 
and reviewed the draft EIR online.  I am a resident of the area and live on Appian Way.  
The proposed project would greatly improve our quality of living with the proposed project.  
Naples, Belmont Shore and Belmont Park are fantastic neighborhoods and deserve a 
premiere project at the entrance to our community.  The blighted property should be 
leveled as soon as possible.  A high-end project would greatly improve the image of Long 
Beach. 

Response to Comment No. 17-1 

This comment is a duplicate of Comment No. 16-1 expressing support for the 
Project.  No further response is necessary. 



III.C  Responses to Comments 

City of Long Beach 2nd & PCH  
SCH No. 2014031059 August 2017 
 

Page III-183 

  

Comment Letter No. 18 

Natalie B. Kuffel 
Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo 
520 Capitol Mall, Ste. 350 
Sacramento, CA  95814-4721 

Comment No. 18-1 

On behalf of the Coalition for Responsible Equitable Economic Development, John 
Ferruccio, Jorge L. Aceves, John P. Bustos, Gerry Kennon, Chris S. Macias, and Robert E. 
Murphy, Jr., we submit the attached Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report. 

If you have any questions, please contact Natalie Kuffel directly. 

Response to Comment No. 18-1 

This comment presents an electronic transmittal of the attached comment letter and 
provides contact information. 

In response to this comment letter, a technical appendix entitled Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas Memorandum (AQ/GHG Memo) has been prepared by Eyestone 
Environmental to support several of the responses to comments below.  Refer to Appendix 
FEIR-D of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 18-2 

We write on behalf of the Coalition for Responsible Equitable Economic Development 
(“CREED LA”), John Ferruccio, Jorge L. Aceves, John P. Bustos, Gerry Kennon, Chris S.  
Macias, and Robert E. Murphy Jr., to provide comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (“DEIR”) prepared by the City of Long Beach (“City”) for the 2nd and PCH Project 
(SCH No. 2014031059) (“Project”), proposed by PCH Property, LLC (“Applicant”). 

Response to Comment No. 18-2 

This comment introduces the letter and states that it was written on behalf of 
CREED LA.  No further response is necessary. 

Comment No. 18-3 

The Project would be located at 6400 E. Pacific Coast Highway, bounded by 2nd Street to 
the north, Pacific Coast Highway to the east, a retail shopping center to the south, and 
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Marina Drive to the west.  The Project site is currently developed with the SeaPort Marina 
Hotel.  The Project involves the removal of the existing buildings and parking lot and 
construction of approximately 95,000 square feet of retail uses, a 55,000 square foot 
grocery store, a 25,000 square foot fitness/health club, and approximately 70,000 square 
feet of restaurant uses, as well as 1,150 parking spaces. 

Response to Comment No. 18-3 

This comment summarizes the Project Description.  No further response is 
necessary. 

Comment No. 18-4 

The DEIR’s comment deadline was June 5, 2017.  We contacted the City on May 22, 2017 
to request an extension due the fact that multiple appendices to the DEIR were 
inaccessible from the City’s website.  Additionally, CREED LA did not receive notice of the 
DEIR, despite submitting a letter to the City on December 8, 2016, requesting notification of 
any document released pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act1 (“CEQA”).2  
On May 23, 2017, Advance Planning Officer Christopher Koontz responded to this request 
and stated “staff will be glad to accept your comments up to 5:00 P.M. on Friday June 9, 
2017.”3 

1 Pub.  Resources Code, §§ 21000 et seq.; 14 Cal. Code Regs. §§ 15000 et seq. (“CEQA Guidelines”). 
2 See Attachment A, Letter from Natalie Kuffel to John Kim, Craig Chalfant, and Christopher Cun, Re:  

Request for Extension of Public Comment Period on 2nd and PCH Project DEIR (SCH No. 2014031059), 
May 22, 2017.  CREED LA’s December 8, 2016 letter also requested all records related to the Project 
under the California Public Records Act.  This request was never acknowledged or satisfied. 

3 See Attachment B, email from Christopher Koontz to Natalie Kuffel and Lorrie Lele, re:  Requestfor 
Extension—Comment Period regarding 2nd and PCH Project DEIR, May 23, 2017. 

Response to Comment No. 18-4 

This comment notes that an extension of the comment period was requested and 
granted.  Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 6-3 and 6-6, which together address 
this same comment. 

Comment No. 18-5 

Based upon our review of the DEIR and supporting documentation, we conclude that the 
DEIR fails to comply with the requirements of CEQA.  As explained more fully below, the 
DEIR did not disclose two potentially significant impacts and failed to consider feasible 
mitigation for an impact deemed significant and unavoidable.  As a result of its 
shortcomings, the DEIR lacks substantial evidence to support its conclusions and fails to 
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properly mitigate the Project’s significant environmental impacts.  The DEIR’s numerous 
defects render it inadequate as an informational document.  In light of the DEIR’s 
fundamentally flawed nature, the comments contained in this letter should be viewed as 
illustrative of the problems with the document, rather than as a comprehensive catalogue of 
the document’s deficiencies.  Based on the findings of this comment letter, a revised DEIR 
must be prepared and recirculated before the City may legally approve the Project. 

Response to Comment No. 18-5 

This comment serves to introduce the comments that follow, which are addressed in 
detail below.  The Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15084 and Sections 15120 through 15131 and includes a thorough analysis and 
identification of the Project’s potential impacts, as supported by substantial evidence.  
Please refer to Response to Comment No. 5-13 for a discussion of the CEQA standard for 
recirculating a Draft EIR, which has not been met.   

Comment No. 18-6 

We prepared these comments with the assistance of air quality and hazards experts Matt 
Hagemann and Jessie Jaeger of Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise (“SWAPE”).  
SWAPE’s technical comments and curricula vitae are attached hereto as Attachment C.4   
The City must separately respond to these technical comments. 

4  Attachment C, Letter from Matt Hagemann and Jessie Jaeger to Natalie Kuffel re:  Comments on 2nd 
and PCH Project, May 30, 2017 (“SWAPE Comments”). 

Response to Comment No. 18-6 

The referenced comments from Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) are 
included and addressed below, beginning with Comment No. 18-34. 

Comment No. 18-7 

I.  STATEMENT OF INTEREST 

CREED LA is an unincorporated association of individuals and labor organizations that 
may be adversely affected by the potential public and worker health and safety hazards, 
and the environmental and public service impacts of the Project.  The coalition includes the 
Sheet Metal Workers Local 105, International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers Local 11, 
Southern California Pipe Trades District Council 16, along with their members, their 
families, and other individuals who live and work in the City of Los Angeles. 
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 Individual members of CREED LA and its member organizations include John Ferruccio, 
Jorge L. Aceves, John P. Bustos, Gerry Kennon, Chris S. Macias, and Robert E. Murphy 
Jr.  These individuals live, work, recreate, and raise their families in the City of Los Angeles 
and surrounding communities.  Accordingly, they would be directly affected by the Project’s 
environmental and health and safety impacts.  Individual members may also work on the 
Project itself.  They will be first in line to be exposed to any health and safety hazards that 
exist onsite. 

In addition, CREED LA has an interest in enforcing environmental laws that encourage 
sustainable development and ensure a safe working environment for its members.  
Environmentally detrimental projects can jeopardize future jobs by making it more difficult 
and more expensive for business and industry to expand in the region, and by making the 
area less desirable for new businesses and new residents.  Indeed, continued 
environmental degradation can, and has, caused construction moratoriums and other 
restrictions on growth that, in turn, reduce future employment opportunities. 

Response to Comment No. 18-7 

This comment provides a brief background on CREED LA and the organization’s 
reasons for commenting on the Project.  No further response is necessary. 

Comment No. 18-8 

II.  THE DEIR IS NOT IN COMPLIANCE WITH CEQA 

CEQA has two basic purposes, neither of which the DEIR satisfies.  First, CEQA is 
designed to inform decision makers and the public about the potential, significant 
environmental effects of a project.5  CEQA requires that an agency analyze potentially 
significant environmental impacts in an EIR.6 The EIR should not rely on scientifically 
outdated information to assess the significance of impacts, and should result from 
“extensive research and information gathering,” including consultation with state and 
federal agencies, local officials, and the interested public.7  To be adequate, the EIR should 
evidence the lead agency’s good faith effort at full disclosure.8  The EIR has been 
described as “an environmental ‘alarm bell’ whose purpose it is to alert the public and its 
responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached ecological points 
of no return.”9  “Thus, the EIR protects not only the environment but also informed self-
government.”10 

Second, CEQA directs public agencies to avoid or reduce environmental damage when 
possible by requiring alternatives or mitigation measures.11  The EIR serves to provide 
public agencies and the public in general with information about the effect that a proposed 
project is likely to have on the environment and to “identify ways that environmental 
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damage can be avoided or significantly reduced.”12  If a project has a significant effect on 
the environment, the agency may approve the project only upon a finding that it has 
“eliminated or substantially lessened all significant effects on the environment where 
feasible,” and that any unavoidable significant effects on the environment are “acceptable 
due to overriding concerns” specified in CEQA section 21081.13 

5 CEQA Guidelines, § 15002, subd. (a)(1). 
6 See Pub. Resources Code, § 21000; CEQA Guidelines, § 15002. 
7 Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Comm. v. Board of Port Comm. (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1367 

(Berkeley Jets); Schaeffer Land Trust v. San Jose City Council (1989) 215 Cal.App.3d 612, 620. 
8 CEQA Guidelines, § 15151; see also Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of 

California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 406 (Laurel Heights I). 
9 County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal.App.3d 795, 810. 
10 Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Bd. of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 564 (citations omitted). 
11 CEQA Guidelines, § 15002, subd. (a)(2)-(3); Berkeley Jets, supra, 91 Cal.App.4th at 1354. 
12 CEQA Guidelines, § 15002, subd. (a)(2). 
13 CEQA Guidelines, § 15092, subd. (b)(2)(A)-(B). 

Response to Comment No. 18-8 

This comment correctly summarizes the purpose and content of an EIR.  As 
indicated above, the 2nd & PCH Project’s Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15084 and Sections 15120 through 15131 and includes a 
thorough analysis and identification of the Project’s potential impacts, as supported by 
substantial evidence.  The commenter’s specific concerns regarding the Draft EIR are 
addressed below. 

Comment No. 18-9 

As these comments will demonstrate, the DEIR fails to comply with the requirements of 
CEQA and may not be used as the basis for approving the Project.  It fails in significant 
aspects to perform its function as an informational document that is meant “to provide 
public agencies and the public in general with detailed information about the effect which a 
proposed project is likely to have on the environment” and “to list ways in which the 
significant effects of such a project might be minimized.”14 

14 Laurel Heights I, supra, 47 Cal.3d at p. 391. 
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Response to Comment No. 18-9 

 As indicated above, the Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15084 and Sections 15120 through 15131 and includes a thorough 
analysis and identification of the Project’s potential impacts, as supported by substantial 
evidence.  As discussed in further detail below, the Draft EIR also provides a multitude of 
project design features and mitigation measures designed to reduce the Project’s impacts, 
which are included in Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of this Final 
EIR. 

Comment No. 18-10 

The DEIR must be withdrawn and revised to address these errors and deficiencies.  
Because of the substantial omissions in the information disclosed in the DEIR, revisions 
necessary to comply with CEQA will be, by definition, significant.  In addition, substantial 
revision will be required to address significant impacts that were not disclosed in the DEIR.  
Because these revisions are significant, the revised DEIR will need to be recirculated for 
additional public comment.15 

15 Pub. Resources Code, § 21091.1; CEQA Guidelines, § 15088.5. 

Response to Comment No. 18-10 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 5-13 for a discussion of the CEQA 
standard for recirculating a Draft EIR, which has not been met.   

Comment No. 18-11 

A.  The DEIR Fails to Disclose Significant Construction Emissions. 

The DEIR relies upon an incorrect number of worker, vendor, and hauling trips to estimate 
the Project’s construction emissions.  As a result, the Project’s construction emissions and 
associated impacts are underestimated and the DEIR fails to disclose a potentially 
significant impact.  The air quality analysis must be updated and recirculated before the 
Project can be approved. 

Response to Comment No. 18-11 

The commenter refers to specific data inputs used in the calculation of Project-
related construction emissions.  This comment is based on specific comments provided in 
the SWAPE letter (Attachment C of this comment letter), which begins with Comment  
No. 18-34 below.  In particular, refer to Comment Nos. 18-39 through 18-49.   
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As detailed below in Response to Comment No. 18-14, the commenter correctly 
identified minor discrepancies in the number of haul truck and construction worker trips 
during demolition activities that would increase peak daily regional construction emissions 
from 90.6 (rounded to 91) to 98.8 (rounded to 99) pounds per day.  This increase in peak 
daily emissions would remain below the SCAQMD regional daily NOX construction 
threshold of 100 pounds per day.  The refined CalEEMod modeling output file and updated 
estimate of regional construction emissions presented in Table IV.B-4 of the Draft EIR is 
reflected in Section II, Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR.  Additionally, this minor 
discrepancy does not change the results of the localized construction emissions analysis 
detailed in Table IV.B-5 on page IV.B-36 of the Draft EIR; as such, localized construction 
impacts would remain less than significant.  Overall, construction air quality impacts related 
to the Project would remain less than significant, and no mitigation measures are 
warranted.  Accordingly, no changes to the conclusions in the Draft EIR are necessary.   

The Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA 
Guidelines, and there are no new significant impacts or substantial increases in previously 
identified impacts that result from the comments provided in this Final EIR.  Please refer to 
Response to Comment No. 5-13 for a discussion of the CEQA standard for recirculating a 
Draft EIR, which has not been met.    

Comment No. 18-12 

Our air quality expert, SWAPE, has reviewed the Project’s CalEEMod output files and 
found that an incorrect number of worker, vendor, and hauling trips were inputted for each 
phase of Project construction.16  The phases of construction are:  Demolition, Site Grading/
Excavation, Building Foundation/Framing/Construction, and Paving/Concrete/Landscape.  
The first two phases would generate demolition debris and soil materials, which would be 
hauled offsite. 

16 SWAPE Comments, p. 2. 

Response to Comment No. 18-12 

This comment correctly identifies the Project’s construction phases.  Please refer to 
Response to Comment No. 18-11, above.     

Comment No. 18-13 

The DEIR’s Traffic Impact Analysis estimating the number of hauling trips required to 
construct the Project.  For the Demolition phase, 50 daily truck trips were estimated over 
the 45 day period, for a total of 2,250 hauling trips.17  For the Site Grading/Excavation 
phase, 40 daily truck trips were estimated over the 88 day period, for a total of  



III.C  Responses to Comments 

City of Long Beach 2nd & PCH  
SCH No. 2014031059 August 2017 
 

Page III-190 

  

3,520 hauling trips.18  The Traffic Impact Analysis also supplied estimates for delivery/
vendor trips and worker trips as follows:19  

Phase  
# of Daily Worker 

Trips  
# of Daily Vendor 

Trips  
# of Total Hauling 

Trips  

Demolition  60  0  2,250  

Site Grading  40  0  3,520  

Building 
Construction  

350  100  0  

Paving  60  20  0  

 

17 DEIR, Appendix R, Part 1, p. 85. 
18 Ibid. 
19 Ibid. 

Response to Comment No. 18-13 

In general, this comment correctly summarizes the type and number of construction 
trips cited in the Traffic Study provided in Appendix R of the Draft EIR.  It is noted, 
however, that the table above presents daily trips for construction workers and vendors and 
total trips for haul trucks throughout each construction phase, whereas the Traffic Study 
only cites daily counts for each type of trip.  It is also noted that the summary above 
presents one way trips, consistent with the way the traffic analysis defines a trip (ingress 
and egress), whereas the air quality analysis is largely based on round trips or the number 
of hauls.  This distinction is important as traffic analyses are concerned with the number of 
daily and peak hour trips, intersection capacities, and the queuing of vehicles, while air 
quality analyses are concerned with emissions generated from vehicle miles traveled per 
trip.  Construction worker trips were input into CalEEMod as one way trips since workers 
would travel to the Project Site in the morning and from the Project Site at the end of each 
work day.  Use of one way trips for workers is important since cold engines can produce 
more emissions.  Vendor and haul trips were entered as round trips since each trip would 
consist of a delivery of materials or export of soil, where the engine would not be shut off 
for an extended period of time and thus would not warrant analysis of two separate trips 
(i.e., less cold starts).  Furthermore, the number of delivery/haul trips listed on page 85 of 
the Traffic Study are specifically cited as daily maximums, not averages; use of these 
numbers in calculating the total number of trips during each construction phase yields a 
conservative analysis.     
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Comment No. 18-14 

However, when SWAPE reviewed CalEEMod output files, it discovered that these 
estimated trips were not consistently used in the air quality analysis.  Instead, the following 
inputs were used:20 

Phase 
# of Daily Worker 

Trips 
# of Daily Vendor 

Trips  
# of Total Hauling 

Trips  

Demolition  
(CalEEMod)  

60 
(40)  

0 
(0)  

2,250 
(900)  

Site Grading 
(CalEEMod)  

40 
(40)  

0 
(10)  

3,520 
(910)  

Building 
Construction 
(CalEEMod)  

350 
(350)  

100 
(50)  

0 
(0)  

Paving 
(CalEEMod)  

60 
(60)  

20 
(10)  

0 
(0)  

 

No explanation is provided as to why the CalEEMod inputs differ from the conclusions 
reached by the traffic experts in regard to demolition worker and hauling trips, grading 
vendor and hauling trips, construction vendor trips, and paving vendor trips. 

20 SWAPE Comments, p. 4. 

Response to Comment No. 18-14 

The information presented in the table above requires some clarification, as the 
majority of the data is consistent between the Traffic Study (Appendix R of the Draft EIR) 
and the Air Quality and GHG Worksheets (Appendix B of the Draft EIR).  Please refer to 
the table below that includes additional details and explanations regarding some of the 
trip numbers. 
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Project 
Construction Phase 

Number of 
Daily Worker 

Trips 

Number of 
Daily Vendor 

Tripsa 

Number of 
Daily Haul 

Tripsa 
Total Haul Trips 

per Phaseb 

Demolition (45 days) 

Traffic Study 60 one ways 25 round trips (50 one ways) 2,250 one ways 

Air Quality (CalEEMod) 40 one ways 
*This has been 

updated to 
match 

0 20 round trips 
*This has been 

updated to 
match 

900 round trips 
*Based on the 

haul trip update, 
this is now 1,125 
round trips (which 

matches) 

Site Grading (88 days)c 

Traffic Study 40 one ways 20 round trips (40 one ways) 3,520 one ways 

Air Quality (CalEEMod) 40 one ways 10 round tripsd 10 round trips 910 round tripsc 
(Total vendor + 

haul trips = 3,640 
one ways, which 

is more 
conservative) 

Building Construction (228 days) 

Traffic Study 350 one ways 50 round trips (100 one ways) 0 

Air Quality (CalEEMod) 350 one ways 50 round trips 0 0 

Paving (120 days) 

Traffic Study 60 one ways 10 round trips (20 one ways) 0 

Air Quality (CalEEMod) 60 one ways 10 round trips 0 0 

  
a The Traffic Study combines vendor and haul truck trips.  However, for air quality purposes, these 

two trip types are considered separately in CalEEMod, as haul trips involve heavier trucks with a 
longer trip distance than vendor trips. 

b The Traffic Study does not calculate total haul trips per phase; the Traffic Study numbers presented 
in this table reflect the calculations provided by the commenter. 

c Within the CalEEMod model, this construction duration was automatically calculated as 91 days.  
As the number of daily vendor/haul trips are the same as in the Traffic Study, the total number of 
truck trips in the air quality analysis is actually higher. 

d The commenter assumes no vendor trips.  However, based on the anticipated maximum number of 
trucks per day (as cited in the Traffic Study), the Project’s limited amount of soil export could be 
hauled in less than six days using 14 cubic yard trucks.  Therefore, the air quality analysis 
conservatively assumed half of all truck trips during site grading/excavation would be vendor trips 
(in actuality, the majority of truck trips would be vendor trips given the limited need for haul trucks).  
Vendor trips involve lighter trucks and shorter trip distances, which yield fewer emissions than haul 
trips. 

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, Traffic Impact Analysis—2nd & PCH Project, March 
2017 (see Appendix R of the Draft EIR); and Eyestone Environmental, Air Quality and GHG 
Worksheets, March 2017 (see Appendix B of the Draft EIR). 
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As shown in the table above, when clarifying one way trips vs. round trips, most of 
the data used in CalEEMod for the air quality analysis matches (or is more conservative 
than) that provided in the Traffic Study.  There are only two discrepancies that require 
correction, specifically for the demolition phase:  the number of construction worker trips 
(60 one way trips instead of 40) and haul trips (25 daily round trips instead of 20).  Based 
on the haul trip adjustment, the total number of demolition-related haul trips would be  
1,125 round trips or 2,250 one way trips, consistent with the commenter’s calculation.  The 
use of 1,125 round trip haul trips is considered conservative as the default value calculated 
in CalEEMod based on the Project’s actual amount of floor area to be demolished is  
1,081 haul trips.  All other purported errors are mischaracterized by the commenter; such 
differences are instead a function of how the traffic analysis defines a trip (one way or 
ingress/egress) versus the air quality analysis (hauls or round trips).  As discussed above 
in Response to Comment No. 18-13, this distinction is important as traffic analyses are 
concerned with the number of daily and peak hour trips, intersection capacities, and the 
queuing of vehicles, while air quality analyses are concerned with emissions generated 
from vehicle miles traveled per trip.  It is also noted that the air quality analysis used default 
CalEEMod trip lengths for all haul, vendor, delivery, and employee trips. 

Another point of clarification pertains to truck trips, as the commenter did not 
correctly distinguish between vendor and haul truck trips.  The Traffic Study cites the 
combined number of delivery (i.e., vendor) and haul truck trips during the demolition and 
site grading/excavation phases.  As indicated in the table above, while it is reasonable to 
assume all such truck trips would consist of haul trucks during demolition (i.e., to haul 
debris and waste materials), it is not reasonable to make this assumption for the site 
grading/excavation phase, which the commenter has done.  Based on the anticipated 
maximum of 20 truck trips per day during site grading/excavation, as cited in the Traffic 
Study, the Project’s limited amount of soil export (up to 1,545 cubic yards) could be hauled 
in less than 6 days out of an 88-day construction phase using 14 cubic yard trucks.  Thus, 
delivery (vendor) trips must be assumed to occur during the remainder of the construction 
phase.  The air quality analysis conservatively assumed half of all truck trips during site 
grading/excavation would be vendor trips, although in actuality the majority of truck trips 
would be vendor trips given the limited need for haul trucks.  Vendor trips involve lighter 
trucks and shorter trip distances, which yield fewer emissions than haul trips.  The 
commenter’s assumption of only haul truck trips overestimates potential air emissions. 

Updating the CalEEMod model to reflect the correct number of construction worker 
trips and haul trips during demolition increases peak daily regional construction emissions 
from 90.6 to 98.8 pounds per day.  This increase in peak daily emissions would remain 
below the SCAQMD regional daily NOX construction threshold of 100 pounds per day.  The 
refined CalEEMod modeling output file and updated estimate of regional construction 
emissions presented in Table IV.B-4 of the Draft EIR are reflected in Section II, Corrections 
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and Additions, of this Final EIR.  These changes do not affect the results of the localized 
construction emissions analysis detailed in Table IV.B-5 on page IV.B-36 of the Draft EIR; 
as such, localized construction impacts would remain less than significant.  Overall, 
construction air quality impacts related to the Project would remain less than significant, 
and no mitigation measures are warranted.  Accordingly, no changes to the conclusions in 
the Draft EIR are necessary.  Also refer to technical data provided in the AQ/GHG Memo 
provided in Appendix FEIR-D of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 18-15 

When SWAPE conducted an updated air quality analysis that consistently used the 
information provided in the Traffic Impact Analysis, it discovered that the Project’s 
construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions are greater than previously disclosed in 
the DEIR.  Notably, the updated analysis also revealed that the Project’s construction-
related NOX emissions of 101 lbs/day would exceed the 100 lbs/day threshold applied in 
the DEIR.21 

21 SWAPE Comments, pp. 4–5. 

Response to Comment No. 18-15 

This comment is based on specific comments provided in the SWAPE letter 
(Attachment C of this comment letter), which begins with Comment No. 18-34 below.  Refer 
specifically to Comment Nos. 18-48 and 18-49.   

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-14 for clarification regarding the 
construction trip inputs used in the air quality analysis.  As shown in the table therein, as 
compared to the commenter’s table in Comment No. 18-14, SWAPE used one way vendor 
and haul trips rather than round trips in calculating construction emissions.  However, these 
types of trips are more appropriately entered as round trips since they do not involve long 
periods of time between ingress and egress during which the engines can cool (as 
discussed in Response to Comment No. 18-13, cold engines can produce greater 
emissions).  Additionally, SWAPE did not account for any vendor trips during the demolition 
or site grading/excavation phases, which is inaccurate.  As previously discussed, vendor 
and haul truck trips are considered separately in CalEEMod, as haul trips involve heavier 
trucks with a longer trip distance than vendor trips.  These inaccuracies in the commenter’s 
model inputs yielded SWAPE’s higher—and incorrect—results.   

Refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR for the refined 
CalEEMod modeling output file and updated estimate of regional construction emissions 
presented in Table IV.B-4 of the Draft EIR.  As shown, the Project’s construction-related air 
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quality impacts would remain less than significant, and no mitigation measures are 
warranted.  Accordingly, no changes to the conclusions in the Draft EIR are necessary. 

Comment No. 18-16 

Because this potentially significant impact was not identified in the DEIR, a revised DEIR 
must be prepared and recirculated.22 

22 See CEQA Guidelines, § 15088.5, subd. (a)(1); see also Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth 
v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412 (holding that when information added to the EIR reveals 
a new potentially significant impact, recirculation is required), Spring Valley Lake Assn. v. City of 
Victorville (2016) 248 Cal.App.4th 91, 108 (requiring recirculation because of new information disclosing a 
significant air quality impact). 

Response to Comment No. 18-16 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-14 and 18-15.  Also refer to 
Response to Comment No. 5-13 for a discussion of the CEQA standard for recirculating a 
Draft EIR, which has not been met.   

Comment No. 18-17 

B. The DEIR Fails to Implement All Feasible Operational Mitigation Measures. 

Under CEQA, the City cannot approve the Project as proposed because there are feasible 
mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen one of the Project’s 
significant environmental effects.23  Despite concluding that the Project could cause a 
significant operational impact with respect to NOX emissions, the DEIR fails to propose any 
mitigation measures to reduce this impact to a less than significant level.  The DEIR claims 
that “[n]o other project design features feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce 
the Project’s operational impact associated with regional emissions.”24 

23 Pub. Resources Code, § 21002. 
24 DEIR, p. I-46. 

Response to Comment No. 18-17 

This comment is based on specific comments provided in the SWAPE letter 
(Attachment C of this comment letter), which begins with Comment No. 18-34 below.  Refer 
specifically to Comment Nos. 18-70 through 18-72.   

In response to public comments received regarding the Draft EIR, additional project 
design features and mitigation have been considered to address the Project’s significant 
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and unavoidable impact with respect to regional NOX emissions resulting from operations.  
Updated measures to be incorporated into the Project are reflected in Section II, 
Corrections and Additions, and Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of 
this Final EIR.  It is noted, however, that the impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable despite mitigation.   

Comment No. 18-18 

To the contrary, our air quality experts have identified 5-pages of mitigation measures that 
could feasibly be applied to the Project in order to lessen this impact.25  The City must 
consider these mitigation measures along with any other feasible mitigation measures that 
may be available in a revised DEIR that is recirculated for public reivew.26 

25 See SWAPE Comments, pp. 12-17. 
26 See CEQA Guidelines, § 15088.5, subd. (a)(3); South County Citizens for Smart Growth v. County of 

Nevada (2013) 221 Cal.App.4th 316, 330 (holding that recirculation is required when a new mitigation 
measure is feasible, is considerably different from the mitigation measures already evaluated in the draft 
EIR, would clearly lessen the project’ significant environmental impacts, and is not adopted). 

Response to Comment No. 18-18 

This comment is based on specific comments provided in the SWAPE letter 
(Attachment C of this comment letter), which begins with Comment No. 18-34 below.  Refer 
specifically to Comment Nos. 18-70 through 18-72.  

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-17 above.  Also refer to Response to 
Comment No. 5-13 for a discussion of the CEQA standard for recirculating a Draft EIR, 
which has not been met.   

Comment No. 18-19 

C.  The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze and Mitigate the Project’s Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions. 

The City’s analysis of the Project’s greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions is inadequate 
because it relies on a significance threshold that is not supported by substantial evidence.27  
The DEIR considers whether “the Project complies with applicable regulations or 
requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plant for the reduction or 
mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions.”28 Specifically, the DEIR considers consistency 
with the applicable RTP/SCS, the California Air Resources Board’s (“CARB”) Climate 
Change Scoping Plan, and the City of Long Beach’s Sustainability City Action Plan.29 

27 CEQA Guidelines, § 15064.7. 
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28 DEIR, p. IV.E-39. 
29 Ibid. 

Response to Comment No. 18-19 

Section IV.E, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR provides an analysis of 
potential GHG impacts related to the Project.  Contrary to this comment, it was determined 
that given the Project’s consistency with state, SCAG, and City of Long Beach GHG 
emission reduction goals and objectives, the Project would not conflict with any applicable 
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions 
of GHGs.  In the absence of adopted standards and established significance thresholds, 
and given this consistency, it was concluded that the Project’s impacts are considered less 
than significant.  Therefore, no mitigation measures are required to reduce GHG emissions.  

Comment No. 18-20 

Consistency with SB 375 and SCAG’s Sustainable Communities Strategy is relevant only 
for projects with a residential component, and even then it is only relevant for transportation 
emissions.  California Public Resources Code, Section 21159.28, subdivision (a), states 
that if a residential or mixed-use residential project is consistent with the use designation, 
density, building intensity, and applicable policies specified for the SCS project area, then 
the CEQA document prepared for the project is not required to assess any project-specific 
or cumulative GHG impacts from cars and light-duty truck trips generated by the project or 
impacts on the regional transportation network.  Accordingly, even if the Project is 
consistent with the Sustainable Communities Strategy, that would not be enough to 
demonstrate that the Project’s total GHG impacts will be less than significant.30 

30 See also CBD v. CDFW, supra, 62 Cal.  4th at p. 229 (a significance analysis based on compliance with 
applicable regulations “only goes to impacts within the area governed by the regulations.  That a project 
is designed to meet high building efficiency and conservation standards, for example, does not establish 
that its greenhouse gas emissions from transportation activities lack significant impacts”). 

Response to Comment No. 18-20 

Contrary to what is stated in this comment, the GHG analysis presented in Section 
IV.E, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR did not seek an exemption from 
analysis of GHG impacts related to cars and light-duty truck trips pursuant to California 
Public Resources Code Section 21159.28(a).  In fact, California Public Resources Code 
Section 21159.28(a) does not apply, as the Project does not include a residential 
component; accordingly, GHG impacts were evaluated.  However, SB 375 and the 
Sustainable Communities Strategy component of SCAG’s 2016–2040 Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2016–2040 RTP/SCS) are 
relevant to the Project given that approximately 75 percent of the Project’s GHG emissions 
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are related to transportation sources, primarily from cars and light-duty trucks.  SB 375 
establishes regional targets for GHG emissions reductions from passenger vehicle use that 
are incorporated into the 2016–2040 RTP/SCS.  As discussed on page IV.E-59 in Section 
IV.E, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR, the 2016–2040 RTP/SCS is expected 
to help California reach its GHG reduction goals, with reductions in per capita 
transportation emissions of 9 percent by 2020 and 16 percent by 2035.43  As shown in 
Table IV.E-9 on page IV.E-48 of the Draft EIR, in comparison to the “no implementation of 
emission reduction measures” (NIERM) scenario (also known as “business-as-usual” or 
BAU) the Project results in a VMT reduction of approximately 28 percent and a 25-percent 
reduction in GHG emissions from mobile sources, which would be consistent with the 
reduction in transportation emission per capita set forth in the 2016–2040 RTP/SCS.  

Moreover, in response to public comments received regarding the Draft EIR, 
additional project design features and mitigation have been considered to address the 
Project’s significant and unavoidable impact with respect to regional NOX emissions 
resulting from operations.  Updated measures to be incorporated into the Project are 
reflected in Section II, Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR.  With incorporation of 
these measures, the Project would result in a VMT reduction of approximately 57 percent 
compared with the NIERM scenario, resulting in a 52-percent reduction in GHG emissions 
from mobile sources.  This further reduction is also reflected in Section II, Corrections and 
Additions, of this Final EIR.  Thus, the Project would remain consistent with the reduction in 
transportation emission per capita set forth in the 2016–2040 RTP/SCS.   

Additionally, the GHG analysis did not solely rely on consistency with SB 375 and 
the 2016–2040 RTP/SCS.  The GHG analysis in the Draft EIR also considers consistency 
with regulations and requirements adopted as part of the Climate Change Scoping Plan 
and the City of Long Beach’s Sustainability City Action Plan. 

Comment No. 18-21 

Consistency with CARB’s Climate Change Scoping Plan is equally unsuitable for 
determining this Project’s GHG emissions impact.  In CBD v. CDFW, the California 
Supreme Court declared that neither AB 32 nor CARB’s Climate Change Scoping Plan, 
which implements the goal contained in AB 32, “constitutes a set of ‘regulations or 
requirements adopted to implement’ a statewide reduction plan within the meaning of 
Guidelines section 15064.4, subdivision (b)(3)” because neither “establishes regulations 
implementing, for specific projects, the Legislature’s statewide goals for reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions.”31 

                                            

43 CARB, Regional Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Targets Pursuant to SB 375, Resolution 10-31. 
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31 Id. at pp. 222–223. 

Response to Comment No. 18-21 

The California Supreme Court’s decision published on November 30, 2015, in the 
Center for Biological Diversity v. California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Case  
No. 217763) (also known as CBD v. CDFW or the Newhall Ranch Case) reviewed the 
methodology used to analyze GHG emissions in an EIR.  The California Supreme Court 
suggested regulatory consistency as a potential “pathway to compliance,” by stating that a 
lead agency might assess consistency with AB 32’s goal in whole or in part by looking to 
compliance with regulatory programs designed to reduce GHG emissions from particular 
activities.  The Court recognized that to the extent a project’s design features comply with 
or exceed the regulations outlined in the Climate Change Scoping Plan and adopted by 
CARB or other state agencies, a lead agency could appropriately rely on their use as 
showing compliance with performance-based standards adopted to fulfill a statewide plan 
for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions.  This approach is consistent with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064, which provides that a determination that an impact is not 
cumulatively considerable may rest on compliance with previously adopted plans or 
regulations, including plans or regulations for the reduction of GHG emissions. 

Comment No. 18-22 

While the CBD v. CDFW Court sanctioned using consistency with the State’s climate goals 
as a significance threshold under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4, subdivision (b)(2), 
this is only permissible if the lead agency can produce substantial evidence showing that 
the Project will help the State achieve its goal.32  The City has not produced that substantial 
evidence here. 

32 Id. at pp. 225–226. 

Response to Comment No. 18-22 

The commenter is referred to Table IV.E-13, Consistency Analysis—Climate 
Change Scoping Plan, on pages IV.E-52 through IV.E-58 of the Draft EIR for a detailed 
analysis of the Project’s consistency with the State’s climate goals, which provides the 
requested substantial evidence. 

Comment No. 18-23 

With regard to the City of Long Beach’s Sustainability City Action Plan, this plan does not 
meet the requirements laid out in CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5, subdivision (b), for 
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GHG reduction plans.  In order to use compliance with a plan as the basis of the GHG 
cumulative impacts analysis, the plan must be consistent with Section 15183.5.33  

33 Final Statement of Reasons, Amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines Addressing Analysis and 
Mitigation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Pursuant to SB97, available at http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/
docs/Final_Statement_of_Reasons.pdf, at p. 27 (“The proposed section 15064.4(b)(3) is intended to be 
read in conjunction with the section 15064(h)(3), as proposed to be amended, and proposed section 
15183.5.  Those sections each indicate that local and regional plans may be developed to reduce GHG 
emissions.  If such plans reduce community-wide emissions to a level that is less than significant, a later 
project that complies with the requirements in such a plan may be found to have a less than significant 
impact.”); see also p. 90 (“a project that is consistent with a plan that satisfies the criteria in subdivision 
(b) may benefit from the presumption created in sections 15064(h)(3) and 15130(d) that the project’s 
cumulative impacts are less than significant due to compliance with the plan”). 

Response to Comment No. 18-23 

The GHG analysis does not rely solely on the City of Long Beach’s Sustainability 
City Action Plan for a determination of significance.  Instead, the GHG analysis in the Draft 
EIR also considers consistency with regulations that serve to implement the Climate 
Change Scoping Plan and the 2016–2040 RTP/SCS.  While the City’s Sustainability City 
Action Plan may not meet the exact requirements under CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 
for a GHG reduction plan, the Plan is most certainly relevant to the Project in considering 
potential GHG impacts.  The plan is intended to guide operational, policy, and financial 
decisions to create a more sustainable Long Beach.  The Sustainable City Action Plan 
includes measurable goals and actions that are intended to be challenging, yet realistic. 
Table IV.E-15 on page IV.E-73 of the Draft EIR provides a discussion of the Project’s 
consistency with applicable GHG-reducing actions from the Sustainable City Action Plan. 
As shown therein, the Project would be consistent with the applicable GHG reduction 
actions.  As also discussed herein, the GHG analysis includes an evaluation of Project 
consistency with other relevant plans as well. 

Comment No. 18-24 

Section 15183.5 requires applicable GHG reduction plans to:   

(A) Quantify greenhouse gas emissions, both existing and projected over a 
specified time period, resulting from activities within a defined geographic area; 

(B) Establish a level, based on substantial evidence, below which the contribution to 
greenhouse gas emissions from activities covered by the plan would not be 
cumulatively considerable; 

(C) Identify and analyze the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from specific 
actions or categories of actions anticipated within the geographic area; 
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(D) Specify measures or a group of measures, including performance standards, 
that substantial evidence demonstrates, if implemented on a project-by-project 
basis, would collectively achieve the specified emissions level; 

(E) Establish a mechanism to monitor the plan’s progress toward achieving the level 
and to require amendment if the plan is not achieving specified levels; and 

(F) Be adopted in a public process following environmental review.34 

34 CEQA Guidelines, § 15183.5, subd. (b). 

Response to Comment No. 18-24 

This comment correctly cites language from CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5. 

Comment No. 18-25 

The Sustainability City Action Plan from 2010 does not comply with the above 
requirements.  It did not through the public participation process and was not evaluated in 
an EIR.35  The City has acknowledged that the existing Sustainability City Action Plan does 
not qualify as a GHG reduction plan for the purposes of CEQA and is currently in the 
process of producing a proper climate action plan.36 

35 See http://www.longbeach.gov/sustainability/nature-initiatives/action-plan/ 
36 See https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Long_Beach_BP3_Report.pdf at p. 6 

Response to Comment No. 18-25 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-23, above. 

Comment No. 18-26 

Accordingly, the City’s selected threshold for climate change impacts does not comply with 
CEQA’s requirements for a GHG analysis and is not supported by substantial evidence. 

Response to Comment No. 18-26 

The commenter is incorrect in suggesting the significance threshold set forth in the 
Draft EIR does not comply with CEQA’s requirements for a GHG analysis.  CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15064(a)(1) and (2) authorize the lead agency to use a model or 
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methodology to quantify a project’s GHG emissions as well as to rely on qualitative 
analyses.  Further, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 provides lead agencies the 
discretion to establish significance thresholds for their respective jurisdictions.44  Detailed 
explanation on how the GHG significance threshold was determined is presented on pages 
IV.E-37 through 39 of the Draft EIR.   

Page IV.E-39 in Section IV.E, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR 
appropriately used the following significance threshold: 

In the absence of any adopted, numeric threshold, the significance of the 
Project’s GHG emissions is evaluated consistent with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.4(b)(2) by considering whether the Project complies with 
applicable regulations or requirements adopted to implement a statewide, 
regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas 
emissions.  For this Project, as a land use development project, the most 
directly applicable adopted regulatory plan to reduce GHG emissions is the 
2016–2040 RTP/SCS, which is designed to achieve regional GHG reductions 
from the land use and transportation sectors as required by SB 375 and the 
State’s long-term climate goals.  This analysis also considers consistency 
with regulations or requirements adopted by the Climate Change Scoping 
Plan and the City of Long Beach’s Sustainability City Action Plan. 

Please refer to Tables IV.E-13, IV.E-14, and IV.E-15 on pages IV.E-52 through 
IV.B-58, IV.E-61 through IV.E-71, and IV.E-72, respectively, for detailed evaluations of 
Project consistency or compliance with applicable plans, policies, and regulations with 
regard to GHG emissions.    

Comment No. 18-27 

Moreover, the DEIR ignores an applicable threshold from the local air district.  South Coast 
Air Quality Management District has created a draft threshold, which has frequently been 
applied by other jurisdictions to analyze a project’s climate change impacts.  First, a 
screening threshold is applied.  For commercial projects, like the 2nd and PCH Project, a 
threshold of 1,400 MTCO2e/year is appropriate or the City could choose to apply a  
3,000 MTCO2e/year threshold for “all non-industrial projects.”37 If the screening threshold is 
exceeded, then the agency must consider whether the project would exceed per capita 
efficiency targets:  4.8 MTCO2e/sp/year for 2020 and 3.0 MTCO2e/sp/year for 2035. 

                                            

44  Refer specifically to CEQA Guidelines Sections  15064(b) and 15064.4(b)(2). 
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In order to have a less than significant impact, both the 2020 and 2035 thresholds must 
be met.38 

37 Working Group Meeting 15 Minutes, available at http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/defaultsource/ceqa/
handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/year-2008-2009/ghgmeeting-15/ghg-
meeting-15-minutes.pdf?sfvrsn=2 

38 Ibid.  (“A question was asked whether or not a project must be less than or equal to both the 2020 and 
2035 efficiency threshold in order to be considered insignificant.  Staff responded yes.”). 

Response to Comment No. 18-27 

The Draft EIR did not use a numeric threshold, as neither the City of Long Beach nor 
the SCAQMD has adopted a numeric threshold applicable to the Project.  Instead, a 
significance determination was made based on consistency with applicable regulatory 
plans and policies to reduce GHG emissions, including SB 375, CARB’s Climate Change 
Scoping Plan, SCAG’s 2016–2040 RTP/SCS, and the City of Long Beach’s Sustainability 
City Action Plan. 

In October 2008, SCAQMD released draft guidance regarding interim GHG 
significance thresholds for CEQA documents.45  Within that October 2008 guidance 
document, the SCAQMD proposed the use of a percent emission reduction target to 
determine significance for commercial/residential projects that emit greater than  
3,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e) per year.  Under this proposal, 
commercial/residential projects that emit fewer than 3,000 MTCO2e per year are assumed 
to have a less than significant impact on climate change.  On December 5, 2008, the 
SCAQMD Governing Board adopted the staff proposal for an interim GHG significance 
threshold for stationary source/industrial projects (10,000 MTCO2E per year) where the 
SCAQMD is the lead agency.  However, the SCAQMD has yet to adopt a GHG significance 
threshold for land use development projects (e.g., residential/commercial projects).  
Moreover, in April 2008 the SCAQMD formed a GHG Significance Threshold Working 
Group to further evaluate potential GHG significance thresholds.46  This Working Group 
also has considered use of a per capita efficiency threshold, as discussed in the comment 
above.  However, it is important to note that the Working Group has been inactive since 
September 2010.47  The fact that the SCAQMD Governing Board considered the draft 

                                            

45 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Draft Guidance Document—Interim CEQA Greenhouse 
Gas (GHG) Significance Threshold, October 2008, Attachment E. 

46 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Greenhouse Gases (GHG) CEQA Significance Thresholds.  
More information on this Working Group is available at www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-
analysis-handbook/ghg-significance-thresholds/page/2, accessed July 31, 2017. 

47   South Coast Air Quality Management District, Minutes for the GHG CEQA Significance Threshold 
Stakeholder Working Group #15, September 28, 2010 (last meeting held by the Working Group).  See 

(Footnote continued on next page) 
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threshold in 2008, nearly a decade ago, and did not adopt the threshold with no further 
action since that time provides a strong rationale as to why the SCAQMD draft threshold 
should not be considered in the analysis of GHG emissions for the Project.    

Comment No. 18-28 

The Project’s annual emissions will be 14,130 MTCO2e/year, which surpasses both the 
1,400 MTCO2e/year and the 3,000 MTCO2e/year screening threshold.39  SWAPE calculated 
the Project’s per capita annual emissions by dividing the total annual emissions by the 
service population of 903 employees.40  The result was 15.6 MTCO2e/sp/year.41  This 
number substantially exceeds SCAQMD’s per capita efficiency targets.  This demonstrates 
that the Project will have a potentially significant climate change impact unless additional 
mitigation is imposed.  Accordingly, even if the Project did comply with all the cited laws, 
plans, and regulations, there is substantial evidence of a significant impact.42 

39 DEIR, Table IV.E-12. 
40 See SWAPE Comments, p. 21; DEIR p. IV.J.2-7 (providing that the Project will have 903 employees). 
41 SWAPE Comments, p. 21 
42 See CEQA Guidelines, § 15064, subd. (h)(3).   

Response to Comment No. 18-28 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-27, above.  This comment is 
misleading as it assumes the SCAQMD interim guidance has been formally adopted.  As 
discussed in Response to Comment No. 18-27, the fact that the SCAQMD Governing 
Board considered the draft threshold in 2008, nearly a decade ago, and did not adopt it 
with no further action provides a strong rationale as to why the SCAQMD draft threshold 
should not be considered in the analysis of GHG emissions for the Project.  CEQA does 
not require reliance on draft regulatory standards as significance thresholds.48  Since the 
SCAQMD interim guidance was never adopted, substantial evidence supports the City’s 
decision concerning the significance threshold for evaluating the Project’s GHG emissions, 
particularly since, among other reasons, CEQA permits the use of qualitative significance 
thresholds.49 

                                            

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-
thresholds/year-2008-2009/ghg-meeting-15/ghg-meeting-15-minutes.pdf?sfvrsn=2, accessed July 31, 
2017. 

48  Refer to CEQA Appendix G. 
49  Refer to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.4 and 15064.7. 
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Comment No. 18-29 

When imposing mitigation to lessen this significant impact, the City should consider the 
recent guidance provided by CARB in its 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update.43  
This is the most current information available about the GHG emissions reductions needed 
to achieve the State’s climate goals.  Because this Project will not be operational until 
almost 2020, it cannot rely on outdated 2020 goals.44  In the updated Scoping Plan, CARB 
recommends that “all new land use development implement all feasible measures to 
reduce GHG emissions to do its ‘fair share’ in supporting the State’s goals” and states that 
“achieving no net increase in GHG emissions is the correct overall objective.”45 

43  See THE 2017 CLIMATE CHANGE SCOPING PLAN UPDATE, p. 134, available at https://www.arb.ca.
gov/cc/scopingplan/2030sp_pp_final.pdf 

44 CBD v. CDFW, supra, 62 Cal.4th at p. 223. 
45 2030 Target Scoping Plan Update, supra, at pp. 105-106. 

Response to Comment No. 18-29 

While this comment focuses on post-2020 GHG goals provided by CARB in its 2017 
Climate Change Scoping Plan Update, the buildout year for the Project is 2019.  As such, 
the Draft EIR appropriately addresses consistency with regulations or requirements 
adopted by the Climate Change Scoping Plan.  Year 2020 emissions reduction goals are 
considered entirely appropriate for the Project.  It is further noted that CARB’s 2017 
Climate Change Scoping Plan Update is still in draft form and has not yet been adopted (as 
of early August 2017). 

Regardless, the Draft EIR does include a qualitative analysis of post-2020 policies.  
As discussed therein in Section IV.E, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, recent studies show the 
State’s existing and proposed regulatory framework put California on a pathway to reduce 
its GHG emissions level to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 and 80 percent below 
1990 levels by 2050 if additional appropriate reduction measures are adopted.50  

                                            

50 Energy and Environmental Economics (E3).  “Summary of the California State Agencies’ PATHWAYS 
Project:  Long-term Greenhouse Gas Reduction Scenarios” (April 2015); Greenblatt, Jeffrey, Energy 
Policy, “Modeling California Impacts on Greenhouse Gas Emissions” (Vol. 78, pp. 158–172).  The 
California Air Resources Board, California Energy Commission, California Public Utilities Commission, 
and the California Independent System Operator engaged E3 to evaluate the feasibility and cost of a 
range of potential 2030 targets along the way to the state’s goal of reducing GHG emissions to  
80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.  With input from the agencies, E3 developed scenarios that 
explore the potential pace at which emission reductions can be achieved, as well as the mix of 
technologies and practices deployed.  E3 conducted the analysis using its California PATHWAYS model.  
Enhanced specifically for this study, the model encompasses the entire California economy with detailed 
representations of the buildings, industry, transportation and electricity sectors. 
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Subsequent to the findings of these studies, SB 32 was passed on September 8, 2016, 
which requires the state board to ensure that statewide GHG emissions are reduced to  
40 percent below the 1990 level by 2030.  The new plan outlined in SB 32 involves 
increasing renewable energy use, imposing tighter limits on the carbon content of gasoline 
and diesel fuel, putting more electric cars on the road, improving energy efficiency, and 
curbing emissions from key industries. 

Additionally, SCAG’s RTP/SCS establishes a regulatory framework for achieving 
GHG reductions from the land use and transportation sectors pursuant to SB 375 and the 
State’s long-term climate policies.  In particular, the RTP/SCS ensures VMT reductions and 
other measures to reduce regional emissions from the land use and transportation sectors.  
Specifically, the 2016–2040 RTP/SCS would result in an estimated 8-percent decrease in 
per capita GHG emissions by 2020, 18-percent decrease in per capita GHG emissions by 
2035, and 21-percent decrease in per capita GHG emissions by 2040.  By meeting and 
exceeding the SB 375 targets for 2020 and 2035, as well as achieving an approximately 
21-percent decrease in per capita GHG emissions by 2040, the 2016–2040 RTP/SCS is 
expected to fulfill and exceed its portion of SB 375 compliance with respect to meeting the 
State’s GHG emission reduction goals. 

The Project is the type of land use development that is encouraged by the RTP/SCS 
to reduce VMT and expand multi-modal transportation options in order for the region to 
achieve the GHG reductions from the land use and transportation sectors required by  
SB 375, which, in turn, advances the State’s long-term climate policies.  By furthering 
implementation of SB 375, the Project would support regional land use and transportation 
GHG reductions consistent with state climate targets for 2020 and beyond. 

Accordingly, and contrary to this comment, it was determined that given the Project’s 
consistency with state, SCAG, and City of Long Beach GHG emission reduction goals and 
objectives, the Project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an 
agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs.  In the absence of 
adopted standards and established significance thresholds, and given this consistency, it 
was concluded that the Project’s impacts are considered less than significant.  No 
additional mitigation measures to reduce GHG emissions are required.     

Comment No. 18-30 

Because this potentially significant impact was not identified in the DEIR, a revised DEIR 
must be prepared and recirculated.46 

46 See CEQA Guidelines, § 15088.5, subd. (a)(1). 
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Response to Comment No. 18-30 

 As discussed above in Response to Comment No. 18-29, contrary to this comment, 
it was determined that given the Project’s consistency with state, SCAG, and City of Long 
Beach GHG emission reduction goals and objectives, the Project would not conflict with 
any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of GHGs.  In the absence of adopted standards and established significance 
thresholds, and given this consistency, it was concluded that the Project’s impacts are 
considered less than significant.  No additional mitigation measures to reduce GHG 
emissions are required. 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 5-13 for a discussion of the CEQA 
standard for recirculating a Draft EIR, which has not been met.   

Comment No. 18-31 

III.  CONCLUSION 

As demonstrated above, the DEIR fails to adequately disclose, evaluate, and mitigate the 
Project’s impacts, resulting in a legally deficient CEQA document.  The City must prepare a 
revised DEIR that addresses these inadequacies and recirculate the revised DEIR for 
public review. 

Thank you for your attention to these comments. 

Response to Comment No. 18-31 

This comment summarizes and concludes the letter.  The commenter’s specific 
concerns regarding the Draft EIR are addressed above in Response to Comment Nos. 
18-5 through 18-30.  Please also refer to Response to Comment No. 5-13 for a discussion 
of the CEQA standard for recirculating a Draft EIR, which has not been met.   

Comment No. 18-32 

See following pages. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT A 

Page III-208



 

 
3853-001j 

MILA A. BUCKNER 
DANIEL L. CARDOZO 
CHRISTINA M. CARO 
THOMAS A. ENSLOW 

TANYA A. GULESSERIAN 
MARC D. JOSEPH 

RACHAEL E. KOSS 
NATALIE B. KUFFEL 

LINDA T. SOBCZYNSKI 
 

SO. SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE 
 
601 GATEWAY BLVD., SUITE 1000 
SO. SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94080 

T E L :   ( 6 5 0 )  5 8 9 - 1 6 6 0  
F A X :   ( 6 5 0 )  5 8 9 - 5 0 6 2  

ADAMS BROADWELL JOSEPH & CARDOZO 
 

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 
 

A T T O R N E Y S  A T  L A W  
 

5 2 0  C A P I T O L  M A L L ,  S U I T E  3 5 0  

S A C R A M E N T O ,  C A   9 5 8 1 4 - 4 7 2 1  
___________ 

 
T E L :  ( 9 1 6 )  4 4 4 - 6 2 0 1  
F A X :  ( 9 1 6 )  4 4 4 - 6 2 0 9  

n k u f f e l @ a d a m s b r o a d w e l l . c o m  

 

 printed on recycled paper 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

May 22, 2017 
 
 
Via Electronic and U.S. Mail     
 
John Kim, City Planner 
Planning Bureau, Development Services Department 
City of Long Beach 
333 W. Ocean Boulevard, 5th Floor  
Long Beach, CA 90802 
Email: john.kim@longbeach.gov 
 
Via Email Only 
 
Craig Chalfant: craig.chalfant@longbeach.gov  
Christopher Cun: christopher.cun@longbeach.gov  
 
 

Re:   Request for Extension of Public Comment Period on 2nd and PCH Project 
DEIR (SCH No. 2014031059) 

 
 
Dear Mr. Kim, Mr. Chalfant, and Mr. Cun: 
 

On behalf of the Coalition for Responsible Equitable Economic Development 
(“CREED LA”), we submit the following request for extension on the draft 
environmental impact report (“DEIR”) prepared by the City of Long Beach (“City”) 
for the 2nd and PCH Project (SCH No. 2014021059) (“Project”). 

 
CREED LA respectfully requests that the City extend the public comment 

period on the DEIR by 15 days to June 20, 2017.  This request is warranted because 
the City has failed to provide the public with all documents referenced or relied 
upon in the DEIR for the entire public comment period, as required by the 
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California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”).1  Courts have held that the failure 
to provide even a few pages of a CEQA document for a portion of the CEQA review 
period invalidates the entire CEQA process.2  As noted by leading CEQA 
commentators: 

 
[CEQA] appears to compel agencies to make available for public review 
all documents on which agency staff or consultants expressly rely in 
preparing [an environmental document].  In light of case law 
emphasizing the importance of ensuring that the public can obtain and 
review documents on which agencies rely for the environmental 
conclusions (see, e.g., Emmington v. Solano County Redevelopment 
Agency (1st Dist. 1987) 195 Cal.App.3d 491, 502-503), agencies, to be 
prudent, should ensure that they comply literally with this 
requirement.3   

 
The City’s website purports to provide the following documents: 
 

� Appendix A, Part 1 - IS, NOP, NOP Comment Letters (Appendices A.1 and 
A.2) 

� Appendix A, Part 2 - IS, NOP, NOP Comment Letters (Appendix A.3) 
� Appendix J, Part 1 - Phase I ESA 
� Appendix J, Part 2 - Phase I ESA (Appendices A–D) 
� Appendix J, Part 3 - Phase I ESA (Appendix D) (Continued) 
� Appendix J, Part 4 - Phase I ESA (Appendix D) (Continued) 
� Appendix J, Part 5 - Phase I ESA (Appendix E) 
� Appendix J, Part 6 - Phase I ESA (Appendix F) 
� Appendix J, Part 7 - Phase I ESA (Appendix F) (Continued) 
� Appendix J, Part 8 - Phase I ESA (Appendix F) (Continued) 
� Appendix J, Part 9 - Phase I ESA (Appendix F) (Continued) 
� Appendix J, Part 10 - Phase I ESA (Appendices G & H) 
� Appendix J, Part 11 - Phase I ESA (Appendices I–K) 
� Appendix K, Part 1 - Phase II ESA 

  

                                            
1 See Pub. Resources Code, § 21092, subd. (b)(1); CEQA Guidelines, § 15072, subd. (g)(4). 
2 Ultramar v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist. (1993) 17 Cal.App.4th 689. 
3 Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, Guide to the California Environmental Quality Act, p. 300 
(Solano Press, 2007).   
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� Appendix K, Part 2 - Phase II ESA (Appendices A–C) 
� Appendix K, Part 3 - Phase II ESA (Appendix D) 
� Appendix R, Part 1 - Traffic Impact Analysis 
� Appendix R, Part 2 - Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendices A–C) 
� Appendix R, Part 3 - Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendices D–E.I) 
� Appendix R, Part 4 - Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendices E.II–F) 
� Appendix R, Part 5 - Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendices G–H) 
� Appendix R, Part 6 - Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix I) 
� Appendix R, Part 7 - Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix J) 
� Appendix W, Part 1 - Project Alternatives Traffic Analysis 
� Appendix W, Part 2 - Project Alternatives Traffic Analysis (Appendices A–

B.III) 
� Appendix W, Part 3 - Project Alternatives Traffic Analysis (Appendices B.IV–

F.VI) 
 

However, the links provided by the City direct users to an error message that states 
“www.lbds.info sent an invalid response.”4  The adequacy of the DEIR cannot be 
determined without these missing documents. 
 
 A 15-day extension is also warranted due to the City’s failure to notify 
CREED LA of the release of the DEIR.  On December 8, 2016, CREED LA 
requested written notice of any documents released pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act.5  CREED LA was not notified when the DEIR was 
released to the public on April 21, 2017 and only learned of the document after 
attending a Planning Commission Study Session on Thursday, May 18, 2017. 
Accordingly, the City failed to comply with its duty under Public Resources Code 
Section 21092, subdivision (b)(3).  
 

Because the City has not yet provided the public with all documents 
referenced in the DEIR and has failed to provide notice to CREED LA, we 
respectfully request that the comment period be extended by 15 days.6  Please 
provide your response to our request for an extension by the close of  
  
                                            
4 See, e.g., http://www.lbds.info/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=6506   
5 See Attachment A, letter from Jeff Modrzejewski to LBDS Records Coordinator, December 8, 2016, 
re: Public Records Act Request and Request for Mailed Notice of Public Hearings and Actions- 6400 
E. Pacific Coast Highway (Application Number 1609-22). 
6 This request assumes that the City will correct the defective web links as quickly as possible. If the 
missing documents are not provided within a reasonable period of time, an additional extension may 
be warranted. 
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business on May 23, 2017.  I can be reached at (916) 444-6201 if you have any 
questions regarding this request.  Thank you for your prompt attention to this 
matter.  
      Sincerely, 
 

       
Natalie B. Kuffel 

 
NBK:ljl 
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Jeff Modrzejewski 
Executive Director  

501 Shatto Pl. Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90020 
(877) 810-7473 
creedla@creedla.com 

December 8, 2016 
 
 
 
Via Email and U.S. Mail   
LBDS Records Coordinator 
Long Beach Development Services 
333 W. Ocean Blvd., 3rd Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 
 
RE:    Public Records Act Request and Request for Mailed Notice of Public 

Hearings and Actions - 6400 E. Pacific Coast Highway (Application Number 
1609-22) 
 

To whom it may concern: 
 
             CREED LA is writing to request a copy of any and all records related to the 6400 E. 
Pacific Coast Highway (Application Number 1609-22). The developer is proposing to construct 
230,000 square feet of commercial space. We are also writing to request copies of all 
communications and mailed notice of any and all hearings and/or actions related to the Project. 

 
Our request for mailed notice of all hearings includes hearings, study sessions and 

community meetings related to the Project, certification of the MND (or recirculated DEIR), and 
approval of any Project entitlements. This request is made pursuant to Public Resources Code 
Sections 21092.2, 21080.4, 21083.9, 21092, 21108 and 21152 and Government Code Section 
65092, which require local agencies to mail such notices to any person who has filed a written 
request for them with the clerk of the agency’s governing body. Our request includes notice to 
any City actions, hearings or other proceedings regarding the Project, Project approvals and any 
actions taken, or additional documents released pursuant to the California Environmental 
Quality Act.  

 
Our request for all records related to the Project is made pursuant to the California 

Public Records Act.  (Government Code § 6250 et seq.)  This request is also made pursuant to 
Article I, section 3(b) of the California Constitution, which provides a constitutional right of 
access to information concerning the conduct of government.  Article I, section 3(b) provides 
that any statutory right to information shall be broadly construed to provide the greatest access 
to government information and further requires that any statute that limits the right of access to 
information shall be narrowly construed. 

 
We will pay for any direct costs of duplication associated with filling this request up to 

$200.  However, please contact me at (877) 810-7473 with a cost estimate before 
copying/scanning the materials.   

 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 6253.9, if the requested documents are in 

electronic format and are 10 MB or less (or can be easily broken into sections of 10 MB or less), 
please email them to me as attachments. 
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My contact information is: 
 
U.S. Mail 
Jeff Modrzejewski 
CREED LA 
501 Shatto Place, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA. 90020 

 
 Email   

              Jeff@creedla.com 
 
Please call me if you have any questions. Thank you for your assistance with this matter. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jeff Modrzejewski 
Executive Director 
 
 
Cc:  LBDS Records Coordinator DV_-_Subpoenas_PRA@longbeach.gov – via Email 

Craig Chalfant, City Planner craig.chalfant@longbeach.gov – via Email 
  

Page III-215



III.C  Responses to Comments 

City of Long Beach 2nd & PCH  
SCH No. 2014031059 August 2017 
 

Page III-216 

  

Response to Comment No. 18-32 

This comment is a copy of the original letter sent on behalf of CREED LA dated  
May 22, 2017, which requested an extension of the comment period.  This letter is included 
herein as Comment Letter No. 6.  Please see Response to Comment Nos. 6-1 through 6-9, 
above. 

Comment No. 18-33 

See following pages. 
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1

Lorrie J. LeLe

From: Christopher Koontz [Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 2:29 PM
To: Lorrie J. LeLe; Natalie B. Kuffel
Cc: Karen McCormick; Michael Mais; John Kim
Subject: FW: Request for Extension - Comment Period regarding 2nd and PCH Project DEIR
Attachments: 3853-001j - Request for Comment Extension (2nd and PCH Project).pdf

Ms.�Kuffel,�
�
The�City�is�in�receipt�of�your�letter�dated�May�22,�2017�in�regard�to�the�Environmental�Impact�Report�(EIR)�for�a�project�
at�2nd�and�PCH�within�the�City�of�Long�Beach.�I�am�forwarding�this�matter�to�our�City�Attorney�as�a�matter�of�course�but�
also�responding�within�the�arbitrary�deadline�noted�in�your�letter.�
�
The�City�properly�released�a�Notice�of�Availability�for�this�EIR�on�April�20,�2017�and�the�review�period�runs�from�April�21,�
2017�to�June�5,�2017.�In�addition�to�being�available�online�and�being�provided�to�the�State�Clearinghouse,�the�document�
is�available�at�the�City�Hall,�main�library�and�branch�library�closest�to�the�project�site.�
�
Your�letter�dated�May�22,�2017�alleges�that�the�document�is�not�available�properly�on�the�City’s�website.�In�fact�the�
document�is�available�and�the�links�are�all�functional.�Some�web�browsers�may�encounter�issues�accessing�individual�PDF�
files�at�any�time.�This�is�not�within�the�City’s�control�but�I�do�suggest�you�attempt�to�access�the�files�using�a�different�
browser.�Both�myself�and�City�technical�support�staff�verified�that�the�documents�are�properly�posted.�Furthermore,�the�
CEQA�Guidelines�do�not�require�online�posting.�Posting�online�is�provided�by�the�City�to�facilitate�a�robust�public�review.
�
I�am�not�aware�of�any�attempt�by�Adams,�Broadwell,�Joseph�&�Cardozo�to�contact�the�City�for�assistance�with�this�
technical�issue,�to�obtain�the�document�in�person�or�at�a�City�library�or�taking�other�steps�to�access�the�document�prior�
to�requesting�an�extension.�
�
In�the�view�of�Planning�staff,�no�extension�is�necessary,�warranted�or�required�in�this�instance.�Nonetheless,�as�a�
courtesy,�staff�will�be�glad�to�accept�your�comments�up�to�5:00�P.M.�on�Friday�June�9,�2017.�This�does�not�change�the�
circulation�period�or�deadline�for�the�general�public�or�reviewing�agencies.�
�
Thank�you�for�contacting�us,�
�
�
Christopher�Koontz,�AICP�
Advance�Planning�Officer�
�
Long�Beach�Development�Services�I�Planning�Bureau�
T����562.570.6288���F��562.570.6068�
333�West�Ocean�Blvd.,�5th�Floor�I�Long�Beach,�CA�90802�
christopher.koontz@longbeach.gov��I��www.lbds.info��
�
�
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Response to Comment No. 18-33 

This comment is the City’s response to CREED LA’s request for an extension.  As 
discussed in Response to Comment No. 6-3 above, CREED LA was granted a 4-day 
extension as a courtesy. 

Comment No. 18-34 

Attachment C 

We have reviewed the April 2017 Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and 
associated appendices for the 2nd and PCH Project (“Project”), located in the City of Long 
Beach (“City”).  The Project proposes to demolish the existing SeaPort Marina Hotel and 
associated amenities and surface parking areas on the Project Site, and replace it with a 
commercial development comprising approximately 245,000 square feet of gross floor 
area, including approximately 95,000 square feet of retail uses, a 55,000-square-foot 
grocery store, a 25,000-square-foot fitness/health club, and 70,000 square feet of 
restaurant uses, including 40,000 square feet of full service dining, 25,000 square feet of 
fast food, and 5,000 square feet of ready-to-eat dining.  A total of 1,150 parking spaces 
would be provided within two main parking structures, including a second-level parking 
deck above some of the single-story uses.  Landscaped courtyards and open space areas 
also would be provided throughout the Project Site. 

Response to Comment No. 18-34 

This comment introduces SWAPE’s comments and summarizes the Project 
Description.  No further response is necessary. 

Comment No. 18-35 

Our review concludes that the DEIR fails to adequately evaluate the Project’s Air Quality 
and Greenhouse Gas (GHG) impacts.  As a result, emissions and health impacts 
associated with construction and operation of the proposed Project are underestimated and 
inadequately addressed.  Our analyses, as described herein, demonstrate that there are 
potentially significant impacts that were not disclosed and new mitigation measures that 
were not considered in the DEIR that could reduce these potentially significant impacts to a 
less than significant level. 

Response to Comment No. 18-35 

This comment serves to summarize the comments that follow, which are addressed 
in detail below.  As previously indicated, the Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with 
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15084 and Sections 15120 through 15131 and includes a 
thorough analysis and identification of the Project’s potential impacts, as supported by 
substantial evidence.  Additionally, there are no new impacts or substantial increases in 
previously identified impacts that result from the comments provided in this Final EIR.  
Nonetheless, in response to public comments received regarding the Draft EIR, additional 
project design features and mitigation have been considered to address the Project’s 
significant and unavoidable impact with respect to regional NOX emissions resulting from 
operations.  Updated measures to be incorporated into the Project are reflected in Section 
II, Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR.  It is noted, however, that the impact would 
remain significant and unavoidable despite mitigation.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment Nos. 18-70 through 18-72 below for a review of additional measures suggested 
by the commenter that were considered in this Final EIR.  

Comment No. 18-36 

An updated DEIR should be prepared and recirculated to adequately assess and mitigate 
the potential hazards, air quality, and GHG impacts that the Project may have on the 
surrounding environment. 

Response to Comment No. 18-36 

This comment presents the conclusion of the comments that follow, which are 
addressed in detail below.  Please also refer to Response to Comment No. 5-13 for a 
discussion of the CEQA standard for recirculating a Draft EIR, which has not been met.   

Comment No. 18-37 

Air Quality 

Unsubstantiated Input Parameters Used to Estimate Project Emissions 

The DEIR relies on emissions calculated from the California Emissions Estimator Model 
Version CalEEMod.2016.3.1 (“CalEEMod”).1  CalEEMod provides recommended default 
values based on site specific information, such as land use type, meteorological data, total 
lot acreage, project type and typical equipment associated with project type.  If more 
specific project information is known, the user can change the default values and input 
project-specific values,  but the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that 
such changes be justified by substantial evidence.2  Once all the values are inputted into 
the model, the Project’s construction and operational emissions are calculated, and “output 
files” are generated.  These output files, which can be found in Appendix B of the DEIR, 
disclose to the reader what parameters were utilized in calculating the Project’s air pollutant 
emissions, and make known which default values were changed as well as provide a 
justification for the values selected.3 
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1 CalEEMod website, available at:  http://www.caleemod.com/ 
2 CalEEMod User Guide, pp. 7, 14, available at:  http://www.caleemod.com/ 
3 CalEEMod User Guide, pp. 7, 12, available at:  http://www.caleemod.com/ (A key feature of the 

CalEEMod program is the “remarks” feature, where the user explains why a default setting was replaced 
by a “user defined” value.  These remarks are included in the report.) 

Response to Comment No. 18-37 

This comment correctly summarizes the basis for how CalEEMod 2016.3.1 
calculates pollutant emissions from land use development projects.  As identified in the 
comment, the CalEEMod output file provided in Appendix B of the Draft EIR shows that 
CalEEMod default values were supplemented where Project-specific information was 
available, most of which was derived from the Traffic Study, construction contractor, and 
Project Applicant.  More specifically, the justification for changes to CalEEMod’s default 
construction trip rates and equipment mix was based on standard engineering judgment 
and review of Project-specific construction tasks (e.g., construction phase durations, 
quantity of soil export).  In general, use of the CalEEMod default values would yield lesser 
impacts than were estimated using Project-specific data.  For example, if only the default 
CalEEMod values were used in the construction analysis, the Project’s regional NOX 
emissions would be reduced from approximately 91 pounds per day (as shown in Table 
IV.B-4 on page IV.B-35 of the Draft EIR) to 70 pounds per day.  To demonstrate this, a 
hypothetical CalEEMod modeling run has been prepared for Project construction based on 
CalEEMod default values; refer to Attachment 2 of the AQ/GHG Memo provided in 
Appendix FEIR-D of this Final EIR.   

Comment No. 18-38 

When we reviewed the Project’s CalEEMod output files, we found that some of the values 
inputted into the model were not consistent with information disclosed in the DEIR.  
Specifically, as described below, we found that the DEIR used an incorrect number of 
worker, vendor, and hauling trips for each phase of Project construction.  As a result, the 
Project’s construction emissions are greatly underestimated. 

Response to Comment No. 18-38 

The commenter refers to data inputs used in the calculation of Project-related 
construction emissions.  This comment is based on specific comments provided below in 
Comment Nos. 18-39 through 18-49.   

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-14 for clarification regarding the 
construction trip inputs used in the air quality analysis.  As detailed therein, the Project’s 
construction-related air quality impacts would remain less than significant, and no 
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mitigation measures are warranted.  Accordingly, no changes to the conclusions in the 
Draft EIR are necessary.  Also refer to technical data provided in the AQ/GHG Memo 
provided in Appendix FEIR-D of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 18-39 

An updated DEIR should be prepared to include an air quality analysis that adequately 
evaluates the impacts that construction of the Project will have on local and regional air 
quality. 

Response to Comment No. 18-39 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-14 for clarification regarding the 
construction trip inputs used in the air quality analysis.  As detailed therein, the Project’s 
construction-related air quality impacts would remain less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are warranted.  Accordingly, no changes to the conclusions in the 
Draft EIR are necessary.  Also refer to technical data provided in the AQ/GHG Memo 
provided in Appendix FEIR-D of this Final EIR.   

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 5-13 for a discussion of the CEQA 
standard for recirculating a Draft EIR, which has not been met.   

Comment No. 18-40 

Failure to Use Correct Number of Worker, Vendor, and Hauling Trips 

The DEIR relies upon an incorrect number of worker, vendor, and hauling trips to estimate 
the Project’s construction emissions.  As a result, the Project’s construction emissions and 
associated impacts are underestimated and inadequately addressed.  Until an updated air 
quality analysis is prepared to adequately evaluate the Project’s construction-related 
impacts, the Project should not be approved. 

Response to Comment No. 18-40 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-14 for clarification regarding the 
construction trip inputs used in the air quality analysis.  As detailed therein, the Project’s 
construction-related air quality impacts would remain less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are warranted.  Accordingly, no changes to the conclusions in the 
Draft EIR are necessary.  Also refer to technical data provided in the AQ/GHG Memo 
provided in Appendix FEIR-D of this Final EIR.   



III.C  Responses to Comments 

City of Long Beach 2nd & PCH  
SCH No. 2014031059 August 2017 
 

Page III-223 

  

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 5-13 for a discussion of the CEQA 
standard for recirculating a Draft EIR, which has not been met.   

Comment No. 18-41 

According to the DEIR, construction of the Project would occur in four general phases:  
Demolition; Site Grading/Excavation; Building Foundation/Framing/Construction; and 
Paving/Concrete/Landscape (Appendix R, Part 1, p. 85).  During the Demolition phase, 
existing site work, including the existing SeaPort Marina Hotel and associated amenities 
totaling 238,000 square feet, as well as the existing 457-space surface parking areas will 
be removed and exported (p. I-9, II-4).  Once this phase is complete, Site Grading/
Excavation activities would ensue, generating approximately 1,545 cubic yards of soil 
export (p. IV.B-33).  According to the DEIR, both of these phases would generate 
demolition debris and soil materials that would need to be transported off-site, thus 
generating additional hauling trips. 

Response to Comment No. 18-41 

This comment correctly identifies the Project’s construction phases and certain 
construction details.  This information formed the basis for modifying the CalEEMod default 
values to account for the Project’s construction-related haul, vendor, and employee trips.   

Comment No. 18-42 

In an effort to determine the number of hauling trips that each of these respective phases 
would have, the Traffic Impact Analysis (“TIA”) (Appendix R of the DEIR) prepared for the 
proposed Project estimates “the potential construction related trips associated with each 
construction activity” (Appendix R, Part 1, p. 85).  According to the TIA, the Demolition 
construction phase is anticipated to occur over 45 days (Appendix R, Part 1, p. 85).  
Assuming a five-day work week and an eight-hour work-day, the TIA estimates a maximum 
of 50 hauling truck trips per day, or approximately 2,250 total hauling trips over the course 
of the Demolition phase (Appendix R, Part 1, p. 85).  Similarly, the TIA anticipates that the 
Site Grading/Excavation phase would occur over 88 days.  Again, assuming a five-day 
work week and an eight-hour work-day, the TIA estimates a maximum of 40 hauling truck 
trips per day, or approximately 3,520 total hauling trips over the course of the Site 
Grading/Excavation phase (Appendix R, Part 1, p. 85). 

Response to Comment No. 18-42 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-14 for clarification regarding the 
construction trip inputs used in the air quality analysis.  In particular, it is noted that the 
Traffic Study (Appendix R of the Draft EIR) cites the combined number of delivery (i.e., 
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vendor) and haul truck trips during the demolition and site grading/excavation phases.  As 
indicated in the table provided in Response to Comment No. 18-14, while it is reasonable 
to assume all such truck trips would consist of haul trucks during demolition (i.e., to haul 
debris and waste materials), it is not reasonable to make this assumption for the site 
grading/excavation phase, which the commenter has done.  Based on the anticipated 
maximum of 20 truck trips per day during site grading/excavation, as cited in the Traffic 
Study, the Project’s limited amount of soil export (1,545 cubic yards) could be hauled in 
less than 6 days out of an 88-day construction phase using 14 cubic yard trucks.  Thus, 
delivery (vendor) trips must be accounted for.  The air quality analysis conservatively 
assumed half of all truck trips during site grading/excavation would be vendor trips, 
although in actuality the majority of truck trips would be vendor trips given the limited need 
for haul trucks.  Vendor trips involve lighter trucks and shorter trip distances, which yield 
fewer emissions than haul trips.  The commenter’s assumption of only haul truck trips 
would overestimate potential air emissions. 

It is also noted that the Traffic Study does not cite the total number of delivery/haul 
truck trips during each construction phase, although the commenter’s calculations above 
are correct. 

Comment No. 18-43 

In addition to the hauling trips anticipated for these two phases, Appendix R of the DEIR 
also provides Project-specific daily worker trip values for each of the four construction 
phases, as well as provides Project-specific daily vendor (delivery) trip values for the 
Building Foundation/Framing/Construction and Paving/Concrete/Landscape phases.  The 
TIA anticipates that Demolition will generate approximately 60 worker trips per day, Site 
Grading/Excavation will generate approximately 40 worker trips per day, Building 
Foundation/Framing/Construction will generate approximately 350 worker trips per day, 
and Paving/Concrete/Landscape will generate approximately 60 worker trips per day 
(Appendix R, Table 15-1, p. 85-87).  Similarly, the TIA anticipates that Building Foundation/
Framing/Construction will generate approximately 100 vendor/delivery truck trips per day, 
and Paving/Concrete/Landscape will generate approximately 20 vendor/delivery truck trips 
per day (Appendix R, Table 15-1, p. 85-87).  A summary of the Project-specific worker, 
vendor, and hauling trip numbers provided by the DEIR for each of these phases is 
provided in the table below. 

Response to Comment No. 18-43 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-14 for clarification regarding the 
construction trip inputs used in the air quality analysis.  This comment correctly identifies 
the number of daily construction worker trips and truck trips cited in the Traffic Study.  It is 
noted that these trip numbers represent one way trips.   
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Comment No. 18-44 

 

As you can see in the table above, the DEIR provides Project-specific worker, vendor, and 
hauling truck trip values for each phase of construction.  Therefore, in order to provide a 
conservative analysis, as is required by CEQA, and because the trip rates provided in the 
TIA are the only trip rates provided in the DEIR for Project construction, the DEIR’s air 
model should have utilized these trip values to model the Project’s construction emissions.  
Review of the CalEEMod output files, however, demonstrates that this is not the case. 

Response to Comment No. 18-44 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-14 for clarification regarding the 
construction trip inputs used in the air quality analysis.  As indicated therein, there are only 
two discrepancies in the number of trips that require correction, specifically for the 
demolition phase:  the number of construction worker trips (60 one way trips instead of 40) 
and haul trips (25 daily round trips instead of 20).  Updating these inputs in the CalEEMod 
model increases peak daily regional construction emissions from 90.6 to 98.8 pounds per 
day, which would remain below the SCAQMD regional daily NOX construction threshold of 
100 pounds per day.  The refined CalEEMod modeling output file and updated estimate of 
regional construction emissions presented in Table IV.B-4 of the Draft EIR is reflected in 
Section II, Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR.  Additionally, this discrepancy does 
not change the results of the localized construction emissions analysis detailed in Table 
IV.B-5 on page IV.B-36 of the Draft EIR; as such, localized construction impacts would 
remain less than significant.  Overall, construction air quality impacts related to the Project 
would remain less than significant, and no mitigation measures are warranted.  
Accordingly, no changes to the conclusions in the Draft EIR are necessary.  Also refer to 
technical data provided in the AQ/GHG Memo provided in Appendix FEIR-D of this Final 
EIR. 

Comment No. 18-45 

As you can see in the excerpt below, while the DEIR used a correct daily worker trip value 
for the Grading, Building Construction, and Paving phases, consistent with Appendix R of 
the DEIR, the daily worker trips used for Demolition were underestimated, and the total 
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number of hauling trips and daily vendor trips used within the DEIR’s air model for all four 
phases were incorrect and inconsistent with information provided in the TIA (Appendix B, 
pp. 22). 

Response to Comment No. 18-45 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-14 for clarification regarding the 
construction trip inputs used in the air quality analysis.  As indicated therein and reiterated 
in Response to Comment No. 18-44, there are only two discrepancies in the number of 
trips that require correction, specifically for the demolition phase:  the number of 
construction worker trips (60 one way trips instead of 40) and haul trips (25 daily round trips 
instead of 20).   

Comment No. 18-46 

 

As you can see in the excerpt above, the DEIR assumes a daily worker trip value of 40 
worker trips per day for Demolition, underestimating the number of daily worker trips by 20 
trips per day for this phase.  Similarly, while the TIA anticipates that Demolition would 
produce approximately 2,250 hauling truck trips and Site Grading would produce 
approximately 3,520 hauling truck trips, the DEIR’s CalEEMod model still models 
emissions assuming that Demolition would produce approximately 900 hauling truck trips, 
and Site Grading would produce approximately 910 hauling truck trips.  As a result, the 
DEIR underestimates the total number of hauling truck trips that these two phases would 
generate by approximately 3,960 truck trips, combined.  Finally, the DEIR assumes a daily 
vendor trip value of 50 trips per day for the Building Construction phase and a daily vendor 
trip value of 10 trips per day for the Paving phase, thus underestimating the number of daily 
vendor trips for these phases by 50 trips per day and 10 trips per day, respectively. 

Response to Comment No. 18-46 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-14 for clarification regarding the 
construction trip inputs used in the air quality analysis.  As indicated therein and reiterated 
in Response to Comment No. 18-44, there are only two discrepancies in the number of 
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trips that require correction, specifically for the demolition phase:  the number of 
construction worker trips (60 one way trips instead of 40) and haul trips (25 daily round trips 
instead of 20).  As also explained in Response to Comment No. 18-42, the commenter has 
incorrectly assumed all truck trips during site grading/excavation would consist of haul 
trucks; however, vendor (delivery) trips also must be accounted for.  The commenter’s 
assumption of only haul truck trips would overestimate potential air emissions. 

All other purported errors are mischaracterized by the commenter.  Such differences 
are instead a function of how the traffic analysis defines a trip (one way or ingress/egress) 
versus the air quality analysis (hauls or round trips).  This distinction is important as traffic 
analyses are concerned with the number of daily and peak hour trips, intersection 
capacities, and the queuing of vehicles, while air quality analyses are concerned with 
emissions generated from vehicle miles traveled per trip.  Construction worker trips were 
input into CalEEMod as one way trips since workers would travel to the Project Site in the 
morning and from the Project Site at the end of each work day.  Use of one way trips for 
workers is important since cold engines can produce more emissions.  Vendor and haul 
trips were entered as round trips since each trip would consist of a delivery of materials or 
export of soil, where the engine would not be shut off for an extended period of time and 
thus would not warrant analysis of two separate trips (i.e., less cold starts).  The CalEEMod 
default trip length has been doubled to account for round trips.  Please refer to the updated 
CalEEMod modeling output file included in Section II, Corrections and Additions, of this 
Final EIR. 

Comment No. 18-47 

Failing to account for the correct number of worker, vendor, and hauling trips that would 
occur during Project construction presents a significant issue.  The number of worker, 
vendor, and hauling trips and associated vehicle miles traveled (VMT) are used by 
CalEEMod to determine both the exhaust emissions associated with on-road vehicle use 
and fugitive dust emissions.4  Therefore, by failing to account for the correct number of 
worker, vendor, and hauling trips that would be required for each phase of construction, the 
Project’s construction emissions are greatly underestimated. 

4 CalEEMod User Guide, Appendix A, p. 13, available at:  http://www.caleemod.com/ 

Response to Comment No. 18-47 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-14 for clarification regarding the 
construction trip inputs used in the air quality analysis.  As detailed therein, the Project’s 
construction-related air quality impacts would remain less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are warranted.  Accordingly, no changes to the conclusions in the 
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Draft EIR are necessary.  Also refer to technical data provided in the AQ/GHG Memo 
provided in Appendix FEIR-D of this Final EIR.   

Comment No. 18-48 

Updated Analysis Indicates Significant Construction Emissions 

In an effort to accurately estimate the Project’s construction emissions, we prepared an 
updated CalEEMod model that includes correct, Project-specific worker, vendor, and 
hauling trips values consistent with the construction trip values provided in Appendix R of 
the TIA.  When correct, site-specific input parameters are used to model emissions, we find 
that the Project’s construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions increase when 
compared to the DEIR’s model.  Furthermore, we find that the Project’s construction-
related NOX emissions of 101 lbs/day exceed the 100 lbs/day threshold set forth by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) (see table below). 

Response to Comment No. 18-48 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-14 for clarification regarding the 
construction trip inputs used in the air quality analysis.  As further explained in Response to 
Comment No. 18-15, SWAPE used one way vendor and haul trips rather than round trips in 
calculating construction emissions.  This effectively double counts those trips and their 
associated emissions, which yielded SWAPE’s higher—and incorrect—results.  As 
previously indicated, the Project’s construction-related air quality impacts would remain 
less than significant, and no mitigation measures are warranted.  Accordingly, no changes 
to the conclusions in the Draft EIR are necessary.  Also refer to technical data provided in 
the AQ/GHG Memo provided in Appendix FEIR-D of this Final EIR.   

Comment No. 18-49 

 

Our updated model demonstrates that when the Project’s construction emissions are 
estimated correctly, the Project would result in a significant and more severe impact than 
what was identified in the DEIR.  As a result, a revised DEIR should be prepared and 
recirculated that includes an updated model to adequately estimate the Project’s 
construction emissions, and additional mitigation measures should be identified and 
incorporated to reduce these emissions to a less-than-significant level. 
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Response to Comment No. 18-49 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-14 and 18-15.  As explained in 
Response to Comment No. 18-15, SWAPE used one way vendor and haul trips rather than 
round trips in calculating construction emissions.  This effectively double counts those trips 
and their associated emissions, which yielded SWAPE’s higher—and incorrect—results.  
Refer to the technical data provided in the AQ/GHG Memo provided in Appendix FEIR-D of 
this Final EIR.   

Also refer to Response to Comment No. 5-13 for a discussion of the CEQA standard 
for recirculating a Draft EIR, which has not been met.   

Comment No. 18-50 

Additional Mitigation Measures Available to Reduce Construction Emissions 

Our updated air quality analysis demonstrates that when Project activities are modeled 
correctly, construction-related NOX emissions would result in significant an air quality 
impact.  Therefore, additional mitigation measures must be identified and incorporated in 
an updated DEIR to reduce these emissions to a less than significant level. 

Response to Comment No. 18-50 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-14 and 18-15.  As explained in 
Response to Comment No. 18-15, SWAPE used one way vendor and haul trips rather than 
round trips in calculating construction emissions.  This effectively double counts those trips 
and their associated emissions, which yielded SWAPE’s higher—and incorrect—results.  
As previously indicated, the Project’s construction-related air quality impacts would remain 
less than significant, and no mitigation measures are warranted.  Accordingly, no changes 
to the conclusions in the Draft EIR are necessary.  Also refer to technical data provided in 
the AQ/GHG Memo provided in Appendix FEIR-D of this Final EIR.   

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 5-13 for a discussion of the CEQA 
standard for recirculating a Draft EIR, which has not been met.   

Comment No. 18-51 

Additional mitigation measures can be found in CAPCOA’s Quantifying Greenhouse Gas 
Mitigation Measures, which attempt to reduce Greenhouse Gas (GHG) levels, as well as 
reduce Criteria Air Pollutants such as NOX.5  NOX is a byproduct of diesel fuel combustion, 
and is emitted by on-road vehicles and by off-road construction equipment.  Mitigation for 
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criteria pollutant emissions should include consideration of the following measures in an 
effort to reduce construction emissions. 

5 http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf 

Response to Comment No. 18-51 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-14 and 18-15.  As indicated therein, 
the Project’s construction-related air quality impacts would remain less than significant, and 
no mitigation measures are warranted.  Accordingly, no changes to the conclusions in the 
Draft EIR are necessary.   Additionally, the Project already incorporates a number of 
project design features detailed in Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, of this Final EIR which are intended to reduce construction-related emissions and 
ensure compliance with SCAQMD and California Code of Regulations requirements. 

Comment No. 18-52 

Limit Construction Equipment Idling Beyond Regulation Requirements 

Heavy duty vehicles will idle during loading/unloading and during layovers or rest periods 
with the engine still on, which requires fuel use and results in emissions.  The California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) Heavy-Duty Vehicle Idling Emissions Reduction Program limits 
idling of diesel-fueled commercial motor vehicles to five minutes.  Reduction in idling time 
beyond the five minutes required under the regulation would further reduce fuel 
consumption and thus emissions.  The Project applicant must develop an enforceable 
mechanism that monitors the idling time to ensure compliance with this mitigation measure. 

Response to Comment No. 18-52 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-14 and 18-15.  As indicated therein, 
the Project’s construction-related air quality impacts would remain less than significant, and 
no mitigation measures are warranted.  Accordingly, no changes to the conclusions in the 
Draft EIR are necessary.    

Comment No. 18-53 

Require Implementation of Diesel Control Measures 

The Northeast Diesel Collaborative (NEDC) is a regionally coordinated initiative to reduce 
diesel emissions, improve public health, and promote clean diesel technology.  The NEDC 
recommends that contracts for all construction projects require the following diesel control 
measures:6 
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 All diesel onroad vehicles on site for more than 10 total days must have either  
(1) engines that meet EPA 2007 onroad emissions standards or (2) emission 
control technology verified by EPA7 or the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB)8 to reduce PM emissions by a minimum of 85 percent. 

 All diesel generators on site for more than 10 total days must be equipped with 
emission control technology verified by EPA or CARB to reduce PM emissions 
by a minimum of 85 percent. 

 All diesel nonroad construction equipment on site for more than 10 total days 
must have either (1) engines meeting EPA Tier 4 nonroad emission standards or 
(2) emission control technology verified by EPA or CARB for use with nonroad 
engines to reduce PM emissions by a minimum of 85 percent for engines  
50 horse power (hp) and greater and by a minimum of 20 percent for engines 
less than 50 hp. 

 All diesel vehicles, construction equipment, and generators on site shall be 
fueled with ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel (ULSD) or a biodiesel blend9 approved by 
the original engine manufacturer with sulfur content of 15 parts per million (ppm) 
or less. 

6 Diesel Emission Controls in Construction Projects, available at:  http://www2.epa.gov/sites/production/
files/2015-09/documents/nedc-model-contract-sepcification.pdf 

7 For EPA’s list of verified technology:  http://www3.epa.gov/otaq/diesel/verification/verif-list.htm 
8 For CARB’s list of verified technology:  http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/vt/cvt.htm 
9 Biodiesel lends are only to be used in conjunction with the technologies which have been verified for use 

with biodiesel blends and are subject to the following requirements:  http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/
reg/biodieselcompliance.pdf 

Response to Comment No. 18-53 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-14 and 18-15.  As indicated therein, 
the Project’s construction-related air quality impacts would remain less than significant, and 
no mitigation measures are warranted.  Accordingly, no changes to the conclusions in the 
Draft EIR are necessary.   Additionally, the Project already incorporates a number of 
project design features detailed in Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, of this Final EIR which are intended to reduce construction-related emissions and 
ensure compliance with SCAQMD and California Code of Regulations requirements. 

Comment No. 18-54 

Repower or Replace Older Construction Equipment Engines 

The NEDC recognizes that availability of equipment that meets the EPA’s newer standards 
is limited.10  Due to this limitation, the NEDC proposes actions that can be taken to reduce 
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emissions from existing equipment in the Best Practices for Clean Diesel Construction 
report.11  These actions include but are not limited to:   

 Repowering equipment (i.e.  replacing older engines with newer, cleaner engines 
and leaving the body of the equipment intact). 

10 http://northeastdiesel.org/pdf/BestPractices4CleanDieselConstructionAug2012.pdf 
11 http://northeastdiesel.org/pdf/BestPractices4CleanDieselConstructionAug2012.pdf 

Response to Comment No. 18-54 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-14 and 18-15.  As indicated therein, 
the Project’s construction-related air quality impacts would remain less than significant, and 
no mitigation measures are warranted.  Accordingly, no changes to the conclusions in the 
Draft EIR are necessary.   Additionally, the Project already incorporates a number of 
project design features detailed in Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, of this Final EIR which are intended to reduce construction-related emissions and 
ensure compliance with SCAQMD and California Code of Regulations requirements. 

Comment No. 18-55 

Engine repower may be a cost-effective emissions reduction strategy when a vehicle or 
machine has a long useful life and the cost of the engine does not approach the cost of the 
entire vehicle or machine.  Examples of good potential replacement candidates include 
marine vessels, locomotives, and large construction machines.12  Older diesel vehicles or 
machines can be repowered with newer diesel engines or in some cases with engines that 
operate on alternative fuels (see section “Use Alternative Fuels for Construction 
Equipment” for details).  The original engine is taken out of service and a new engine with 
reduced emission characteristics is installed.  Significant emission reductions can be 
achieved, depending on the newer engine and the vehicle or machine’s ability to accept a 
more modern engine and emission control system.  It should be noted, however, that 
newer engines or higher tier engines are not necessarily cleaner engines, so it is important 
that the Project Applicant check the actual emission standard level of the current (existing) 
and new engines to ensure the repower product is reducing emissions for NOX.13 

12 Repair, Rebuild, and Repower, EPA, available at:  https://www.epa.gov/verified-diesel-tech/learn-about-
verified-technologies-clean-diesel#repair 

13 Diesel Emissions Reduction Program (DERA):  Technologies, Fleets and Projects Information, available 
at:  http://www2.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-09/documents/420p11001.pdf 
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Response to Comment No. 18-55 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-14 and 18-15.  As indicated therein, 
the Project’s construction-related air quality impacts would remain less than significant, and 
no mitigation measures are warranted.  Accordingly, no changes to the conclusions in the 
Draft EIR are necessary.   Additionally, the Project already incorporates a number of 
project design features detailed in Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, of this Final EIR which are intended to reduce construction-related emissions and 
ensure compliance with SCAQMD and California Code of Regulations requirements. 

Comment No. 18-56 

 Replacement of older equipment with equipment meeting the latest emission 
standards. 

Engine replacement can include substituting a cleaner highway engine for a nonroad 
engine.  Diesel equipment may also be replaced with other technologies or fuels.  
Examples include hybrid switcher locomotives, electric cranes, LNG, CNG, LPG or propane 
yard tractors, forklifts or loaders.  Replacements using natural gas may require changes to 
fueling infrastructure.14  Replacements often require some re-engineering work due to 
differences in size and configuration.  Typically, there are benefits in fuel efficiency, 
reliability, warranty, and maintenance costs.15 

14 Alternative Fuel Conversion, EPA, available at:  https://www3.epa.gov/otaq/consumer/fuels/altfuels/
altfuels.htm#fact 

15 Cleaner Fuels, EPA, available at:  https://www.epa.gov/verified-diesel-tech/learn-about-verified-technologies-
clean-diesel#cleaner 

Response to Comment No. 18-56 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-14 and 18-15.  As indicated therein, 
the Project’s construction-related air quality impacts would remain less than significant, and 
no mitigation measures are warranted.  Accordingly, no changes to the conclusions in the 
Draft EIR are necessary.   Additionally, the Project already incorporates a number of 
project design features detailed in Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, of this Final EIR which are intended to reduce construction-related emissions and 
ensure compliance with SCAQMD and California Code of Regulations requirements. 
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Comment No. 18-57 

Install Retrofit Devices on Existing Construction Equipment 

PM emissions from alternatively-fueled construction equipment can be further reduced by 
installing retrofit devices on existing and/or new equipment.  The most common retrofit 
technologies are retrofit devices for engine exhaust after-treatment.  These devices are 
installed in the exhaust system to reduce emissions and should not impact engine or 
vehicle operation.16  Below is a table, prepared by the EPA, that summarizes the commonly 
used retrofit technologies and the typical cost and emission reductions associated with 
each technology.17  It should be noted that actual emissions reductions and costs will 
depend on specific manufacturers, technologies and applications. 

 

16 Retrofit Technologies, EPA, available at:  https://www.epa.gov/verified-diesel-tech/learn-about-verified-
technologies-clean-diesel#retrofit 

17 Cleaner Diesels:  Low Cost Ways to Reduce Emissions from Construction Equipment, March 2007, 
available at:  https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-09/documents/cleaner-diesels-low-cost-
ways-to-reduce-emissions-from-construction-equipment.pdf, p. 26 

Response to Comment No. 18-57 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-14 and 18-15.  As indicated therein, 
the Project’s construction-related air quality impacts would remain less than significant, and 
no mitigation measures are warranted.  Accordingly, no changes to the conclusions in the 
Draft EIR are necessary.   Additionally, the Project already incorporates a number of 
project design features detailed in Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
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Program, of this Final EIR which are intended to reduce construction-related emissions and 
ensure compliance with SCAQMD and California Code of Regulations requirements. 

Comment No. 18-58 

Use Electric and Hybrid Construction Equipment 

CAPCOA’s Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures18 report also proposes the 
use of electric and/or hybrid construction equipment as a way to mitigate NOX emissions.  
When construction equipment is powered by grid electricity rather than fossil fuel, direct 
emissions from fuel combustion are replaced with indirect emissions associated with the 
electricity used to power the equipment.  Furthermore, when construction equipment is 
powered by hybrid-electric drives, emissions from fuel combustion are also greatly 
reduced.  Electric construction equipment is available commercially from companies such 
as Peterson Pacific Corporation,19 which specialize in the mechanical processing 
equipment like grinders and shredders.  Construction equipment powered by hybrid-electric 
drives is also commercially available from companies such as Caterpillar20.  For example, 
Caterpillar reports that during an 8-hour shift, its D7E hybrid dozer burns 19.5 percent 
fewer gallons of fuel than a conventional dozer while achieving a 10.3 percent increase in 
productivity.  The D7E model burns 6.2 gallons per hour compared to a conventional dozer 
which burns 7.7 gallons per hour.21  Fuel usage and savings are dependent on the make 
and model of the construction equipment used.  The Project Applicant should calculate 
project-specific savings and provide manufacturer specifications indicating fuel burned 
per hour. 

18 http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf 
19 Peterson Electric Grinders Brochure, available at:  http://www.petersoncorp.com/wp-content/uploads/

peterson_electric_grinders1.pdf 
20 Electric Power Products, available at:  http://www.cat.com/en_US/products/new/power-systems/electric-

power-generation.html 
21 http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf 

Response to Comment No. 18-58 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-14 and 18-15.  As indicated therein, 
the Project’s construction-related air quality impacts would remain less than significant, and 
no mitigation measures are warranted.  Accordingly, no changes to the conclusions in the 
Draft EIR are necessary.   Additionally, the Project already incorporates a number of 
project design features detailed in Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, of this Final EIR which are intended to reduce construction-related emissions and 
ensure compliance with SCAQMD and California Code of Regulations requirements. 



III.C  Responses to Comments 

City of Long Beach 2nd & PCH  
SCH No. 2014031059 August 2017 
 

Page III-236 

  

Comment No. 18-59 

Implement a Construction Vehicle Inventory Tracking System 

CAPCOA’s Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures22 report recommends that 
the Project Applicant provide a detailed plan that discusses a construction vehicle inventory 
tracking system to ensure compliances with construction mitigation measures.  The system 
should include strategies such as requiring engine run time meters on equipment, 
documenting the serial number, horsepower, manufacture age, fuel, etc.  of all onsite 
equipment and daily logging of the operating hours of the equipment.  Specifically, for each 
onroad construction vehicle, nonroad construction equipment, or generator, the contractor 
should submit to the developer’s representative a report prior to bringing said equipment on 
site that includes:23 

 Equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment serial number, engine 
manufacturer, engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, 
and engine serial number. 

 The type of emission control technology installed, serial number, make, model, 
manufacturer, and EPA/CARB verification number/level. 

 The Certification Statement24 signed and printed on the contractor’s letterhead. 

22 http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf 
23 Diesel Emission Controls in Construction Projects, available at:  http://www2.epa.gov/sites/production/

files/2015-09/documents/nedc-model-contract-sepcification.pdf 
24 Diesel Emission Controls in Construction Projects, available at:  http://www2.epa.gov/sites/production/

files/2015-09/documents/nedc-model-contract-sepcification.pdf The NEDC Model Certification Statement 
can be found in Appendix A. 

Response to Comment No. 18-59 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-14 and 18-15.  As indicated therein, 
the Project’s construction-related air quality impacts would remain less than significant, and 
no mitigation measures are warranted.  Accordingly, no changes to the conclusions in the 
Draft EIR are necessary.   Additionally, the Project already incorporates a number of 
project design features detailed in Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, of this Final EIR which are intended to reduce construction-related emissions and 
ensure compliance with SCAQMD and California Code of Regulations requirements. 
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Comment No. 18-60 

Furthermore, the contractor should submit to the developer’s representative a monthly 
report that, for each onroad construction vehicle, nonroad construction equipment, or 
generator onsite, includes:25 

 Hour-meter readings on arrival on-site, the first and last day of every month, and 
on off-site date. 

 Any problems with the equipment or emission controls. 

 Certified copies of fuel deliveries for the time period that identify:   

o Source of supply 

o Quantity of fuel 

o Quality of fuel, including sulfur content (percent by weight) 

25 Diesel Emission Controls in Construction Projects, available at:  http://www2.epa.gov/sites/production/
files/2015-09/documents/nedc-model-contract-sepcification.pdf 

Response to Comment No. 18-60 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-14 and 18-15.  As indicated therein, 
the Project’s construction-related air quality impacts would remain less than significant, and 
no mitigation measures are warranted.  Accordingly, no changes to the conclusions in the 
Draft EIR are necessary.   Additionally, the Project already incorporates a number of 
project design features detailed in Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, of this Final EIR which are intended to reduce construction-related emissions and 
ensure compliance with SCAQMD and California Code of Regulations requirements. 

Comment No. 18-61 

In addition to these measures, we also recommend that the Applicant implement the 
following mitigation measures, called “Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices,”26 that are 
recommended by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
(SMAQMD):   

1. The project representative shall submit to the lead agency a comprehensive 
inventory of all off-road construction equipment, equal to or greater than  
50 horsepower, that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours during any 
portion of the construction project. 
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 The inventory shall include the horsepower rating, engine model year, and 
projected hours of use for each piece of equipment. 

 The project representative shall provide the anticipated construction timeline 
including start date, and name and phone number of the project manager and 
on-site foreman. 

 This information shall be submitted at least 4 business days prior to the use of 
subject heavy-duty off-road equipment. 

 The inventory shall be updated and submitted monthly throughout the duration of 
the project, except that an inventory shall not be required for any 30-day period 
in which no construction activity occurs. 

2. The project representative shall provide a plan for approval by the lead agency 
demonstrating that the heavy-duty off-road vehicles (50 horsepower or more) to be 
used in the construction project, including owned, leased, and subcontractor 
vehicles, will achieve a project wide fleet-average 20% NOX reduction and 45% 
particulate reduction compared to the most recent California Air Resources Board 
(ARB) fleet average. 

 This plan shall be submitted in conjunction with the equipment inventory. 

 Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late model 
engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit 
technology, after-treatment products, and/or other options as they become 
available. 

 The District’s Construction Mitigation Calculator can be used to identify an 
equipment fleet that achieves this reduction. 

3. The project representative shall ensure that emissions from all off-road diesel 
powered equipment used on the project site do not exceed 40% opacity for more 
than three minutes in any one hour. 

 Any equipment found to exceed 40 percent opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) shall be 
repaired immediately.  Non-compliant equipment will be documented and a 
summary provided to the lead agency monthly. 

 A visual survey of all in-operation equipment shall be made at least weekly. 

 A monthly summary of the visual survey results shall be submitted throughout 
the duration of the project, except that the monthly summary shall not be 
required for any 30-day period in which no construction activity occurs.  The 



III.C  Responses to Comments 

City of Long Beach 2nd & PCH  
SCH No. 2014031059 August 2017 
 

Page III-239 

  

monthly summary shall include the quantity and type of vehicles surveyed as well 
as the dates of each survey. 

4. The District and/or other officials may conduct periodic site inspections to determine 
compliance.  Nothing in this mitigation shall supersede other District, state or federal 
rules or regulations. 

26 http://www.airquality.org/ceqa/Ch3EnhancedExhaustControl_10-2013.pdf 

Response to Comment No. 18-61 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-14 and 18-15.  As indicated therein, 
the Project’s construction-related air quality impacts would remain less than significant, and 
no mitigation measures are warranted.  Accordingly, no changes to the conclusions in the 
Draft EIR are necessary.   Additionally, the Project already incorporates a number of 
project design features detailed in Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, of this Final EIR which are intended to reduce construction-related emissions and 
ensure compliance with SCAQMD and California Code of Regulations requirements. 

Comment No. 18-62 

These measures are more stringent and prescriptive than those measures identified in the 
DEIR.  When combined, these measures offer a cost-effective, feasible way to incorporate 
lower-emitting equipment into the Project’s construction fleet, which subsequently reduces 
NOX emissions released during Project construction.  An updated DEIR must be prepared 
to include additional mitigation measures, as well as include an updated air quality 
assessment to ensure that the necessary mitigation measures reduce construction 
emissions to a less than significant level.  Furthermore, the Project Applicant needs to 
demonstrate commitment to the implementation of these measures prior to Project 
approval to ensure that the Project’s construction-related emissions are reduced to the 
maximum extent possible. 

Response to Comment No. 18-62 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-14 and 18-15.  As indicated therein, 
the Project’s construction-related air quality impacts would remain less than significant, and 
no mitigation measures are warranted.  Accordingly, no changes to the conclusions in the 
Draft EIR are necessary.   Additionally, the Project already incorporates a number of 
project design features detailed in Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, of this Final EIR which are intended to reduce construction-related emissions and 
ensure compliance with SCAQMD and California Code of Regulations requirements. Also 
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refer to technical data provided in the AQ/GHG Memo provided in Appendix FEIR-D of this 
Final EIR. 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 5-13 for a discussion of the CEQA 
standard for recirculating a Draft EIR, which has not been met.  In any case, the imposition 
of additional mitigation measures in a Final EIR is not a basis to recirculate a Draft EIR.   

Comment No. 18-63 

Failure to Implement All Feasible Operational Mitigation Measures 

The DEIR concludes that “with regards to operational impacts, regional emissions from 
operation of the Project would exceed the SCAQMD daily threshold for NOX,” and 
“therefore, the Project would result in a significant operational impact associated with 
regional emissions” (p. I-46).  Even though the Project’s operational emissions were found 
to be potentially significant, the DEIR fails to implement any mitigation measures to reduce 
this impact to a less than significant level.  As a result, the DEIR concludes that the 
Project’s operational impacts are significant and unavoidable.  The DEIR attempts to justify 
this lack of mitigation, stating, 

“It is noted that operational mobile criteria pollutant emissions make up a 
majority of these regional operational emissions.  The average daily trips 
used to generate mobile criteria pollutant emissions are based on the 
Project’s trip-generation estimates included in the Traffic Study (see Appendix 
R of this Draft EIR).  The analysis of mobile emissions presented herein also 
incorporates vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction measures provided in 
Section IV.E, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this Draft EIR (e.g., site-specific 
benefits resulting from the proposed mix of uses).  These measures would 
reduce VMT by approximately 25 percent, as shown in Table IV.E-12 in 
Section IV.E, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this Draft EIR.  Also, the Project 
would incorporate project design features to support and promote 
environmental sustainability as discussed further in Section IV.E, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, of this Draft EIR.  While these features are designed primarily 
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, they would also serve to reduce criteria 
air pollutants described herein.  No other project design features or feasible 
mitigation measures are available to reduce the Project’s operational impact 
associated with regional emissions.  Therefore, Project impacts associated 
with regional operational emissions of NOX would remain significant and 
unavoidable” (p. I-46). 
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Response to Comment No. 18-63 

The commenter presents excerpted text from the Draft EIR and correctly 
summarizes the impact conclusion with respect to regional operational NOX emissions.  As 
discussed further below in Response to Comment No. 18-64, the incorporation of additional 
mitigation measures would not sufficiently reduce the Project’s operational NOX impact to a 
less than significant level. 

As a point of clarification, Table IV.E-9 on page IV.E-48 of the Draft EIR shows that 
the Project in comparison to the NIERM scenario results in a VMT reduction of 
approximately 28 percent and a 25-percent reduction in GHG emissions from mobile 
sources.  However, with the incorporation of additional project design features and 
mitigation contemplated herein, the Project would result in a VMT reduction of 
approximately 57 percent compared with the NIERM scenario, resulting in a 52-percent 
reduction in GHG emissions from mobile sources.  The text referenced above from Section 
IV.B., Air Quality, of the Draft EIR has been corrected in Section II, Corrections and 
Additions, of this Final EIR to reflect this 57-percent VMT reduction.   

Comment No. 18-64 

This justification, however, is incorrect for several reasons.  First, simply because there are 
“vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction measures provided in Section IV.E, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions” that would reduce the Project’s VMT by 25 percent does not automatically 
mean that the Project’s operational emissions would be less than significant, nor does it 
mean that additional mitigation does not need to be implemented.  The Project’s location is 
one design feature which would result in a reduction of VMT.   

Response to Comment No. 18-64 

This comment misrepresents the significance conclusion regarding operational NOX 
emissions.  As stated on page IV.B-47 in Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, the 
Project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact (emphasis added) with regard 
to operational NOX emissions.  This impact would occur even with the Project’s VMT 
reduction of 28 percent (based on the data provided in the Draft EIR).  However, as noted 
above in Response to Comment No. 18-63, with the incorporation of additional project 
design features and mitigation contemplated herein, the Project would result in a VMT 
reduction of approximately 57 percent compared with the NIERM scenario.  This 
57-percent reduction in VMT is reflected in Section II, Corrections and Additions, of this 
Final EIR. 

To further clarify, the significance determination for Project-related operational NOX 
emissions is not based solely on VMT or any VMT reduction.  Nonetheless, VMT reduction 
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is a substantial factor in reducing operational NOX emissions.  As shown in Table IV.B-6 on 
page IV.B-38 in Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, mobile source emissions 
represent approximately 136 pounds of the 138 pounds per day of the Project’s net NOX 
emissions or 99 percent of net NOX emissions.  As a result, the air quality analysis 
appropriately focuses on reducing mobile source emissions as a means of reducing this 
impact.  Based on these results, it was determined that an additional approximately 
56-percent reduction in Project trips would be necessary to reduce the regional NOX impact 
to a less than significant level.   

Based on the additional project design features that have since been incorporated 
into the Project (refer to Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of this 
Final EIR), mobile source emissions represent approximately 108 pounds of the  
110 pounds per day of the Project’s net NOX emissions or 99 percent of net NOX 
emissions, as shown in the updated Table IV.B-6 in Section II, Corrections and Additions, 
of this Final EIR.  It has been determined that an additional approximately 48-percent 
reduction in Project trips still would be necessary to reduce the regional operational NOX 
impact to a less than significant level.   Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-70 
through No. 18-72 below for a review of the additional measures considered in this Final 
EIR to reduce regional emissions of NOX from Project operations.     

As discussed on pages IV.E-46 and IV.E-47 in Section IV.E, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, of the Draft EIR, the Project incorporates a number of design features to reduce 
operational VMT.  The Project’s location in a dense urban environment allows fewer vehicle 
miles travelled given the shorter distances required to travel to/from home, work, and/or 
shopping uses.  Public transit in the Project area is provided by Metro, Orange County 
Transportation Authority, and Long Beach Transit.  The Metro Blue Line includes several 
stations in and around Downtown Long Beach (approximately 5 miles west of the Project 
Site), as well as near other well traveled locations such as Long Beach Airport and the VA 
Medical Center.  Long Beach Transit operates 10 bus lines in the Project area and provides 
free Passport shuttle service connecting visitors to and around Downtown Long Beach 
attractions and destinations.  In particular, Long Beach Transit Lines 121, 131, and 171 
collectively provide connections to/from the Project Site and Downtown Long Beach, Long 
Beach Airport, the VA Medical Center, and various associated Metro stations.  In addition, 
the Orange County Transportation Authority provides three bus lines in the study area.     

As discussed in Section IV.K, Traffic and Access, of the Draft EIR, the Project Site is 
located in an area of the City with a mature network of pedestrian facilities including 
sidewalks, crosswalks, and pedestrian safety features along PCH, Marina Drive, and  
2nd Street.  The existing sidewalk system within the Project vicinity provides direct 
connectivity to the existing shopping center to the immediate south and public transit stops 
along PCH and 2nd Street.  Additionally, the Project Site is located adjacent to existing 
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Class II bike lanes on PCH, Marina Drive, and 2nd Street.  The Project would include 
separate pedestrian entrances and would provide access from adjacent streets, parking 
facilities, and transit stops to facilitate pedestrian movement.  Additionally, the Project 
would maintain existing sidewalks and provide a direct and safe path of travel with minimal 
obstructions to pedestrian movement within and adjacent to the Project Site.  Furthermore, 
visitors, patrons, and employees arriving by bicycle would have the same access 
opportunities as pedestrians, and bike parking would be provided on-site as part of the 
Project’s sustainability features.  These design features would connect the Project to the 
City’s pedestrian and bicycle network, including new and expanded pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities planned by the City in the Project area. 

It is further noted, pursuant to Project Design Feature K-8 detailed in Section IV, 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of this Final EIR, the Project would 
implement transportation demand management (TDM) measures to reduce vehicle trips 
and encourage the use of public transit.  These measures include the provision of 
appropriate bicycle parking facilities; vanpool/carpool loading/unloading and parking areas; 
preferential parking spaces for employee carpool/vanpool vehicles; and a bulletin 
board/kiosk displaying information regarding bus schedules and routes, ridesharing, bike 
routes, and carpool/vanpool opportunities.  Additionally, since publication of the Draft EIR, 
Project Design Feature K-8 has been augmented to reflect a rideshare drop off/pickup area 
and concierge service that would be incorporated into the Project’s design.  Furthermore, 
new project design features have been included, Project Design Features E-2 and E-3, 
which require pre-wiring for electric vehicles in 25 percent of the parking spaces on-site 
and EV chargers in 5 percent of the parking spaces on-site in accordance with LBMC 
Section 18.47.050.  Refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions, and Section IV, 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of this Final EIR for the new measures.  
Additional features that would serve to reduce operational NOX emissions include 
measures to ensure compliance with local building codes, CalGREEN, and Title 24 energy 
efficiency requirements, as discussed on page IV.E-39 of the Draft EIR. 

Nonetheless, in response to public comments received regarding the Draft EIR, 
additional project design features and mitigation have been considered to address the 
Project’s significant and unavoidable impact with respect to regional NOX emissions 
resulting from operations.  Updated measures to be incorporated into the Project are 
reflected in Section II, Corrections and Additions, and Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program, of this Final EIR.  It is noted, however, that the impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable despite mitigation.  Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 
18-70 through 18-72 below for a review of additional measures considered in this Final EIR 
with respect to regional emissions of NOX from Project operations.     
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Comment No. 18-65 

According to CEQA and as stated by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
(SJVAPCD), 

“CEQA requires Lead Agencies to mitigate or avoid significant environmental 
impacts associated with discretionary projects.  Environmental documents for 
projects that have any significant environmental impacts must identify all 
feasible mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce the impacts below a 
level of significance.  If after the identification of all feasible mitigation 
measures, a project is still deemed to have significant environmental impacts, 
the Lead Agency can approve a project, but must adopt a Statement of 
Overriding Consideration to explain why further mitigation measures are not 
feasible and why approval of a project with significant unavoidable impacts is 
warranted.” 27 

27 http://www.valleyair.org/transportation/GAMAQI_3-19-15.pdf, p. 115 of 125 

Response to Comment No. 18-65 

This comment correctly summarizes certain CEQA requirements, as excerpted from 
a San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) document.  Please refer to 
Response to Comment Nos. 18-63 and 18-64.  It is also noted that the City of Long Beach 
intends to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15093. 

Comment No. 18-66 

Therefore, an impact can only be labeled as significant and unavoidable after all available, 
feasible mitigation is considered.  Review of the DEIR demonstrates that the Project fails to 
implement all feasible mitigation measures to the maximum extent possible.  Therefore, the 
DEIR cannot conclude that the Project’s operational emissions are significant and 
unavoidable. 

Response to Comment No. 18-66 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-63 and 118-64.   

Comment No. 18-67 

Second, the emission reductions that would be achieved by a 25% reduction in VMT were 
already accounted for within the air model, contrary to what is suggested by the DEIR.  As 
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you can see in Table IV.E-9 of the DEIR, prior to the implementation of the VMT reduction 
measures, the Project is anticipated to have an annual VMT of 29,383,773, and after 
implementation of these measures, the Project is anticipated to have an annual VMT of 
21,065,774, which results in a 25% reduction in VMT (see excerpt below) (Table IV.E-9, p. 
IV.E-47-48). 

 

Response to Comment No. 18-67 

The commenter is incorrect in assuming that credits for VMT reduction were double 
counted.  The table above, excerpted from Table IV.E-9 on page IV.E-48 in Section IV.E, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR, shows annual VMT associated with the 
Project under a NIERM scenario as compared to the Project as proposed (which reflects a 
28-percent VMT reduction attributable to the Project’s mix of land uses, location in an 
urban setting, and the resulting accessibility of the Project Site).  As noted above in 
Response to Comment No. 18-63, the Draft EIR data shows that the Project would result in 
a 28-percent reduction in VMT, not 25 percent as referenced in the comment.  As 
discussed on page IV.B-36 in Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, the project design 
features—including the reduction in VMT—are accounted for in the operational emissions 
analysis.  Accordingly, as shown on page 39 of the CalEEMod output file provided in 
Appendix B of the Draft EIR, CalEEMod provided a 28-percent VMT reduction attributable 
to the Project’s mix of land uses, location in an urban setting, and the resulting accessibility 
of the Project Site.  The operational emissions analysis did not take any additional 
reductions with regard to VMT or associated emissions.  It is noted, however, that while 
certain project design features were accounted for in CalEEMod and thus were quantified, 
other proposed Project characteristics and features, which also would serve to further 
reduce NOX emissions, are difficult to quantify and thus have not been accounted for.  In 
other words, the model results are considered conservative. 

When accounting for the additional measures considered in this Final EIR, it has 
been determined that the Project would result in a VMT reduction of approximately 57 
percent compared to the NIERM scenario.  Refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions, 
of this Final EIR for the updated data and associated discussion.    
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Comment No. 18-68 

When you compare the mitigated VMT value to the total annual VMT used to estimate the 
Project’s emissions in CalEEMod, you can see that the model assumed an annual VMT of 
21,065,774 as well, which is consistent with the Project’s annual VMT after the 25% 
reduction is applied (see excerpt below) (Appendix B, pp. 39). 

 

Response to Comment No. 18-68 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-67, above.   

Comment No. 18-69 

Therefore, the DEIR’s assertion that a 25% reduction in VMT would reduce the Project’s 
significant operational NOX emissions even further is erroneous, as the emission estimates 
used to demonstrate Project significance in Table IV.B-6 already account for this reduction 
in VMT (Compare Table IV.B-6, p. IV.B-38 of DEIR to Appendix B, pp. 20). 

Response to Comment No. 18-69 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-67, above. As noted above in 
Response to Comment No. 18-63, the Project would result in a 28-percent reduction in 
VMT, not 25 percent as referenced in the comment.  The Draft EIR does not claim that the 
Project’s inherent 28-percent reduction in VMT would “further reduce” the Project’s 
significant operational NOX impact.  In fact, the Draft EIR text cited by the commenter in 
Comment No. 18-63, which is excerpted from page I-46 in Section I, Executive Summary, 
clearly states:51 

The analysis of mobile emissions presented herein also incorporates vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) reduction measures provided in Section IV.E, 

                                            

51  The Draft EIR text has been corrected in Section II, Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR to reflect 
a 28 percent VMT reduction. 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this Draft EIR (e.g., site-specific benefits 
resulting from the proposed mix of uses).  These measures would reduce 
VMT by approximately 28 percent…. 

Ultimately, the Draft EIR concludes that Project impacts associated with regional 
operational emissions of NOX would be significant and unavoidable. 

Comment No. 18-70 

Finally, contrary to what is stated in the DEIR, there are additional mitigation measures that 
can be implemented to reduce the Project’s operational NOX emissions.  Additional 
mitigation measures that could be implemented to reduce operational NOX emissions 
include, but are not limited to, the following:28,29 

 Use passive solar design, such as:30,31 

o Orient buildings and incorporate landscaping to maximize passive solar; 
heating during cool seasons, and minimize solar heat gain during hot 
seasons; and 

o Enhance natural ventilation by taking advantage of prevailing winds. 

 Reduce unnecessary outdoor lighting by utilizing design features such as limiting 
the hours of operation of outdoor lighting. 

 Develop and follow a “green streets guide” that requires:   

o Use of minimal amounts of concrete and asphalt; 

o Installation of permeable pavement to allow for storm water infiltration; and 

o Use of groundcovers rather than pavement to reduce heat reflection.32 

 Implement Project design features such as:   

o Shade HVAC equipment from direct sunlight; 

o Install high-albedo white thermoplastic polyolefin roof membrane; 

o Install high-efficiency HVAC with hot-gas reheat; 

o Install formaldehyde-free insulation; and 

o Use recycled-content gypsum board. 
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 Provide education on energy efficiency to residents, customers, and/or tenants.  
Provide information on energy management services for large energy users. 

 Meet “reach” goals for building energy efficiency and renewable energy use. 

 Maximize the use of solar energy including solar panels.  Propose that that 
Project implement the maximum possible number of solar energy arrays on all 
building roofs on the Project site to generate solar energy for the facilities. 

 Meet LEED Silver Certification or higher.  Right now, the Project proposes to 
become LEED Certified (or equivalent) (p. I-68).  However, we propose that this 
measure be expanded to the maximum extent feasible, past the bare minimum of 
just demonstrating compliance at the LEED Certified level. 

 Limit the use of outdoor lighting to only that needed for safety and security 
purposes. 

 Require use of electric or alternatively fueled sweepers with HEPA filters. 

 Include energy storage where appropriate to optimize renewable energy 
generation systems and avoid peak energy use. 

 Plant low-VOC emitting shade trees, e.g., in parking lots to reduce evaporative 
emissions from parked vehicles. 

 Use CARB-certified or electric landscaping equipment in project and tenant 
operations; and introduce electric lawn, and garden equipment exchange 
program. 

 Install an infiltration basin to provide an opportunity for 100% of the storm water 
to infiltrate on-site. 

28 http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/GW_mitigation_measures.pdf 
29 http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/GW_mitigation_measures.pdf 
30 Santa Barbara Air Pollution Control District, Scope and Content of Air Quality Sections in Environmental 

Documents, September 1997. 
31 Butte County Air Quality Management District, Indirect Source Review Guidelines, March 1997. 
32 See Irvine Sustainable Travelways “Green Street” Guidelines; www.ci.irvine.ca.us/civica/filebank/

blobdload.asp?BlobID=8934; and Cool Houston Plan; www.harc.edu/Projects/CoolHouston. 

Response to Comment No. 18-70 

As discussed in Response to Comment No. 18-64, based on the additional project 
design features that have been incorporated into the Project (refer to Section IV, Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, of this Final EIR), mobile source emissions represent 
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approximately 108 pounds of the 110 pounds per day of net Project NOX emissions, or  
99 percent of net NOX emissions, as shown in the updated Table IV.B-6 in Section II, 
Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR.  Energy source emissions associated with 
natural gas combustion account for only 2 pounds (1 percent) of net NOX emissions, and 
area source emissions (e.g., landscape equipment) account for 0.001 pound (less than 
0.09 percent) of net NOX emissions.  As a result, the air quality analysis correctly focuses 
on reducing mobile source emissions as a means of substantially lessening this impact.  
Please refer to Comment No. 18-64 for discussion of many of the specific measures 
included in the analysis to reduce mobile source emissions.  Additionally, the Project 
already includes a number of project design features to reduce energy source emissions 
and ensure compliance with local building codes, CalGreen, and Title 24 energy efficiency 
requirements.   These features also would reduce operational NOX emissions. 

The measures listed above in the comment primarily focus on reducing electricity 
usage; none of these measures serve to reduce vehicular trips.  When electricity is used in 
buildings, the electricity generation typically takes place at off-site power plants, the 
majority of which burn fossil fuels.  Because power plants are existing stationary sources 
permitted by the local air district and/or the USEPA, criteria pollutant emissions (e.g., NOX) 
are generally associated with the power plants themselves, not individual buildings or 
electricity users.  Additionally, criteria pollutant emissions from power plants are subject to 
local, state, and federal control measures, which are considered to be the maximum 
feasible level of mitigation for stack emissions.  As such, SCAQMD’s recommended 
CalEEMod model, which was used to calculate regional operational NOX emissions for the 
Project, does not calculate potential emissions related to electricity usage in buildings.  
Incorporation of many of the measures listed in the comment would not serve to 
substantially lessen the Project’s significant and unavoidable regional operational NOX 
impact.  Furthermore, many of the recommended measures may ultimately be incorporated 
into the Project as part of achieving LEED certification.  Nonetheless, in response to this 
comment, consideration and discussion of the suggested measures is provided below; 
where appropriate, some of these measures have been adopted as project design features 
to substantially lessen the Project’s significant and unavoidable operational impact with 
respect to regional NOX emissions.  It is noted that due to the nature of such measures, 
most meet the definition of a project design feature rather than a mitigation measure.  
Regardless, similar to mitigation measures, all of the project design features are included in 
the MMRP for the Project, provided in Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, of this Final EIR, to ensure their implementation and enforceability. 

Measure #1 

 Use passive solar design, such as: 
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o Orient buildings and incorporate landscaping to maximize passive solar; 
heating during cool seasons, and minimize solar heat gain during hot 
seasons; and 

o Enhance natural ventilation by taking advantage of prevailing winds. 

Discussion:  This measure has been incorporated into the Project and is reflected 
in Section II, Corrections and Additions, and Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program, of this Final EIR.  However, this measure is not quantifiable; the 
effectiveness of this measure to substantially lessen NOX emissions would be limited 
as it would primarily reduce electricity usage and would not reduce vehicular trips. 

Measure #2 

 Reduce unnecessary outdoor lighting by utilizing design features such as limiting 
the hours of operation of outdoor lighting. 

Discussion:  The effectiveness of this measure to substantially lessen NOX 
emissions would be limited as it would only reduce electricity usage and not natural 
gas consumption (as previously indicated, the Project’s energy source emissions, 
although limited to 2 pounds or 1 percent of net NOX emissions, are associated with 
natural gas combustion, not electricity usage).  No further consideration of this 
measure is provided in this Final EIR. 

Measure #3 

 Develop and follow a “green streets guide” that requires:   

o Use of minimal amounts of concrete and asphalt; 

o Installation of permeable pavement to allow for storm water infiltration; and 

o Use of groundcovers rather than pavement to reduce heat reflection. 

Discussion:  The effectiveness of this measure to substantially lessen NOX 
emissions would be limited as it would not reduce natural gas consumption (as 
previously indicated, the Project’s energy source emissions, although limited to  
2 pounds or 1 percent of net NOX emissions, are associated with natural gas 
combustion).  In fact, this measure may increase emissions by requiring additional 
landscape equipment usage.  No further consideration of this measure is provided in 
this Final EIR. 
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Measure #4 

 Implement Project design features such as:   

o Shade HVAC equipment from direct sunlight; 

o Install high-albedo white thermoplastic polyolefin roof membrane; 

o Install high-efficiency HVAC with hot-gas reheat; 

o Install formaldehyde-free insulation; and 

o Use recycled-content gypsum board. 

Discussion:  The effectiveness of these measures to substantially lessen NOX 
emissions would be limited as they would primarily reduce electricity usage and not 
natural gas consumption (as previously indicated, the Project’s energy source 
emissions, although limited to 2 pounds or 1 percent of net NOX emissions, are 
associated with natural gas combustion, not electricity usage).  In fact, it is unclear 
what relation the installation of formaldehyde-free insulation or recycled-content 
gypsum board have with operational NOX emissions.  No further consideration of 
these measures is provided in this Final EIR. 

Measure #5 

 Provide education on energy efficiency to residents, customers, and/or tenants.  
Provide information on energy management services for large energy users. 

Discussion:  This measure has been incorporated into the Project and is reflected 
in Section II, Corrections and Additions, and Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program, of this Final EIR.  However, this measure is not quantifiable; the 
effectiveness of this measure to substantially lessen NOX emissions would be limited 
as it would primarily reduce electricity usage and would not reduce vehicular trips. 

Measure #6 

 Meet “reach” goals for building energy efficiency and renewable energy use. 

Discussion:  The effectiveness of this measure to substantially lessen NOX 
emissions would be limited as it focuses on reducing electricity usage and not 
natural gas consumption (as previously indicated, the Project’s energy source 
emissions, although limited to 2 pounds or 1 percent of net NOX emissions, are 
associated with natural gas combustion, not electricity usage).  However, it should 
be noted that the Project would meet the intent of LEED at the Certified level and 
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would be subject to CALGreen standards.  In addition, considerations for solar 
energy (discussed below) would serve the same intent of this measure.  No further 
consideration of this measure is provided in this Final EIR. 

Measure #7 

 Maximize the use of solar energy including solar panels.  Propose that the 
Project implement the maximum possible number of solar energy arrays on all 
building roofs on the Project site to generate solar energy for the facilities. 

Discussion:  This measure has been incorporated into the Project and is reflected 
in Section II, Corrections and Additions, and Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program, of this Final EIR.  However, this measure is not quantifiable 
from a regional NOX standpoint; the effectiveness of this measure in substantially 
lessening NOX emissions would be limited as it would only reduce electricity usage, 
not natural gas consumption (as previously indicated, the Project’s energy source 
emissions, although limited to 2 pounds or 1 percent of net NOX emissions, are 
associated with natural gas combustion, not electricity usage). 

Measure #8 

 Meet LEED Silver Certification or higher.  Right now, the Project proposes to 
become LEED Certified (or equivalent) (p. I-68).  However, we propose that this 
measure be expanded to the maximum extent feasible, past the bare minimum of 
just demonstrating compliance at the LEED Certified level. 

Discussion:  Achieving a LEED Silver rating or higher would not necessarily 
substantially lessen Project-related NOx emissions.  There are many different 
pathways to reach LEED Silver (e.g., increased recycling rates, reduction in water 
usage, increased electricity and lighting efficiency, and indoor air quality measures) 
that would not substantially lessen regional NOX emissions.  As such, no further 
consideration of this measure is provided in this Final EIR. 

Measure #9 

 Limit the use of outdoor lighting to only that needed for safety and security 
purposes. 

Discussion:  As discussed above, the effectiveness of this measure to substantially 
lessen NOX emissions would be limited as it would only reduce electricity usage, not 
natural gas consumption (as previously indicated, the Project’s energy source 
emissions, although limited to 2 pounds or 1 percent of net NOX emissions, are 
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associated with natural gas combustion, not electricity usage).  No further 
consideration of this measure is provided in this Final EIR. 

Measure #10 

 Require use of electric or alternatively fueled sweepers with HEPA filters. 

Discussion:  As discussed above, area source emissions (e.g., landscape 
equipment) results in approximately 0.001 pound per day of regional NOX during 
operation of the Project or approximately 0.09 percent of total NOX emissions.  This 
recommended mitigation measure would not materially change the results of the 
analysis and would be ineffective at substantially lessening regional NOX emissions.  
No further consideration of this measure is provided in this Final EIR. 

Measure #11 

 Include energy storage where appropriate to optimize renewable energy 
generation systems and avoid peak energy use. 

Discussion:  This measure in coordination with the solar measure discussed above 
has been incorporated into the Project and is reflected in Section II, Corrections and 
Additions, and Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of this Final 
EIR.  However, this measure is not quantifiable from a regional NOX standpoint; the 
effectiveness of this measure would be limited as it would only reduce electricity 
usage, not natural gas consumption (as previously indicated, the Project’s energy 
source emissions, although limited to 2 pounds or 1 percent of net NOX emissions, 
are associated with natural gas combustion, not electricity usage). 

Measure #12 

 Plant low-VOC emitting shade trees, e.g., in parking lots to reduce evaporative 
emissions from parked vehicles. 

Discussion:  It is unclear how installation of low-VOC emitting shade trees would 
serve to substantially lessen regional NOX emissions.  Further, the Project includes 
parking structures and not large parking lots as suggested in this measure.  No 
further consideration of this measure is provided in this Final EIR. 

Measure #13 

 Use CARB-certified or electric landscaping equipment in project and tenant 
operations; and introduce electric lawn, and garden equipment exchange 
program. 
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Discussion:  As discussed above, area source emissions (e.g., landscape 
equipment) results in approximately 0.001 pound per day of regional NOX during 
operation of the Project or approximately 0.09 percent of total NOX emissions.  This 
recommended mitigation measure would not materially change the results of the 
analysis and would be ineffective at substantially lessening regional NOX emissions.  
No further consideration of this measure is provided in this Final EIR. 

Measure #14 

 Install an infiltration basin to provide an opportunity for 100% of the storm water 
to infiltrate on-site. 

Discussion:  As discussed in Section IV.G, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the 
Draft EIR, due to underlying soil conditions and the Project’s footprint, infiltration and 
stormwater reuse were not considered a viable option for stormwater treatment on 
the Project Site.  Accordingly, flow-through planters were selected to serve as  
bio-filtration, retention, and treatment Best Management Practices (BMPs).  These 
flow-through planters will be sized in accordance with the City’s Low Impact 
Development Best Management Practices Design Manual.  Furthermore, it is 
unclear how installation of an infiltration basin for storm water would serve to 
substantially lessen regional NOX emissions.  No further consideration of this 
measure is provided in this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 18-71 

Furthermore, the Kimball Business Park Project Final Environmental Impact Report 
includes various feasible mitigation measures that would reduce on-site area emissions 
that are applicable to the proposed Project’s commercial and retail land uses, and include, 
but are not limited to:33 

 Increase in insulation such that heat transfer and thermal bridging is minimized. 

 Limit air leakage through the structure and/or within the heating and cooling 
distribution system. 

 Use of energy-efficient space heating and cooling equipment. 

 Installation of electrical hook-ups at loading dock areas. 

 Installation of dual-paned or other energy efficient windows. 

 Installation of automatic devices to turn off lights where they are not needed. 
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 Application of a paint and surface color palette that emphasizes light and off-
white colors that reflect heat away from buildings. 

33 Mitigation Monitoring Plan for the Kimball Business Park Project Final Environmental Impact Report, July 
2016, available at:  http://www.cityofchino.org/home/showdocument?id=13244 

Response to Comment No. 18-71 

Similar to Comment No. 18-70, many of the measures listed above (referred to 
herein as Measures #15-21) are directed at reducing electricity usage and would not 
substantially lessen regional NOX emissions generated by operation of the Project.  In 
addition, the suggestion that these measures would be applicable to the Project because 
the Kimball Business Park incorporated the measures is unfounded.  The two projects are 
very different in that the Kimball Business Park is a high-cube warehouse development 
involving a large number of heavy-duty truck trips.  In contrast, the Project is comprised 
primarily of retail and restaurant uses.  In addition, a number of the commenter’s 
recommended measures are already included as part of the CalGreen Code or as 
measures to achieve LEED certification.  Nonetheless, these measures have been 
incorporated into the Project as project design features and are reflected in Section II, 
Corrections and Additions, and Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of 
this Final EIR.  However, these measures are not quantifiable; the effectiveness of these 
measure to substantially lessen NOX emissions would be limited as they would primarily 
reduce electricity usage and would not reduce vehicular trips. 

Comment No. 18-72 

Finally, additional, feasible mitigation measures can be found in CAPCOA’s Quantifying 
Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, which attempt to reduce GHG levels, but can also 
reduce criteria air pollutant emissions, such as NOX.34  NOX emissions are produced during 
fuel combustion, and are emitted by on-road vehicles and by off-road equipment.  
Therefore, to reduce the Project’s mobile-source NOX emissions, consideration of the 
following measures should be made. 

 Neighborhood/Site Enhancements 

o Providing a pedestrian access network to link areas of the Project site 
encourages people to walk instead of drive.  This mode shift results in people 
driving less and thus a reduction in VMT.  The project should provide a 
pedestrian access network that internally links all uses and connects to all 
existing or planned external streets and pedestrian facilities contiguous with 
the project site.  The project should minimize barriers to pedestrian access 
and interconnectivity.  Physical barriers such as walls, landscaping, and 
slopes that impede pedestrian circulation should be eliminated. 
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 Incorporate Bike Lane Street Design (On-Site) 

o Incorporating bicycle lanes, routes, and shared-use paths into street systems, 
new subdivisions, and large developments can reduce VMTs.  These 
improvements can help reduce peak-hour vehicle trips by making commuting 
by bike easier and more convenient for more people.  In addition, improved 
bicycle facilities can increase access to and from transit hubs, thereby 
expanding the “catchment area” of the transit stop or station and increasing 
ridership. Bicycle access can also reduce parking pressure on heavily-used 
and/or heavily-subsidized feeder bus lines and auto-oriented park-and-ride 
facilities. 

 Limit Parking Supply 

o This mitigation measure will change parking requirements and types of supply 
within the Project site to encourage “smart growth” development and 
alternative transportation choices by project residents and employees.  This 
can be accomplished in a multi-faceted strategy:   

 Elimination (or reduction) of minimum parking requirements 

 Creation of maximum parking requirements 

 Provision of shared parking 

 Unbundle Parking Costs from Property Cost 

o Unbundling separates parking from property costs, requiring those who wish 
to purchase parking spaces to do so at an additional cost from the property 
cost.  This removes the burden from those who do not wish to utilize a 
parking space.  Parking should be priced separately from home 
rents/purchase prices or office leases. 

 Implement Commute Trip Reduction Program—Voluntary or Required 

o Implementation of a Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) program with employers 
will discourage single-occupancy vehicle trips and encourage alternative 
modes of transportation such as carpooling, taking transit, walking, and 
biking.  The main difference between a voluntary and a required program is:   

 Monitoring and reporting is not required 

 No established performance standards (i.e.  no trip reduction 
requirements) 

o  The CTR program should provide employees with assistance in using 
alternative modes of travel, and provide both “carrots” and “sticks” to 
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encourage employees.  The CTR program should include all of the following 
to apply the effectiveness reported by the literature:   

 Carpooling encouragement 

 Ride-matching assistance 

 Preferential carpool parking 

 Flexible work schedules for carpools 

 Half time transportation coordinator 

 Vanpool assistance 

 Bicycle end-trip facilities (parking, showers and lockers) 

 Provide Ride-Sharing Programs 

o Increasing the vehicle occupancy by ride sharing will result in fewer cars 
driving the same trip, and thus a decrease in VMT.  The project should 
include a ride-sharing program as well as a permanent transportation 
management association membership and funding requirement.  The project 
can promote ride-sharing programs through a multi-faceted approach such 
as:   

 Designating a certain percentage of parking spaces for ride sharing 
vehicles 

 Designating adequate passenger loading and unloading and waiting areas 
for ride-sharing vehicles 

 Providing a web site or message board for coordinating rides 

 Implement Subsidized or Discounted Transit Program 

o This project can provide subsidized/discounted daily or monthly public transit 
passes to incentivize the use of public transport.  The project may also 
provide free transfers between all shuttles and transit to participants.  These 
passes can be partially or wholly subsidized by the employer, school, or 
development.  Many entities use revenue from parking to offset the cost of 
such a project. 

 Provide End of Trip Facilities 

o Non-residential projects can provide “end-of-trip” facilities for bicycle riders 
including showers, secure bicycle lockers, and changing spaces.  End-of-trip 
facilities encourage the use of bicycling as a viable form of travel to 



III.C  Responses to Comments 

City of Long Beach 2nd & PCH  
SCH No. 2014031059 August 2017 
 

Page III-258 

  

destinations, especially to work.  End-of-trip facilities provide the added 
convenience and security needed to encourage bicycle commuting. 

 Encourage Telecommuting and Alternative Work Schedules 

o Encouraging telecommuting and alternative work schedules reduces the 
number of commute trips and therefore VMT traveled by employees.  
Alternative work schedules could take the form of staggered starting times, 
flexible schedules, or compressed work weeks. 

 Implement Commute Trip Reduction Marketing 

o The project can implement marketing strategies to reduce commute trips.  
Information sharing and marketing are important components to successful 
commute trip reduction strategies.  Implementing commute trip reduction 
strategies without a complementary marketing strategy will result in lower 
VMT reductions.  Marketing strategies may include:   

 New employee orientation of trip reduction and alternative mode options 

 Event promotions 

 Publications 

 Implement Preferential Parking Permit Program 

o The project can provide preferential parking in convenient locations (such as 
near public transportation or building front doors) in terms of free or reduced 
parking fees, priority parking, or reserved parking for commuters who carpool, 
vanpool, ride-share or use alternatively fueled vehicles.  The project should 
provide wide parking spaces to accommodate vanpool vehicles. 

  Implement Car-Sharing Program 

o This project should implement a car-sharing project to allow people to have 
on-demand access to a shared fleet of vehicles on an as-needed basis.  User 
costs are typically determined through mileage or hourly rates, with deposits 
and/or annual membership fees.  The car-sharing program could be created 
through a local partnership or through one of many existing car-share 
companies.  Car-sharing programs may be grouped into three general 
categories:  residential- or citywide-based, employer-based, and transit 
station-based.  Transit station-based programs focus on providing the “last-
mile” solution and link transit with commuters’ final destinations.  Residential-
based programs work to substitute entire household based trips.  Employer-
based programs provide a means for business/day trips for alternative mode 
commuters and provide a guaranteed ride home option. 
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  Provide Employer-Sponsored Vanpool/Shuttle 

o This project can implement an employer-sponsored vanpool or shuttle.  A 
vanpool will usually service employees’ commute to work while a shuttle will 
service nearby transit stations and surrounding commercial centers.  
Employer-sponsored vanpool programs entail an employer purchasing or 
leasing vans for employee use, and often subsidizing the cost of at least 
program administration, if not more.  The driver usually receives personal use 
of the van, often for a mileage fee.  Scheduling is within the employer’s 
purview, and rider charges are normally set on the basis of vehicle and 
operating cost. 

  Implement Bike-Sharing Program 

o This project can establish a bike-sharing program to reduce VMTs.  Stations 
should be at regular intervals throughout the project site. 

 For example, Paris’ bike-share program places a station every few blocks 
throughout the city (approximately 28 bike stations/square mile). 

 Price Workplace Parking 

o The project should implement workplace parking pricing at its employment 
centers.  This may include:  explicitly charging for parking for its employees, 
implementing above market rate pricing, validating parking only for invited 
guests, not providing employee parking and transportation allowances, and 
educating employees about available alternatives. 

o Though similar to the Employee Parking “Cash-Out” strategy, this strategy 
focuses on implementing market rate and above market rate pricing to 
provide a price signal for employees to consider alternative modes for their 
work commute. 

 Implement Employee Parking “Cash-Out” 

o The project can require employers to offer employee parking “cash-out.” The 
term “cash-out” is used to describe the employer providing employees with a 
choice of forgoing their current subsidized/free parking for a cash payment 
equivalent to the cost of the parking space to the employer. 

34 http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf 

Response to Comment No. 18-72 

As discussed in Response to Comment No. 18-64, based on the additional project 
design features that have since been incorporated into the Project (refer to Section IV, 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of this Final EIR), mobile source emissions 
represent approximately 108 pounds of the 110 pounds per day of Project NOX emissions 
or 99 percent of total NOX emissions, as shown in the updated Table IV.B-6 in Section II, 
Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR.  As a result, the air quality analysis 
appropriately focuses on reducing mobile source emissions as a means of substantially 
lessening this impact.  And while a number of strategies have been incorporated to further 
reduce VMT, it has been determined that an additional approximately 48-percent reduction 
in Project trips would be necessary to reduce the regional operational NOX impact to a less 
than significant level.   This level of VMT reduction would render the Project infeasible, 
particularly since the Project involves very few commuters.  (Refer to Response to 
Comment Nos. 9-17 and 9-63 regarding floor area reductions of greater than 30 percent 
that would render the Project infeasible.)  Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 
18-70 through 18-72 below for a review of additional measures considered in this Final EIR 
with respect to regional emissions of NOX from Project operations.   

As discussed on pages IV.E-46 and IV.E-47 in Section IV.E, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, of the Draft EIR and detailed above in Response to Comment No. 18-64, the 
Project incorporates a number of design features to reduce operational VMT.  Many of 
these measures are similar to those listed in the comment above.  Further discussion of the 
Project’s design features as they relate to the measures recommended in the comment is 
provided below.   

Measure #22 (numbering continued from Response to Comment Nos. 18-70 and 
18-71)  

 Neighborhood/Site Enhancements 

Discussion:  As discussed in Section IV.K, Traffic and Access, of the Draft EIR, the 
Project Site is located in an area of the City with a mature network of pedestrian 
facilities including sidewalks, crosswalks, and pedestrian safety features along PCH, 
Marina Drive, and 2nd Street.  The existing sidewalk system within the Project 
vicinity provides direct connectivity to the existing shopping center to the immediate 
south and public transit stops along PCH and 2nd Street.  Additionally, the Project 
Site is located adjacent to existing Class II bike lanes on PCH, Marina Drive, and 
2nd Street.  The Project would include separate pedestrian entrances and would 
provide access from adjacent streets, parking facilities, and transit stops to facilitate 
pedestrian movement.  Additionally, the Project would maintain existing sidewalks 
and provide a direct and safe path of travel with minimal obstructions to pedestrian 
movement within and adjacent to the Project Site.  Furthermore, visitors, patrons, 
and employees arriving by bicycle would have the same access opportunities as 
pedestrians, and bike parking would be provided on-site as part of the Project’s 
sustainability features.  These design features would connect the Project to the 
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City’s pedestrian and bicycle network, including new and expanded pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities planned by the City in the Project area. 

As such, the Project would effectively implement the intent of this suggested 
measure. 

Measure #23 

 Incorporate Bike Lane Street Design (On-Site) 

Discussion:  Please refer to the discussion of Measure #22 (neighborhood/site 
enhancements), as the Project would effectively implement the intent of this 
suggested measure. 

Measure #24  

 Limit Parking Supply 

Discussion:  As discussed in Section IV.K, Traffic and Access, of the Draft EIR, the 
Project would provide parking at a reduced rate relative to LBMC parking 
requirements.  Specifically, LBMC Chapter 21.41, Off-Street Parking and Loading 
Requirements, sets forth parking requirements for development projects based on 
the types and floor area of land uses.  As detailed therein, community, regional, and 
neighborhood shopping centers require five spaces per 1,000 square feet plus 
additional parking for detached fast-food restaurants.  Based on the Parking 
Analysis included as Appendix S of the Draft EIR, the proposed 1,150 parking 
spaces included in the Project (providing a ratio of approximately 4.7 per  
1,000 gross square feet of floor area) would be adequate to meet Project-generated 
parking demand.  As such, the Project would effectively implement the intent of this 
suggested measure by limiting the parking supply below LBMC parking 
requirements.  Refer to Response to Comment No. 9-13 for further discussion. 

Measure #25  

 Unbundle Parking Costs from Property Cost 

Discussion:  As the Project would provide shared parking for the use of all uses, 
guests, and employees on-site, parking spaces would not be bundled with each 
individual retail/restaurant space.  Therefore, no further consideration of this 
suggested measure is provided in this Final EIR.  
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Measure #26  

 Implement Commute Trip Reduction Program—Voluntary or Required 

Discussion:  This comment suggests implementing commute reduction strategies 
and lists specific measures to help reduce Project-related trips.  Project Design 
Feature K-8 detailed in Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of 
this Final EIR involves TDM measures to reduce vehicle trips and encourage the 
use of public transit.  These measures include appropriate bicycle parking facilities; 
vanpool/carpool loading/unloading and parking areas; preferential parking spaces 
for employee carpool/vanpool vehicles; and a bulletin board/kiosk displaying 
information regarding bus schedules and routes, ridesharing, bike routes, and 
carpool/vanpool opportunities.  Additionally, since publication of the Draft EIR, 
Project Design Feature K-8 has been augmented to reflect a rideshare drop 
off/pickup area and concierge service that would be incorporated into the Project’s 
design.   While the benefits of Project Design Feature K-8 are not limited to 
commuter trips, this measure would effectively implement the intent of the 
suggested measure.  It is important to note that the air quality analysis provided in 
the Draft EIR conservatively did not account for a reduction in VMT attributable to 
the Project’s TDM measures.  TDM plans typically result in a trip reduction of 
approximately 10 percent.   

Measure #27  

 Provide Ride-Sharing Programs 

Discussion:  As discussed above with respect to Measure #26, the Project would 
implement TDM measures, including a rideshare drop off/pickup area and concierge 
service, that would reduce Project-related trips and effectively implement the intent 
of this suggested measure. 

Measure #28  

 Implement Subsidized or Discounted Transit Program 

Discussion:  As discussed in greater detail in Response to Comment No. 18-64, 
public transit in the Project area is provided by Metro, Orange County Transportation 
Authority, and Long Beach Transit.  In particular, Long Beach Transit Lines 121, 
131, and 171 collectively provide connections to/from the Project Site and 
Downtown Long Beach, Long Beach Airport, the VA Medical Center, and various 
associated Metro stations.  Consistent with the CAPCOA Guidance Document cited 
in the comment above, CalEEMod incorporates a reduction in trips for projects that 
are located less than 0.5 mile from a transit center/light rail station.  Since the 
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nearest Metro Blue Line Station at 1st Street is located approximately five miles from 
the Project Site, this measure is not applicable to the Project and would not 
substantially lessen regional NOX emissions.  Therefore, no further consideration of 
this suggested measure is provided in this Final EIR.  

Measure #29  

 Provide End of Trip Facilities 

Discussion:  This comment suggests providing end of trip facilities to encourage 
the use of alternative transportation and reduce Project-related trips.  As discussed 
above under Bullet No. 5, the Project would include TDM measures that would 
reduce Project-related trips and effectively implement the intent of this suggested 
measure. 

Measure #30  

 Encourage Telecommuting and Alternative Work Schedules 

Discussion:  Given that the Project consists primarily of retail/restaurant uses, 
telecommuting is not a viable option.  With respect to alternative work schedules, the 
majority of retail/restaurant workers already arrive and depart their jobsite during 
off-peak hours.  Therefore, no further consideration of this suggested measure is 
provided in this Final EIR. 

Measure #31  

 Implement Commute Trip Reduction Marketing 

Discussion:  As discussed above with respect to Measure #26, the Project includes 
TDM measures that would reduce Project-related trips and effectively implement the 
intent of this suggested measure. 

Measure #32  

 Implement Preferential Parking Permit Program 

Discussion:  As discussed above with respect to Measure #26, the Project includes 
TDM measures, including preferential parking spaces for employee carpool/vanpool 
vehicles, that would reduce Project-related trips and effectively implement the intent 
of this suggested measure. 



III.C  Responses to Comments 

City of Long Beach 2nd & PCH  
SCH No. 2014031059 August 2017 
 

Page III-264 

  

Measure #33  

 Implement Car-Sharing Program 

Discussion:  As discussed above with respect to Measure #26, the Project includes 
TDM measures that would reduce Project-related trips and effectively implement the 
intent of this suggested measure. 

Measure #34  

 Provide Employer-Sponsored Vanpool/Shuttle  

Discussion:  As discussed above with respect to Measure #26, the Project includes 
TDM measures, including vanpool/carpool loading/unloading and parking areas and 
preferential parking spaces for employee carpool/vanpool vehicles, that would 
reduce Project-related trips and effectively implement the intent of this suggested 
measure.   

Measure #35  

  Implement Bike-Sharing Program  

Discussion:  The suggestion that the Project include bike-sharing stations placed at 
regular intervals throughout the Project Site (i.e., every few blocks) is not feasible as 
the Project Site is not large enough for consideration.  Therefore, no further 
consideration of this suggested measure is provided in this Final EIR. 

Measure #36  

  Price Workplace Parking 

Discussion:  While Project tenants may pay for employee parking as part of their 
lease agreements, it is not anticipated that employees would pay for on-site parking.  
This measure may be considered further in the future pending lease negotiations. 

Measure #37  

 Implement Employee Parking “Cash-Out” 

Discussion:  While Project tenants may pay for employee parking as part of their 
lease agreements, it is not anticipated that employees would pay for on-site parking.  
This measure may be considered further in the future pending lease negotiations. 
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Comment No. 18-73 

When combined together, these measures offer a cost-effective, feasible way to 
incorporate lower-emitting design features into the proposed Project, which subsequently, 
reduces emissions released during Project operation.  An updated DEIR must be prepared 
to include additional mitigation measures, as well as include an updated air quality analysis 
to ensure that the necessary mitigation measures are implemented to reduce operational 
emissions to below thresholds.  Furthermore, the Project Applicant also needs to 
demonstrate commitment to the implementation of these measures prior to Project 
approval, to ensure that the Project’s operational emissions are reduced to the maximum 
extent possible. 

Response to Comment No. 18-73 

The AQ/GHG Memo provided in Appendix FEIR-D of this Final EIR quantitatively 
addresses the Project’s revised air quality impacts in light of the Applicant’s commitment to 
additional project design features and mitigation measures based on the commenter’s 
suggestions.  As shown therein, with incorporation of the additional measures discussed 
above in Response to Comment Nos. 18-70 through 18-72, Project-related VMT would be 
reduced by an additional 29 percent, and the Project’s net regional operational NOX 
emissions would be reduced to 110 pounds per day.  Nonetheless, regional NOX impacts 
during operation of the Project would remain significant and unavoidable.  (It is noted that 
incorporation of all of the measures suggested by the commenter would not avoid this 
significant impact.  As previously discussed, it has been determined that an additional 
approximately 48-percent reduction in Project trips would be necessary to reduce the 
regional operational NOX impact to a less than significant level even when accounting for 
the additional measures considered in this Final EIR.) 

The incorporation of the additional measures is reflected in Section II, Corrections 
and Additions, and Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of this Final 
EIR.  Please also refer to Response to Comment No. 5-13 for a discussion of the CEQA 
standard for recirculating a Draft EIR, which has not been met. 

Comment No. 18-74 

Greenhouse Gas 

Failure to Adequately Evaluate the Project’s Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The DEIR concludes that the Project’s greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts would be less than 
significant, yet fails to provide proper justification to support this claim (p. I-15).  As a result, 
the Project’s GHG impacts are inadequately addressed.  Until an updated analysis is 
conducted that correctly and thoroughly assesses the Project’s GHG impacts, the 
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conclusions made within the DEIR should not be relied upon to determine Project 
significance. 

Response to Comment No. 18-74 

The comment above references page I-15 of the Draft EIR, which presents the 
impact summary table in Section I, Executive Summary.  No analysis or discussion of 
impacts is provided in that table, as it is intended as a quick reference summary of the 
Project’s environmental impacts.  The commenter is instead referred to Section IV.E, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR.  The GHG analysis presented therein is 
consistent with CEQA requirements as well as regulatory guidance from relevant regulatory 
agencies.   

Comment No. 18-75 

According to the DEIR, because “CARB, SCAQMD, and the City of Long Beach have yet to 
adopt project-level significance thresholds for GHG emissions that would be applicable to 
the Project,” an alternative, qualitative threshold was used (p. IV.E-38-39).  Specifically, the 
DEIR relies upon Section 15064.4 of the CEQA Guidelines Amendments to determine 
Project significance.  The DEIR states, 

“In the absence of an adopted, numeric threshold, the significance of the 
Project’s GHG emissions is instead evaluated consistent with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.4(b)(2) by considering whether the Project 
complies with applicable regulations or requirements adopted to implement a 
statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse 
gas emissions.  For this Project, as a land use development project, the most 
directly applicable adopted regulatory plan to reduce GHG emissions is  
the 2016–2040 RTP/SCS, which is designed to achieve regional GHG 
reductions from the land use and transportation sectors as required by  
SB 375 and the State’s long-term climate goals.  This analysis also considers 
consistency with regulations or requirements adopted by the Climate Change 
Scoping Plan and the City of Long Beach’s Sustainability City Action Plan” 
(p. IV.E-38-39). 

Response to Comment No. 18-75 

This comment correctly cites text from the Draft EIR.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment Nos. 18-19 through 18-28 for related discussion of the GHG threshold 
and analysis. 
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Comment No. 18-76 

Using this guidance, the DEIR concludes that a significant impact may occur if the Project 
would conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases (p. IV.E-38-39).  As stated in the DEIR, 
because the Project would comply with the CALGreen Code, the City of Long Beach’s 
Sustainability City Action Plan, SB 375, and the 2016–2040 RTP/SCS, among others, the 
Project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation, thus resulting in a 
less than significant impact.  This conclusion, as well as the explanation as to why this 
threshold was used, however, are incorrect and inadequate for several reasons. 

Response to Comment No. 18-76 

The commenter is incorrect in suggesting the significance threshold explanation 
provided in the Draft EIR is inadequate.  As discussed above in Response to Comment No. 
18-26, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 provides lead agencies the discretion to 
establish significance thresholds for their respective jurisdictions.  Detailed explanation on 
how the GHG significance threshold was determined is presented on pages IV.E-37 
through 39 Section IV.E, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR.  Also refer to 
Response to Comment Nos. 18-19 through 18-7 for related discussion of the GHG 
threshold and analysis. 

Comment No. 18-77 

First, the DEIR’s assertion that “CARB, SCAQMD, and the City of Long Beach have yet to 
adopt project-level significance thresholds for GHG emissions that would be applicable to 
the Project” is entirely incorrect, as the SCAQMD does provide thresholds for commercial 
projects. 

Response to Comment No. 18-77 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-27 and 18-28.  As discussed therein, 
the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted the staff proposal for an interim GHG significance 
threshold for stationary source/industrial projects (10,000 MTCO2E per year) where the 
SCAQMD is the lead agency.  However, the SCAQMD has yet to adopt a GHG significance 
threshold for land use development projects (e.g., residential/commercial projects).  
Moreover, the SCAQMD has formed a GHG Significance Threshold Working Group to 
further evaluate potential GHG significance thresholds.52  This Working Group also has 
                                            

52 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Greenhouse Gases (GHG) CEQA Significance Thresholds.  
More information on this Working Group is available at www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-
analysis-handbook/ghg-significance-thresholds/page/2, accessed July 31, 2017. 
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considered use of a per capita efficiency threshold, as discussed in Response to Comment 
No. 18-26.  However, it is important to note that the Working Group has been inactive since 
2011.  The fact that the SCAQMD Governing Board considered the draft threshold in 2008, 
nearly a decade ago, and did not adopt the threshold with no further action since that time 
provides a strong rationale as to why the SCAQMD draft threshold should not be 
considered in the analysis of GHG emissions for the Project. 

Comment No. 18-78 

In December 2008, the SCAQMD released its Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold 
for Stationary Sources, Rules, and Plans report.35  According to this Interim Guidance, the 
SCAQMD proposes the use of a 3,000 MT CO2e/yr threshold for mixed use developments, 
a 3,500 MT CO2e/yr threshold for residential developments, and a 1,400 MT CO2e/yr 
threshold for commercial developments.   

35 http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-
thresholds/ghgboardsynopsis.pdf?sfvrsn=2 

Response to Comment No. 18-78 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-27 and 18-28 and related discussion 
in Response to Comment No. 18-77.  Additionally, to clarify, the values cited in the 
comment above are screening thresholds, not significance thresholds.  These screening 
thresholds are intended to be used to determine whether a detailed GHG analysis is 
needed.   

Comment No. 18-79 

As an alternative to the aforementioned proposed thresholds for residential, commercial, 
and mixed-use developments, the SCAQMD has also recommended the use of a single 
numerical threshold of 3,000 MT CO2e/yr for all non-industrial projects.36 

36 http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-%28ghg%29-ceqa-
significance-thresholds/year-2008-2009/ghg-meeting-15/ghg-meeting-15-minutes.pdf?sfvrsn=2 

Response to Comment No. 18-79 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-19 through 18-28 for discussion of 
the GHG threshold and analysis.  The Draft EIR did not use a numeric threshold, as neither 
the City of Long Beach nor the SCAQMD has formally adopted a numeric threshold 
applicable to the Project.  Instead, a significance determination was made based on the 
Project’s consistency with applicable regulatory plans and policies to reduce GHG 
emissions, including SB 375, CARB’s Climate Change Scoping Plan, SCAG’s 2016–2040 
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RTP/SCS, and the City of Long Beach’s Sustainability City Action Plan.  It is further noted 
that the reference cited in the comment above, which consists of meeting minutes from 
SCAQMD’s GHG Significance Threshold Working Group, is from 2010; however, no formal 
action was ever taken and the Working Group has been inactive since 2011.  Additionally, 
to clarify, the value cited in the comment above is a screening threshold, not a significance 
threshold. 

Comment No. 18-80 

Although these thresholds have not been formally adopted by the City of Long Beach, 
these thresholds are designed for application at the project level and thus provide a 
relevant method for determining the significance of the Project’s GHG emissions.  Because 
the proposed Project is a commercial development, the most appropriate thresholds to 
apply to the Project would either be the 3,000 MT CO2e/yr screening criteria recommended 
by the SCAQMD for all non-industrial projects or the 1,400 MT CO2e/yr threshold for 
commercial developments.  For this analysis, we rely upon the 3,000 MT CO2e/yr 
screening criteria recommended by the SCAQMD. 

Response to Comment No. 18-80 

To again clarify, the values cited in the comment above are screening thresholds, 
not significance thresholds.  These screening thresholds are intended to be used to 
determine whether a detailed GHG analysis is needed.  In the case of the Project, a 
thorough analysis of GHG impacts has been provided in Section IV.E, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, of the Draft EIR.  Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-19 through 
18-28 for discussion of the GHG threshold and analysis.   

As discussed in Response to Comment No. 18-27, the fact that the SCAQMD 
Governing Board considered the draft threshold in 2008, nearly a decade ago, and did not 
adopt it with no further action provides a strong rationale as to why the SCAQMD draft 
threshold should not be considered in the analysis of GHG emissions for the Project.  
Instead, a significance determination was made based on the consistency with applicable 
regulatory plans and policies to reduce GHG emissions, including SB 375, CARB’s Climate 
Change Scoping Plan, SCAG’s 2016–2040 RTP/SCS, and the City of Long Beach’s 
Sustainability City Action Plan. 

Comment No. 18-81 

As you can see, the SCAQMD does provide recommended significance thresholds that are 
applicable to the proposed Project, contrary to what is stated in the DEIR.  Air districts, 
such as the SCAQMD, act in an advisory capacity to local governments in establishing the 
framework for environmental review of air pollution impacts under CEQA, which include 
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recommendations regarding significance thresholds, analytical tools to estimate emissions 
and assess impacts, and mitigations for potentially significant impacts.  Since the Project is 
located in Long Beach, it falls under SCAQMD jurisdiction, which means that the screening 
threshold provided in the SCAQMD’s Interim Guidance for all non-industrial projects is fully 
applicable to the proposed Project, and should be relied upon to determine Project 
significance. 

Response to Comment No. 18-81 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-19 through 18-28 for discussion of 
the GHG threshold and analysis.  As stated in Response to Comment No. 18-26, CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.4 provides lead agencies the discretion to establish significance 
thresholds for their respective jurisdictions.53   

Comment No. 18-82 

Second, while a lead agency enjoys substantial discretion in its choice of methodology to 
determine Project significance, when the agency chooses to rely completely on a single 
method to justify a no-significance finding, CEQA demands the agency research and 
document the parameters essential to that method.  According to Section 15064.4(b) of the 
CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency may consider the use of a qualitative analysis that relies 
upon consistency with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a statewide, 
regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions when 
assessing the significance of impacts from greenhouse gas emissions on the environment; 
however, such regulations or requirements must be adopted by the relevant public agency 
through a public review process and must include specific requirements that reduce or 
mitigate the project’s incremental contribution of greenhouse gas emissions.37 

37 http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/FINAL_Text_of_Proposed_Amendemts.pdf 

Response to Comment No. 18-82 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 is intended to assist lead agencies in determining 
the significance of GHG impacts.  In addition to quantification, Section 15064.4 
recommends consideration of several other factors that may be used in the determination 
of significance, including the extent to which a project may increase or reduce GHG 
emissions; whether a project exceeds an applicable significance threshold; and the extent 
to which a project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a 
reduction or mitigation of GHGs. 
                                            

53  Refer specifically to CEQA Guidelines Sections  15064(b) and 15064.4(b)(2). 
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As discussed in Response to Comment No. 18-21, per CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064(h)(3), a project’s incremental contribution to a cumulative impact can be concluded 
not to be cumulatively considerable if the project would comply with an approved plan or 
mitigation program that provides specific requirements that would avoid or substantially 
lessen the cumulative impact within the geographic area of the project.54  To qualify, such 
plans or programs must be specified in law or adopted by the public agency with 
jurisdiction over the affected resources through a public review process to implement, 
interpret, or make specific the law enforced or administered by the public agency.55  
Examples of such programs include a “water quality control plan, air quality attainment or 
maintenance plan, integrated waste management plan, habitat conservation plan, natural 
community conservation plans [and] plans or regulations for the reduction of greenhouse 
gas emissions.”56  Put another way, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3) allows a lead 
agency to make a less than significant finding for GHG emissions if a project complies with 
program and/or other regulatory schemes designed to reduce GHG emissions.57 

In the absence of any adopted, numeric threshold, the significance of the Project’s 
GHG emissions were evaluated consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b)(2) by 
considering whether the Project complies with applicable regulations or requirements 
adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of 
greenhouse gas emissions.  For this Project, as a land use development project, the most 
directly applicable adopted regulatory plan to reduce GHG emissions is the 2016–2040 
RTP/SCS, which is designed to achieve regional GHG reductions from the land use and 
transportation sectors as required by SB 375 and the State’s long-term climate goals.  The 
analysis provided in the Draft EIR is supplemented by an evaluation of consistency with 

                                            

54 14 CCR Section 15064(h)(3). 
55 14 CCR Section 15064(h)(3). 
56 14 CCR Section 15064(h)(3). 
57 See, for example, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, CEQA Determinations of Significance 

tor Projects Subject to ARB’s GHG Cap-and-Trade Regulation, APR—2030 (June 25, 2014), in which the 
SJVAPCD “determined that GHG emissions increases that are covered under ARB’s Cap-and-Trade 
regulation cannot constitute significant increases under CEQA…”  Further, the SCAQMD has taken this 
position in CEQA documents it has produced as a lead agency.  The SCAQMD has prepared three 
Negative Declarations and one Draft EIR that demonstrate the use of its 10,000 MTCO2e/year 
significance threshold in such a way that GHG emissions covered by the Cap-and-Trade Program do not 
constitute emissions that must be measured against the threshold.  See:  SCAQMD, Final Negative 
Declaration for:  Ultramar Inc. Wilmington Refinery Cogeneration Project, SCH No. 2012041014 (October 
2014); SCAQMD, Final Negative Declaration tor Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery Carson Plant—Crude 
Oil Storage Capacity Project, SCH No. 2013091029 (December 2014); Final Mitigated Negative 
Declaration for Toxic Air Contaminant Reduction for Compliance with SCAQMD Rules 1420.1 and 1402 
at the Exide Technologies Facility in Vernon, CA, SCH No. 2014101040 (December 2014); and Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project, SCH 
No. 2014121014 (April 2014). 
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regulations or requirements adopted as part of the Climate Change Scoping Plan and the 
City of Long Beach’s Sustainability City Action Plan.   

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-19 through 18-28 for additional 
discussion of the GHG threshold and analysis.   

Comment No. 18-83 

The DEIR fails to provide substantial evidence to support the use of compliance with the 
CALGreen Code, the City of Long Beach’s Sustainability City Action Plan, SB 375, and the 
2016–2040 RTP/SCS, among others, to determine Project significance, and as a result, the 
validity of this method is called into question.  The SCAQMD’s recommended GHG 
significance thresholds discussed above, on the other hand, have undergone a public 
review process as part of stakeholder working group meetings that are open to the public, 
and the SCAQMD’s Interim Guidance document provides substantial evidence relative to 
the methodology for developing the interim GHG significance thresholds, consistent with 
requirements set forth by CEQA.38  Therefore, reliance on the SCAQMD’s thresholds, 
rather than the methods used in the DEIR, should be considered, as the DEIR’s current 
method of evaluating the Project’s GHG impact is flawed. 

38 http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-
thresholds/ghgattachmente.pdf?sfvrsn=2 

Response to Comment No. 18-83 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-19 through 18-28, as well as 
Response to Comment No. 18-82, above.  This comment is misleading as the SCAQMD 
thresholds referenced by the commenter are based on interim guidance and have not been 
formally adopted or given further consideration for nearly a decade.  In fact, the 
commenter’s assertion that the SCAQMD’s Interim Guidance document underwent a public 
review process as part of stakeholder working group meetings and then was not adopted 
by the SCAQMD Governing Board provides a strong rationale as to why the SCAQMD 
Draft threshold should not be used. 

Comment No. 18-84 

Finally, the use of the DEIR’s method as a significance threshold has not been established 
by any public or regulatory agency, so there is no way of determining whether compliance 
with this very limited list of regulations would allow the Project to remain consistent with the 
statewide goals set forth by AB 32.  It’s not enough to simply state that since the Project’s 
emissions would be less than significant because it complies with these regulations.  
Rather, a thorough analysis where the lead agency researches and documents the 
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parameters essential to that method must be conducted to determine the adequacy of this 
threshold, and it must be demonstrated by substantial evidence that compliance with this 
method would indeed result in a less than significant GHG impact and would not conflict 
with applicable regulations, plans, and policies set to reduce GHG emissions.  By failing to 
provide substantial evidence to support the use of the DEIR’s threshold, the Project’s GHG 
impact is inadequately addressed. 

Response to Comment No. 18-84 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-19 through 18-28 and 18-82 for 
detailed discussion regarding development of the GHG significance threshold and 
appropriate use for the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 18-85 

In an effort to determine whether or not compliance with the CALGreen Code, the City of 
Long Beach’s Sustainability City Action Plan, SB 375, and the 2016–2040 RTP/SCS, 
among others, would result in a less than significant impact, we conducted a simple 
analysis using the emission estimates provided in the DEIR and the SCAQMD’s Interim 
Guidance.  When we apply the Project’s mitigated emissions to the 3,000 MT CO2e/yr 
screening threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for all non-industrial developments, we 
find that the Project, even with the proposed mitigation measures and compliance with 
those regulations, would exceed the screening threshold (see table below) (Table IV.E-12, 
p. IV.E-51). 

Response to Comment No. 18-85 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-27 and 18-28 and related discussion 
in Response to Comment No. 18-77.  This comment is misleading as it assumes  
the SCAQMD interim guidance has been formally adopted.  As discussed earlier,  
the SCAQMD has provided interim guidance but has not formally adopted the  
3,000 MTCO2e/yr screening threshold.  Additionally, to clarify, the values cited in the 
comment above are screening thresholds, not significance thresholds.  These screening 
thresholds are intended to be used to determine whether a detailed GHG analysis 
is needed. 



III.C  Responses to Comments 

City of Long Beach 2nd & PCH  
SCH No. 2014031059 August 2017 
 

Page III-274 

  

Comment No. 18-86 

 

As you can see in the table above, when we compare the Project’s mitigated emissions of 
14,130 MT CO2e/yr, which is provided in Table IV.E-12 of the DEIR, to the SCAQMD 
recommended screening threshold of 3,000 MT CO2e/yr, we find that the Project’s 
emissions would greatly exceed this threshold, even with implementation of mitigation and 
compliance with the requirements set forth by those regulations, thus resulting in a 
potentially significant impact. 

Response to Comment No. 18-86 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-27 and 18-28 and related discussion 
in Response to Comment Nos. 18-77 and 18-85. 

As a point of clarification, the Project’s total net GHG emissions (i.e., Project less No 
Project) based on the data provided in Table IV.E-12 of the Draft EIR would actually be 
11,407 MTCO2e per year.  However, while not specifically mentioned in the SWAPE 
comments, the additional measures discussed above that have been incorporated into the 
Project also would serve to reduce GHG emissions.  Based on implementation of the 
additional project design features, the Project’s net GHG emissions would be reduced to 
7,357 MTCO2e per year.  Please refer to Attachment 1 of the AQ/GHG Memo provided in 
Appendix FEIR-D of this Final EIR for the calculations supporting these numbers.  
Accordingly, Project impacts related to GHG emissions would be reduced as compared to 
those cited in the Draft EIR and would remain less than significant. 
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Comment No. 18-87 

According to the SCAQMD, if the Project’s emissions exceed the 3,000 MT CO2e/year 
screening-level threshold, a more detailed review of the Project’s GHG emissions is 
warranted.39  SCAQMD proposed per capita efficiency targets to conduct the detailed 
review.  SCAQMD proposed a 2020 efficiency target of 4.8 MT CO2e per year per service 
population (MT CO2e/sp/yr) for project-level analyses and 6.6 MT CO2e/sp/yr for plan level 
projects (e.g., program-level projects such as general plans).  Those per capita efficiency 
targets are based on the AB 32 GHG reduction target and the 2020 GHG emissions 
inventory prepared for ARB’s 2008 Scoping Plan.  SCAQMD also created a 2035 efficiency 
thresholds by reducing the 2020 thresholds by 40 percent, resulting in an efficiency 
threshold for plans of 4.1 MT CO2e/sp/yr and an efficiency threshold at the project level of 
3.0 MT CO2e/sp/yr.40  Therefore, per SCAQMD guidance, because the Project’s GHG 
emissions exceed the SCAQMD’s 3,000 MT CO2e/yr screening-level threshold, the 
Project’s emissions should be compared to the proposed 2020 efficiency target of 4.8 MT 
CO2e/sp/yr and the 2035 efficiency target of 3.0 MT CO2e/sp/yr, as the Project is not 
anticipated to be redeveloped prior to 2035. 

39 SCAQMD, CEQA Significance Thresholds, available at:  http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/
handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgboardsynopsis.pdf?sfvrsn=2 

40 Working Group Meeting 15 Minutes, available at:  http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/
handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/year-2008-2009/ghg-meeting-15/ghg-
meeting-15-minutes.pdf?sfvrsn=2 

Response to Comment No. 18-87 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-27 and 18-28 and related discussion 
in Response to Comment Nos. 18-77 and 18-85.  As previously discussed, the use of a per 
capita threshold is based on SCAQMD interim guidance and has not been formally 
adopted.  In part, the per capita threshold was not adopted as it unfairly penalizes certain 
types of projects that do not include large numbers of residents or employees (e.g., local 
serving retail uses).  More specifically, customers of local serving retail uses generate trips 
that must be included in a project’s GHG emissions inventory, but these customers are not 
included in the service population, thus yielding unfairly weighted per capita results.  If this 
type of significance threshold were adopted without consideration of customers as part of 
the service population, it would discourage the development of local serving retail uses, 
which are widely acknowledged as a key component in reducing transportation-related 
GHG emissions.  In any case, as discussed above, the per capita threshold has not been 
formally adopted.  Also refer to Response to Comment No. 18-29 regarding the use of 
post-2020 GHG goals which are not considered appropriate given the Project’s buildout 
year of 2019. 
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Comment No. 18-88 

According to the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association’s (CAPCOA) CEQA & 
Climate Change report, service population is defined as “the sum of the number of 
residents and the number of jobs supported by the project”.41  Therefore, consistent with 
the DEIR, we estimated a service population of approximately 903 people (p. IV.J.2-7).  
Dividing the GHG emissions estimated in the DEIR of 14,130 MT CO2e/yr by a service 
population value of 903 employees, we find that the Project would emit 15.6 MTCO2e/sp/yr.  
When we compare the per capita GHG emissions estimated by SWAPE to the SCAQMD 
2020 efficiency threshold of 4.8 MT CO2e/sp/yr and the 2035 efficiency target of 3.0 MT 
CO2e/sp/yr, we find that the Project would exceed both thresholds, resulting in a significant 
GHG impact (see table below). 

41 “CEQA & Climate Change.” & Climate Change.” CAPCOA, January 2008, available at:  http://www.capcoa.
org/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/CAPCOA-White-Paper.pdf, p. 71-72. 

Response to Comment No. 18-88 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-27 and 18-28 and related discussion 
in Response to Comment Nos. 18-77 and 18-85.  As previously discussed, the use of a per 
capita threshold is based on SCAQMD interim guidance and has not been formally 
adopted.  Also refer to Response to Comment No. 18-29 regarding the use of post-2020 
GHG goals which are not considered appropriate given the Project’s buildout year of 2019. 

Comment No. 18-89 

 

As you can see in the table above, when we compare the per capita emissions estimated in 
the DEIR to the SCAQMD recommended efficiency thresholds of 4.8 MT CO2e/sp/yr for 
2020 and 3.0 MT CO2e/sp/yr for 2035, we find that the Project’s emissions would greatly 
exceed both of these thresholds, thus resulting in a potentially significant impact.  The 
results of this analysis provide substantial evidence that the possible effects of the 
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proposed Project are still cumulatively considerable notwithstanding compliance with the 
adopted regulations or requirements. 

Response to Comment No. 18-89 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 18-27 and 18-28 and related discussion 
in Response to Comment Nos. 18-77 and 18-85.  As previously discussed, the use of a per 
capita threshold is based on SCAQMD interim guidance and has not been formally 
adopted.  Also refer to Response to Comment No. 18-29 regarding the use of post-2020 
GHG goals which are not considered appropriate given the Project’s buildout year of 2019. 

Comment No. 18-90 

Therefore, a revised DEIR must be prepared and recirculated to adequately evaluate the 
Project’s GHG impact, and additional mitigation should be implemented where necessary, 
as is required by CEQA.42 

42 See mitigation measures listed in section titled “Additional Feasible Mitigation Measures Available to 
Reduce Operational Emissions” starting on p. 10 of this comment letter.  These measures would 
effectively reduce operational-related NOX emissions, as well as GHG emissions. 

Response to Comment No. 18-90 

This comment summarizes and concludes the letter.  The commenter’s specific 
concerns regarding the Draft EIR are addressed above in Response to Comment Nos. 
18-34 through 18-90.  Please also refer to Response to Comment No. 5-13 for a discussion 
of the CEQA standard for recirculating a Draft EIR, which has not been met.   

Comment No. 18-91 

See following pages. 



1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Parking Lot 1,150.00 Space 10.35 460,000.00 0

Health Club 25.00 1000sqft 0.57 25,000.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 30.00 1000sqft 0.69 30,000.00 0

Quality Restaurant 40.00 1000sqft 0.92 40,000.00 0

Supermarket 55.00 1000sqft 1.26 55,000.00 0

Regional Shopping Center 95.00 1000sqft 2.18 95,000.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

8

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 33

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2019Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

PCH & 2nd
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Consistent with DEIR.

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR.

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR.

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR.

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR.

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR.

Trips and VMT - Consistent with the Traffic Impact Analysis' (Appendix R, Part 1) construction traffic estimates.

Demolition - 238,000 SF of existing buildings will be demolished.

Grading - 

Energy Use - Consistent with DEIR.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstDustMitigation WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed 40 0

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 101.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 300.00 202.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 45.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 30.00 91.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 43.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 7/9/2019 2/18/2019

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 2/19/2019 10/1/2018

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 11/4/2017 11/6/2017

tblEnergyUse T24E 1.71 1.62

tblEnergyUse T24E 9.13 8.67

tblEnergyUse T24E 9.13 8.67
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tblEnergyUse T24E 4.94 2.76

tblEnergyUse T24E 3.07 2.92

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.29 0.29

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.36 0.36

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.36 0.36

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.31 0.31

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.36 0.36

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Air Compressors

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Cranes

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Loaders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Loaders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Aerial Lifts

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Air Compressors

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Cement and Mortar Mixers

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Plate Compactors

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Pumps

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Cement and Mortar Mixers

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Loaders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Skid Steer Loaders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 3.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 3.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 8.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 8.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2019

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 1,083.00 2,250.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 3,520.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 116.00 100.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 20.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 38.00 60.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 20.00 40.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 281.00 350.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 56.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 35.00 60.00
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2017 9.2745 101.3509 52.9547 0.1337 10.4487 4.3647 13.4050 4.0605 4.1296 6.7829 0.0000 13,679.41
87

13,679.41
87

2.4497 0.0000 13,740.66
03

2018 34.0336 79.4435 67.4442 0.1460 10.1978 3.8759 12.7339 3.9989 3.6953 6.3339 0.0000 14,383.24
90

14,383.24
90

2.0423 0.0000 14,433.73
91

2019 27.6609 33.9368 28.4346 0.0580 0.7987 1.5091 2.3077 0.2147 1.3912 1.6059 0.0000 5,747.3116 5,747.3116 1.4701 0.0000 5,784.064
7

Maximum 34.0336 101.3509 67.4442 0.1460 10.4487 4.3647 13.4050 4.0605 4.1296 6.7829 0.0000 14,383.24
90

14,383.24
90

2.4497 0.0000 14,433.73
91

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2017 9.2745 101.3509 52.9547 0.1337 5.6784 4.3647 8.6347 2.0824 4.1296 4.9017 0.0000 13,679.41
87

13,679.41
87

2.4497 0.0000 13,740.66
03

2018 34.0336 79.4435 67.4442 0.1460 5.4275 3.8759 8.4282 2.0208 3.6953 4.9172 0.0000 14,383.24
90

14,383.24
90

2.0423 0.0000 14,433.73
90

2019 27.6609 33.9368 28.4346 0.0580 0.7987 1.5091 2.3077 0.2147 1.3912 1.6059 0.0000 5,747.3116 5,747.311
6

1.4701 0.0000 5,784.064
7

Maximum 34.0336 101.3509 67.4442 0.1460 5.6784 4.3647 8.6347 2.0824 4.1296 4.9172 0.0000 14,383.24
90

14,383.24
90

2.4497 0.0000 14,433.73
90

Mitigated Construction
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 44.49 0.00 31.91 47.81 0.00 22.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 5.6848 1.3400e-
003

0.1438 1.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

0.3053 0.3053 8.3000e-
004

0.3260

Energy 0.5918 5.3795 4.5188 0.0323 0.4088 0.4088 0.4088 0.4088 6,455.406
9

6,455.406
9

0.1237 0.1184 6,493.768
2

Mobile 39.9100 166.1928 395.3505 1.0431 78.1842 1.2758 79.4600 20.9273 1.1985 22.1258 105,986.3
298

105,986.3
298

7.1269 106,164.5
013

Total 46.1866 171.5737 400.0131 1.0754 78.1842 1.6851 79.8693 20.9273 1.6079 22.5352 112,442.0
420

112,442.0
420

7.2514 0.1184 112,658.5
955

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 5.6848 1.3400e-
003

0.1438 1.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

0.3053 0.3053 8.3000e-
004

0.3260

Energy 0.5918 5.3795 4.5188 0.0323 0.4088 0.4088 0.4088 0.4088 6,455.406
9

6,455.406
9

0.1237 0.1184 6,493.768
2

Mobile 39.9100 166.1928 395.3505 1.0431 78.1842 1.2758 79.4600 20.9273 1.1985 22.1258 105,986.3
298

105,986.3
298

7.1269 106,164.5
013

Total 46.1866 171.5737 400.0131 1.0754 78.1842 1.6851 79.8693 20.9273 1.6079 22.5352 112,442.0
420

112,442.0
420

7.2514 0.1184 112,658.5
955

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 9/4/2017 11/3/2017 5 45

2 Grading Grading 11/6/2017 3/12/2018 5 91

3 Building Construction Building Construction 3/13/2018 12/19/2018 5 202

4 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 10/1/2018 2/18/2019 5 101

5 Paving Paving 12/20/2018 2/18/2019 5 43

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Air Compressors 2 8.00 78 0.48

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 3 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Cranes 1 4.00 231 0.29

Demolition Excavators 4 8.00 158 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 247 0.40

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 367,500; Non-Residential Outdoor: 122,500; Striped Parking Area: 
27,600 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 227.5

Acres of Paving: 10.35
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Demolition Rubber Tired Loaders 3 8.00 203 0.36

Grading Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Grading Rubber Tired Loaders 1 203 0.36

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 367 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Aerial Lifts 3 8.00 63 0.31

Building Construction Air Compressors 3 8.00 78 0.48

Building Construction Cement and Mortar Mixers 3 8.00 9 0.56

Building Construction Cranes 4 8.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 0 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Plate Compactors 4 8.00 8 0.43

Building Construction Pumps 2 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 3 8.00 46 0.45

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 2 8.00 9 0.56

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 130 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 132 0.36

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Paving Rubber Tired Loaders 2 8.00 203 0.36

Paving Skid Steer Loaders 3 8.00 65 0.37

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 0 6.00 78 0.48

Trips and VMT
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3.2 Demolition - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 5.2061 0.0000 5.2061 0.7883 0.0000 0.7883 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 8.2816 83.3973 45.7353 0.0861 4.2652 4.2652 4.0346 4.0346 8,608.403
2

8,608.403
2

2.0985 8,660.866
6

Total 8.2816 83.3973 45.7353 0.0861 5.2061 4.2652 9.4714 0.7883 4.0346 4.8228 8,608.403
2

8,608.403
2

2.0985 8,660.866
6

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor
Vehicle Class

Hauling
Vehicle Class

Demolition 15 60.00 0.00 2,250.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 8 40.00 0.00 3,520.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 28 350.00 100.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 14 60.00 20.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.5780 17.6349 3.7998 0.0403 0.8741 0.0933 0.9674 0.2396 0.0892 0.3288 4,342.667
8

4,342.667
8

0.3207 4,350.685
0

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.4149 0.3187 3.4195 7.3300e-
003

0.6707 6.2400e-
003

0.6769 0.1779 5.7600e-
003

0.1836 728.3477 728.3477 0.0304 729.1086

Total 0.9929 17.9536 7.2194 0.0476 1.5448 0.0995 1.6443 0.4175 0.0950 0.5124 5,071.015
5

5,071.015
5

0.3511 5,079.793
7

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 2.3428 0.0000 2.3428 0.3547 0.0000 0.3547 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 8.2816 83.3973 45.7353 0.0861 4.2652 4.2652 4.0346 4.0346 0.0000 8,608.403
2

8,608.403
2

2.0985 8,660.866
6

Total 8.2816 83.3973 45.7353 0.0861 2.3428 4.2652 6.6080 0.3547 4.0346 4.3893 0.0000 8,608.403
2

8,608.403
2

2.0985 8,660.866
6

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.5780 17.6349 3.7998 0.0403 0.8741 0.0933 0.9674 0.2396 0.0892 0.3288 4,342.667
8

4,342.667
8

0.3207 4,350.685
0

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.4149 0.3187 3.4195 7.3300e-
003

0.6707 6.2400e-
003

0.6769 0.1779 5.7600e-
003

0.1836 728.3477 728.3477 0.0304 729.1086

Total 0.9929 17.9536 7.2194 0.0476 1.5448 0.0995 1.6443 0.4175 0.0950 0.5124 5,071.015
5

5,071.015
5

0.3511 5,079.793
7

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Grading - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 5.3951 64.0219 35.4460 0.0569 2.8800 2.8800 2.6496 2.6496 5,816.989
0

5,816.989
0

1.7823 5,861.546
9

Total 5.3951 64.0219 35.4460 0.0569 8.6733 2.8800 11.5533 3.5965 2.6496 6.2461 5,816.989
0

5,816.989
0

1.7823 5,861.546
9

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.4471 13.6428 2.9396 0.0312 1.3283 0.0722 1.4004 0.3454 0.0690 0.4144 3,359.602
3

3,359.602
3

0.2481 3,365.804
7

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.2766 0.2125 2.2797 4.8800e-
003

0.4471 4.1600e-
003

0.4513 0.1186 3.8400e-
003

0.1224 485.5651 485.5651 0.0203 486.0724

Total 0.7237 13.8553 5.2193 0.0360 1.7754 0.0763 1.8517 0.4640 0.0729 0.5369 3,845.167
5

3,845.167
5

0.2684 3,851.877
1

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 3.9030 0.0000 3.9030 1.6184 0.0000 1.6184 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 5.3951 64.0219 35.4460 0.0569 2.8800 2.8800 2.6496 2.6496 0.0000 5,816.989
0

5,816.989
0

1.7823 5,861.546
9

Total 5.3951 64.0219 35.4460 0.0569 3.9030 2.8800 6.7830 1.6184 2.6496 4.2680 0.0000 5,816.989
0

5,816.989
0

1.7823 5,861.546
9

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.4471 13.6428 2.9396 0.0312 1.3283 0.0722 1.4004 0.3454 0.0690 0.4144 3,359.602
3

3,359.602
3

0.2481 3,365.804
7

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.2766 0.2125 2.2797 4.8800e-
003

0.4471 4.1600e-
003

0.4513 0.1186 3.8400e-
003

0.1224 485.5651 485.5651 0.0203 486.0724

Total 0.7237 13.8553 5.2193 0.0360 1.7754 0.0763 1.8517 0.4640 0.0729 0.5369 3,845.167
5

3,845.167
5

0.2684 3,851.877
1

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Grading - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.8010 56.4259 31.8137 0.0569 2.4836 2.4836 2.2849 2.2849 5,724.843
4

5,724.843
4

1.7822 5,769.398
9

Total 4.8010 56.4259 31.8137 0.0569 8.6733 2.4836 11.1569 3.5965 2.2849 5.8814 5,724.843
4

5,724.843
4

1.7822 5,769.398
9

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.3937 12.6677 2.7662 0.0308 1.0774 0.0485 1.1258 0.2838 0.0464 0.3302 3,330.319
0

3,330.319
0

0.2423 3,336.375
7

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.2446 0.1847 1.9891 4.7500e-
003

0.4471 3.9900e-
003

0.4511 0.1186 3.6800e-
003

0.1223 472.2304 472.2304 0.0178 472.6747

Total 0.6382 12.8524 4.7553 0.0356 1.5245 0.0525 1.5769 0.4024 0.0500 0.4524 3,802.549
4

3,802.549
4

0.2600 3,809.050
3

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 3.9030 0.0000 3.9030 1.6184 0.0000 1.6184 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.8010 56.4259 31.8137 0.0569 2.4836 2.4836 2.2849 2.2849 0.0000 5,724.843
4

5,724.843
4

1.7822 5,769.398
9

Total 4.8010 56.4259 31.8137 0.0569 3.9030 2.4836 6.3866 1.6184 2.2849 3.9033 0.0000 5,724.843
4

5,724.843
4

1.7822 5,769.398
9

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.3937 12.6677 2.7662 0.0308 1.0774 0.0485 1.1258 0.2838 0.0464 0.3302 3,330.319
0

3,330.319
0

0.2423 3,336.375
7

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.2446 0.1847 1.9891 4.7500e-
003

0.4471 3.9900e-
003

0.4511 0.1186 3.6800e-
003

0.1223 472.2304 472.2304 0.0178 472.6747

Total 0.6382 12.8524 4.7553 0.0356 1.5245 0.0525 1.5769 0.4024 0.0500 0.4524 3,802.549
4

3,802.549
4

0.2600 3,809.050
3

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 7.6608 65.5440 46.3564 0.0788 3.7533 3.7533 3.5792 3.5792 7,509.734
5

7,509.734
5

1.6663 7,551.391
9

Total 7.6608 65.5440 46.3564 0.0788 3.7533 3.7533 3.5792 3.5792 7,509.734
5

7,509.734
5

1.6663 7,551.391
9

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.4794 12.2835 3.6834 0.0257 0.6402 0.0878 0.7279 0.1843 0.0839 0.2683 2,741.498
6

2,741.498
6

0.1978 2,746.443
7

Worker 2.1402 1.6160 17.4045 0.0415 3.9122 0.0349 3.9471 1.0375 0.0322 1.0697 4,132.015
9

4,132.015
9

0.1555 4,135.903
5

Total 2.6196 13.8995 21.0878 0.0673 4.5524 0.1226 4.6750 1.2219 0.1161 1.3379 6,873.514
4

6,873.514
4

0.3533 6,882.347
2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 7.6608 65.5440 46.3564 0.0788 3.7533 3.7533 3.5792 3.5792 0.0000 7,509.734
5

7,509.734
5

1.6663 7,551.391
9

Total 7.6608 65.5440 46.3564 0.0788 3.7533 3.7533 3.5792 3.5792 0.0000 7,509.734
5

7,509.734
5

1.6663 7,551.391
9

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.4794 12.2835 3.6834 0.0257 0.6402 0.0878 0.7279 0.1843 0.0839 0.2683 2,741.498
6

2,741.498
6

0.1978 2,746.443
7

Worker 2.1402 1.6160 17.4045 0.0415 3.9122 0.0349 3.9471 1.0375 0.0322 1.0697 4,132.015
9

4,132.015
9

0.1555 4,135.903
5

Total 2.6196 13.8995 21.0878 0.0673 4.5524 0.1226 4.6750 1.2219 0.1161 1.3379 6,873.514
4

6,873.514
4

0.3533 6,882.347
2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Architectural Coating - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 23.7532 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 23.7532 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 23.7532 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 23.7532 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Architectural Coating - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 23.7532 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 23.7532 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 23.7532 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 23.7532 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction On-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/26/2017 11:26 AMPage 21 of 34

PCH & 2nd - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

Page III-298



3.5 Architectural Coating - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 3.1637 35.2040 25.3881 0.0461 1.7108 1.7108 1.5763 1.5763 4,591.762
5

4,591.762
5

1.4085 4,626.975
3

Paving 0.6306 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 3.7943 35.2040 25.3881 0.0461 1.7108 1.7108 1.5763 1.5763 4,591.762
5

4,591.762
5

1.4085 4,626.975
3

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0959 2.4567 0.7367 5.1500e-
003

0.1280 0.0176 0.1456 0.0369 0.0168 0.0537 548.2997 548.2997 0.0396 549.2887

Worker 0.3669 0.2770 2.9836 7.1200e-
003

0.6707 5.9800e-
003

0.6766 0.1779 5.5100e-
003

0.1834 708.3456 708.3456 0.0267 709.0120

Total 0.4628 2.7337 3.7203 0.0123 0.7987 0.0235 0.8222 0.2147 0.0223 0.2370 1,256.645
3

1,256.645
3

0.0662 1,258.300
8

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 3.1637 35.2040 25.3881 0.0461 1.7108 1.7108 1.5763 1.5763 0.0000 4,591.762
5

4,591.762
5

1.4085 4,626.975
3

Paving 0.6306 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 3.7943 35.2040 25.3881 0.0461 1.7108 1.7108 1.5763 1.5763 0.0000 4,591.762
5

4,591.762
5

1.4085 4,626.975
3

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0959 2.4567 0.7367 5.1500e-
003

0.1280 0.0176 0.1456 0.0369 0.0168 0.0537 548.2997 548.2997 0.0396 549.2887

Worker 0.3669 0.2770 2.9836 7.1200e-
003

0.6707 5.9800e-
003

0.6766 0.1779 5.5100e-
003

0.1834 708.3456 708.3456 0.0267 709.0120

Total 0.4628 2.7337 3.7203 0.0123 0.7987 0.0235 0.8222 0.2147 0.0223 0.2370 1,256.645
3

1,256.645
3

0.0662 1,258.300
8

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.8581 31.3752 25.1028 0.0461 1.4883 1.4883 1.3715 1.3715 4,519.478
9

4,519.478
9

1.4084 4,554.689
8

Paving 0.6306 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 3.4887 31.3752 25.1028 0.0461 1.4883 1.4883 1.3715 1.3715 4,519.478
9

4,519.478
9

1.4084 4,554.689
8

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/26/2017 11:26 AMPage 24 of 34

PCH & 2nd - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

Page III-301



3.6 Paving - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0867 2.3177 0.6770 5.0900e-
003

0.1280 0.0150 0.1430 0.0369 0.0144 0.0512 542.5542 542.5542 0.0381 543.5071

Worker 0.3323 0.2440 2.6549 6.8800e-
003

0.6707 5.7800e-
003

0.6764 0.1779 5.3300e-
003

0.1832 685.2785 685.2785 0.0236 685.8679

Total 0.4189 2.5617 3.3318 0.0120 0.7987 0.0208 0.8195 0.2147 0.0197 0.2344 1,227.832
7

1,227.832
7

0.0617 1,229.374
9

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.8581 31.3752 25.1028 0.0461 1.4883 1.4883 1.3715 1.3715 0.0000 4,519.478
9

4,519.478
9

1.4084 4,554.689
8

Paving 0.6306 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 3.4887 31.3752 25.1028 0.0461 1.4883 1.4883 1.3715 1.3715 0.0000 4,519.478
9

4,519.478
9

1.4084 4,554.689
8

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.6 Paving - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0867 2.3177 0.6770 5.0900e-
003

0.1280 0.0150 0.1430 0.0369 0.0144 0.0512 542.5542 542.5542 0.0381 543.5071

Worker 0.3323 0.2440 2.6549 6.8800e-
003

0.6707 5.7800e-
003

0.6764 0.1779 5.3300e-
003

0.1832 685.2785 685.2785 0.0236 685.8679

Total 0.4189 2.5617 3.3318 0.0120 0.7987 0.0208 0.8195 0.2147 0.0197 0.2344 1,227.832
7

1,227.832
7

0.0617 1,229.374
9

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 39.9100 166.1928 395.3505 1.0431 78.1842 1.2758 79.4600 20.9273 1.1985 22.1258 105,986.3
298

105,986.3
298

7.1269 106,164.5
013

Unmitigated 39.9100 166.1928 395.3505 1.0431 78.1842 1.2758 79.4600 20.9273 1.1985 22.1258 105,986.3
298

105,986.3
298

7.1269 106,164.5
013

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Health Club 823.25 521.75 668.25 1,621,265 1,621,265
High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 3,814.50 4,751.10 3955.20 5,408,257 5,408,257

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00
Quality Restaurant 3,598.00 3,774.40 2886.40 5,013,379 5,013,379

Supermarket 5,623.20 9,767.45 9154.20 8,866,401 8,866,401
Regional Shopping Center 4,056.50 4,747.15 2397.80 8,474,471 8,474,471

Total 17,915.45 23,561.85 19,061.85 29,383,772 29,383,772
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Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Health Club 16.60 8.40 6.90 16.90 64.10 19.00 52 39 9

High Turnover (Sit Down 
R t t)

16.60 8.40 6.90 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

Parking Lot 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

Quality Restaurant 16.60 8.40 6.90 12.00 69.00 19.00 38 18 44

Supermarket 16.60 8.40 6.90 6.50 74.50 19.00 34 30 36

Regional Shopping Center 16.60 8.40 6.90 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Parking Lot 0.548007 0.045751 0.200309 0.124119 0.017133 0.006025 0.018861 0.028423 0.002391 0.002469 0.004915 0.000672 0.000925

Health Club 0.548007 0.045751 0.200309 0.124119 0.017133 0.006025 0.018861 0.028423 0.002391 0.002469 0.004915 0.000672 0.000925

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

0.548007 0.045751 0.200309 0.124119 0.017133 0.006025 0.018861 0.028423 0.002391 0.002469 0.004915 0.000672 0.000925

Quality Restaurant 0.548007 0.045751 0.200309 0.124119 0.017133 0.006025 0.018861 0.028423 0.002391 0.002469 0.004915 0.000672 0.000925

Supermarket 0.548007 0.045751 0.200309 0.124119 0.017133 0.006025 0.018861 0.028423 0.002391 0.002469 0.004915 0.000672 0.000925

Regional Shopping Center 0.548007 0.045751 0.200309 0.124119 0.017133 0.006025 0.018861 0.028423 0.002391 0.002469 0.004915 0.000672 0.000925

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas
Mitigated

0.5918 5.3795 4.5188 0.0323 0.4088 0.4088 0.4088 0.4088 6,455.406
9

6,455.406
9

0.1237 0.1184 6,493.768
2

NaturalGas
Unmitigated

0.5918 5.3795 4.5188 0.0323 0.4088 0.4088 0.4088 0.4088 6,455.406
9

6,455.406
9

0.1237 0.1184 6,493.768
2
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Health Club 1436.3 0.0155 0.1408 0.1183 8.4000e-
004

0.0107 0.0107 0.0107 0.0107 168.9766 168.9766 3.2400e-
003

3.1000e-
003

169.9808

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

21346 0.2302 2.0928 1.7579 0.0126 0.1591 0.1591 0.1591 0.1591 2,511.2973 2,511.2973 0.0481 0.0460 2,526.220
7

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Quality
Restaurant

28461.4 0.3069 2.7903 2.3439 0.0167 0.2121 0.2121 0.2121 0.2121 3,348.396
5

3,348.396
5

0.0642 0.0614 3,368.294
3

Regional
Shopping Center

523.151 5.6400e-
003

0.0513 0.0431 3.1000e-
004

3.9000e-
003

3.9000e-
003

3.9000e-
003

3.9000e-
003

61.5471 61.5471 1.1800e-
003

1.1300e-
003

61.9129

Supermarket 3104.11 0.0335 0.3043 0.2556 1.8300e-
003

0.0231 0.0231 0.0231 0.0231 365.1894 365.1894 7.0000e-
003

6.7000e-
003

367.3595

Total 0.5918 5.3795 4.5188 0.0323 0.4089 0.4089 0.4089 0.4089 6,455.406
9

6,455.406
9

0.1237 0.1184 6,493.768
2

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Health Club 1.4363 0.0155 0.1408 0.1183 8.4000e-
004

0.0107 0.0107 0.0107 0.0107 168.9766 168.9766 3.2400e-
003

3.1000e-
003

169.9808

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

21.346 0.2302 2.0928 1.7579 0.0126 0.1591 0.1591 0.1591 0.1591 2,511.2973 2,511.297
3

0.0481 0.0460 2,526.220
7

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Quality
Restaurant

28.4614 0.3069 2.7903 2.3439 0.0167 0.2121 0.2121 0.2121 0.2121 3,348.396
5

3,348.396
5

0.0642 0.0614 3,368.294
3

Regional
Shopping Center

0.523151 5.6400e-
003

0.0513 0.0431 3.1000e-
004

3.9000e-
003

3.9000e-
003

3.9000e-
003

3.9000e-
003

61.5471 61.5471 1.1800e-
003

1.1300e-
003

61.9129

Supermarket 3.10411 0.0335 0.3043 0.2556 1.8300e-
003

0.0231 0.0231 0.0231 0.0231 365.1894 365.1894 7.0000e-
003

6.7000e-
003

367.3595

Total 0.5918 5.3795 4.5188 0.0323 0.4089 0.4089 0.4089 0.4089 6,455.406
9

6,455.406
9

0.1237 0.1184 6,493.768
2

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 5.6848 1.3400e-
003

0.1438 1.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

0.3053 0.3053 8.3000e-
004

0.3260

Unmitigated 5.6848 1.3400e-
003

0.1438 1.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

0.3053 0.3053 8.3000e-
004

0.3260

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural
Coating

0.6573 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer
Products

5.0139 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0136 1.3400e-
003

0.1438 1.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

0.3053 0.3053 8.3000e-
004

0.3260

Total 5.6848 1.3400e-
003

0.1438 1.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

0.3053 0.3053 8.3000e-
004

0.3260

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural
Coating

0.6573 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer
Products

5.0139 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0136 1.3400e-
003

0.1438 1.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

0.3053 0.3053 8.3000e-
004

0.3260

Total 5.6848 1.3400e-
003

0.1438 1.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

0.3053 0.3053 8.3000e-
004

0.3260

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators
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11.0 Vegetation

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/26/2017 11:26 AMPage 34 of 34

PCH & 2nd - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

Page III-311



1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Parking Lot 1,150.00 Space 10.35 460,000.00 0

Health Club 25.00 1000sqft 0.57 25,000.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 30.00 1000sqft 0.69 30,000.00 0

Quality Restaurant 40.00 1000sqft 0.92 40,000.00 0

Supermarket 55.00 1000sqft 1.26 55,000.00 0

Regional Shopping Center 95.00 1000sqft 2.18 95,000.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

8

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 33

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2019Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

PCH & 2nd
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Consistent with DEIR.

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR.

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR.

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR.

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR.

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR.

Trips and VMT - Consistent with the Traffic Impact Analysis' (Appendix R, Part 1) construction traffic estimates.

Demolition - 238,000 SF of existing buildings will be demolished.

Grading - 

Energy Use - Consistent with DEIR.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstDustMitigation WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed 40 0

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 101.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 300.00 202.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 45.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 30.00 91.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 43.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 7/9/2019 2/18/2019

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 2/19/2019 10/1/2018

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 11/4/2017 11/6/2017

tblEnergyUse T24E 1.71 1.62

tblEnergyUse T24E 9.13 8.67

tblEnergyUse T24E 9.13 8.67
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tblEnergyUse T24E 4.94 2.76

tblEnergyUse T24E 3.07 2.92

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.29 0.29

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.36 0.36

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.36 0.36

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.31 0.31

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.36 0.36

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Air Compressors

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Cranes

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Loaders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Loaders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Aerial Lifts

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Air Compressors

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Cement and Mortar Mixers

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Plate Compactors

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Pumps

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Cement and Mortar Mixers

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Loaders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Skid Steer Loaders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 3.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 3.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 8.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 8.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2019

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 1,083.00 2,250.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 3,520.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 116.00 100.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 20.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 38.00 60.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 20.00 40.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 281.00 350.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 56.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 35.00 60.00
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2017 9.2212 101.0652 52.9785 0.1348 10.4487 4.3633 13.4039 4.0605 4.1282 6.7818 0.0000 13,795.95
76

13,795.95
76

2.4390 0.0000 13,856.93
35

2018 33.8078 79.2592 68.6100 0.1493 10.1978 3.8745 12.7330 3.9989 3.6940 6.3330 0.0000 14,714.44
31

14,714.44
31

2.0342 0.0000 14,764.85
17

2019 27.6248 33.9101 28.6100 0.0586 0.7987 1.5088 2.3075 0.2147 1.3910 1.6057 0.0000 5,804.879
8

5,804.879
8

1.4692 0.0000 5,841.609
1

Maximum 33.8078 101.0652 68.6100 0.1493 10.4487 4.3633 13.4039 4.0605 4.1282 6.7818 0.0000 14,714.44
31

14,714.44
31

2.4390 0.0000 14,764.85
17

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2017 9.2212 101.0652 52.9785 0.1348 5.6784 4.3633 8.6335 2.0824 4.1282 4.9004 0.0000 13,795.95
75

13,795.95
75

2.4390 0.0000 13,856.93
35

2018 33.8078 79.2592 68.6100 0.1493 5.4275 3.8745 8.4269 2.0208 3.6940 4.9159 0.0000 14,714.44
31

14,714.44
31

2.0342 0.0000 14,764.85
17

2019 27.6248 33.9101 28.6100 0.0586 0.7987 1.5088 2.3075 0.2147 1.3910 1.6057 0.0000 5,804.879
8

5,804.879
8

1.4692 0.0000 5,841.609
1

Maximum 33.8078 101.0652 68.6100 0.1493 5.6784 4.3633 8.6335 2.0824 4.1282 4.9159 0.0000 14,714.44
31

14,714.44
31

2.4390 0.0000 14,764.85
17

Mitigated Construction
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 44.49 0.00 31.91 47.81 0.00 22.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 5.6848 1.3400e-
003

0.1438 1.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

0.3053 0.3053 8.3000e-
004

0.3260

Energy 0.5918 5.3795 4.5188 0.0323 0.4088 0.4088 0.4088 0.4088 6,455.406
9

6,455.406
9

0.1237 0.1184 6,493.768
2

Mobile 40.9404 163.8331 399.8036 1.0994 78.1842 1.2599 79.4441 20.9273 1.1833 22.1106 111,692.52
35

111,692.52
35

7.0331 111,868.35
06

Total 47.2170 169.2139 404.4662 1.1317 78.1842 1.6692 79.8534 20.9273 1.5927 22.5199 118,148.2
357

118,148.2
357

7.1577 0.1184 118,362.4
448

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 5.6848 1.3400e-
003

0.1438 1.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

0.3053 0.3053 8.3000e-
004

0.3260

Energy 0.5918 5.3795 4.5188 0.0323 0.4088 0.4088 0.4088 0.4088 6,455.406
9

6,455.406
9

0.1237 0.1184 6,493.768
2

Mobile 40.9404 163.8331 399.8036 1.0994 78.1842 1.2599 79.4441 20.9273 1.1833 22.1106 111,692.52
35

111,692.52
35

7.0331 111,868.35
06

Total 47.2170 169.2139 404.4662 1.1317 78.1842 1.6692 79.8534 20.9273 1.5927 22.5199 118,148.2
357

118,148.2
357

7.1577 0.1184 118,362.4
448

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 9/4/2017 11/3/2017 5 45

2 Grading Grading 11/6/2017 3/12/2018 5 91

3 Building Construction Building Construction 3/13/2018 12/19/2018 5 202

4 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 10/1/2018 2/18/2019 5 101

5 Paving Paving 12/20/2018 2/18/2019 5 43

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Air Compressors 2 8.00 78 0.48

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 3 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Cranes 1 4.00 231 0.29

Demolition Excavators 4 8.00 158 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 247 0.40

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 367,500; Non-Residential Outdoor: 122,500; Striped Parking Area: 
27,600 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 227.5

Acres of Paving: 10.35
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Demolition Rubber Tired Loaders 3 8.00 203 0.36

Grading Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Grading Rubber Tired Loaders 1 203 0.36

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 367 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Aerial Lifts 3 8.00 63 0.31

Building Construction Air Compressors 3 8.00 78 0.48

Building Construction Cement and Mortar Mixers 3 8.00 9 0.56

Building Construction Cranes 4 8.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 0 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Plate Compactors 4 8.00 8 0.43

Building Construction Pumps 2 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 3 8.00 46 0.45

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 2 8.00 9 0.56

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 130 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 132 0.36

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Paving Rubber Tired Loaders 2 8.00 203 0.36

Paving Skid Steer Loaders 3 8.00 65 0.37

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 0 6.00 78 0.48

Trips and VMT
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3.2 Demolition - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 5.2061 0.0000 5.2061 0.7883 0.0000 0.7883 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 8.2816 83.3973 45.7353 0.0861 4.2652 4.2652 4.0346 4.0346 8,608.403
2

8,608.403
2

2.0985 8,660.866
6

Total 8.2816 83.3973 45.7353 0.0861 5.2061 4.2652 9.4714 0.7883 4.0346 4.8228 8,608.403
2

8,608.403
2

2.0985 8,660.866
6

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor
Vehicle Class

Hauling
Vehicle Class

Demolition 15 60.00 0.00 2,250.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 8 40.00 0.00 3,520.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 28 350.00 100.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 14 60.00 20.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.5644 17.3801 3.5495 0.0409 0.8741 0.0918 0.9659 0.2396 0.0878 0.3274 4,414.203
8

4,414.203
8

0.3084 4,421.913
7

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.3752 0.2878 3.6936 7.7800e-
003

0.6707 6.2400e-
003

0.6769 0.1779 5.7600e-
003

0.1836 773.3505 773.3505 0.0321 774.1532

Total 0.9396 17.6679 7.2432 0.0487 1.5448 0.0980 1.6428 0.4175 0.0936 0.5111 5,187.554
3

5,187.554
3

0.3405 5,196.066
9

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 2.3428 0.0000 2.3428 0.3547 0.0000 0.3547 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 8.2816 83.3973 45.7353 0.0861 4.2652 4.2652 4.0346 4.0346 0.0000 8,608.403
2

8,608.403
2

2.0985 8,660.866
6

Total 8.2816 83.3973 45.7353 0.0861 2.3428 4.2652 6.6080 0.3547 4.0346 4.3893 0.0000 8,608.403
2

8,608.403
2

2.0985 8,660.866
6

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.5644 17.3801 3.5495 0.0409 0.8741 0.0918 0.9659 0.2396 0.0878 0.3274 4,414.203
8

4,414.203
8

0.3084 4,421.913
7

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.3752 0.2878 3.6936 7.7800e-
003

0.6707 6.2400e-
003

0.6769 0.1779 5.7600e-
003

0.1836 773.3505 773.3505 0.0321 774.1532

Total 0.9396 17.6679 7.2432 0.0487 1.5448 0.0980 1.6428 0.4175 0.0936 0.5111 5,187.554
3

5,187.554
3

0.3405 5,196.066
9

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Grading - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 5.3951 64.0219 35.4460 0.0569 2.8800 2.8800 2.6496 2.6496 5,816.989
0

5,816.989
0

1.7823 5,861.546
9

Total 5.3951 64.0219 35.4460 0.0569 8.6733 2.8800 11.5533 3.5965 2.6496 6.2461 5,816.989
0

5,816.989
0

1.7823 5,861.546
9

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.4367 13.4457 2.7460 0.0317 1.3283 0.0710 1.3993 0.3454 0.0679 0.4134 3,414.944
5

3,414.944
5

0.2386 3,420.909
1

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.2501 0.1919 2.4624 5.1900e-
003

0.4471 4.1600e-
003

0.4513 0.1186 3.8400e-
003

0.1224 515.5670 515.5670 0.0214 516.1021

Total 0.6868 13.6376 5.2084 0.0369 1.7754 0.0752 1.8506 0.4640 0.0718 0.5358 3,930.511
5

3,930.511
5

0.2600 3,937.011
2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 3.9030 0.0000 3.9030 1.6184 0.0000 1.6184 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 5.3951 64.0219 35.4460 0.0569 2.8800 2.8800 2.6496 2.6496 0.0000 5,816.989
0

5,816.989
0

1.7823 5,861.546
9

Total 5.3951 64.0219 35.4460 0.0569 3.9030 2.8800 6.7830 1.6184 2.6496 4.2680 0.0000 5,816.989
0

5,816.989
0

1.7823 5,861.546
9

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.4367 13.4457 2.7460 0.0317 1.3283 0.0710 1.3993 0.3454 0.0679 0.4134 3,414.944
5

3,414.944
5

0.2386 3,420.909
1

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.2501 0.1919 2.4624 5.1900e-
003

0.4471 4.1600e-
003

0.4513 0.1186 3.8400e-
003

0.1224 515.5670 515.5670 0.0214 516.1021

Total 0.6868 13.6376 5.2084 0.0369 1.7754 0.0752 1.8506 0.4640 0.0718 0.5358 3,930.511
5

3,930.511
5

0.2600 3,937.011
2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Grading - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.8010 56.4259 31.8137 0.0569 2.4836 2.4836 2.2849 2.2849 5,724.843
4

5,724.843
4

1.7822 5,769.398
9

Total 4.8010 56.4259 31.8137 0.0569 8.6733 2.4836 11.1569 3.5965 2.2849 5.8814 5,724.843
4

5,724.843
4

1.7822 5,769.398
9

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.3839 12.4966 2.5857 0.0314 1.0774 0.0475 1.1249 0.2838 0.0455 0.3293 3,386.992
6

3,386.992
6

0.2332 3,392.821
8

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.2210 0.1668 2.1603 5.0400e-
003

0.4471 3.9900e-
003

0.4511 0.1186 3.6800e-
003

0.1223 501.4759 501.4759 0.0188 501.9462

Total 0.6049 12.6633 4.7460 0.0364 1.5245 0.0515 1.5760 0.4024 0.0492 0.4516 3,888.468
5

3,888.468
5

0.2520 3,894.767
9

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 3.9030 0.0000 3.9030 1.6184 0.0000 1.6184 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.8010 56.4259 31.8137 0.0569 2.4836 2.4836 2.2849 2.2849 0.0000 5,724.843
4

5,724.843
4

1.7822 5,769.398
9

Total 4.8010 56.4259 31.8137 0.0569 3.9030 2.4836 6.3866 1.6184 2.2849 3.9033 0.0000 5,724.843
4

5,724.843
4

1.7822 5,769.398
9

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.3839 12.4966 2.5857 0.0314 1.0774 0.0475 1.1249 0.2838 0.0455 0.3293 3,386.992
6

3,386.992
6

0.2332 3,392.821
8

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.2210 0.1668 2.1603 5.0400e-
003

0.4471 3.9900e-
003

0.4511 0.1186 3.6800e-
003

0.1223 501.4759 501.4759 0.0188 501.9462

Total 0.6049 12.6633 4.7460 0.0364 1.5245 0.0515 1.5760 0.4024 0.0492 0.4516 3,888.468
5

3,888.468
5

0.2520 3,894.767
9

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 7.6608 65.5440 46.3564 0.0788 3.7533 3.7533 3.5792 3.5792 7,509.734
5

7,509.734
5

1.6663 7,551.391
9

Total 7.6608 65.5440 46.3564 0.0788 3.7533 3.7533 3.5792 3.5792 7,509.734
5

7,509.734
5

1.6663 7,551.391
9

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.4601 12.2560 3.3510 0.0264 0.6402 0.0864 0.7266 0.1843 0.0826 0.2669 2,816.794
2

2,816.794
2

0.1855 2,821.4311

Worker 1.9337 1.4592 18.9026 0.0441 3.9122 0.0349 3.9471 1.0375 0.0322 1.0697 4,387.914
4

4,387.914
4

0.1646 4,392.028
8

Total 2.3937 13.7152 22.2536 0.0706 4.5524 0.1213 4.6736 1.2219 0.1148 1.3366 7,204.708
6

7,204.708
6

0.3501 7,213.459
9

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 7.6608 65.5440 46.3564 0.0788 3.7533 3.7533 3.5792 3.5792 0.0000 7,509.734
5

7,509.734
5

1.6663 7,551.391
9

Total 7.6608 65.5440 46.3564 0.0788 3.7533 3.7533 3.5792 3.5792 0.0000 7,509.734
5

7,509.734
5

1.6663 7,551.391
9

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.4601 12.2560 3.3510 0.0264 0.6402 0.0864 0.7266 0.1843 0.0826 0.2669 2,816.794
2

2,816.794
2

0.1855 2,821.4311

Worker 1.9337 1.4592 18.9026 0.0441 3.9122 0.0349 3.9471 1.0375 0.0322 1.0697 4,387.914
4

4,387.914
4

0.1646 4,392.028
8

Total 2.3937 13.7152 22.2536 0.0706 4.5524 0.1213 4.6736 1.2219 0.1148 1.3366 7,204.708
6

7,204.708
6

0.3501 7,213.459
9

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Architectural Coating - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 23.7532 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 23.7532 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 23.7532 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 23.7532 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Architectural Coating - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 23.7532 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 23.7532 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 23.7532 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 23.7532 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 3.1637 35.2040 25.3881 0.0461 1.7108 1.7108 1.5763 1.5763 4,591.762
5

4,591.762
5

1.4085 4,626.975
3

Paving 0.6306 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 3.7943 35.2040 25.3881 0.0461 1.7108 1.7108 1.5763 1.5763 4,591.762
5

4,591.762
5

1.4085 4,626.975
3

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0920 2.4512 0.6702 5.2900e-
003

0.1280 0.0173 0.1453 0.0369 0.0165 0.0534 563.3588 563.3588 0.0371 564.2862

Worker 0.3315 0.2502 3.2404 7.5600e-
003

0.6707 5.9800e-
003

0.6766 0.1779 5.5100e-
003

0.1834 752.2139 752.2139 0.0282 752.9192

Total 0.4235 2.7014 3.9106 0.0129 0.7987 0.0233 0.8220 0.2147 0.0220 0.2368 1,315.572
7

1,315.572
7

0.0653 1,317.205
4

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 3.1637 35.2040 25.3881 0.0461 1.7108 1.7108 1.5763 1.5763 0.0000 4,591.762
5

4,591.762
5

1.4085 4,626.975
3

Paving 0.6306 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 3.7943 35.2040 25.3881 0.0461 1.7108 1.7108 1.5763 1.5763 0.0000 4,591.762
5

4,591.762
5

1.4085 4,626.975
3

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0920 2.4512 0.6702 5.2900e-
003

0.1280 0.0173 0.1453 0.0369 0.0165 0.0534 563.3588 563.3588 0.0371 564.2862

Worker 0.3315 0.2502 3.2404 7.5600e-
003

0.6707 5.9800e-
003

0.6766 0.1779 5.5100e-
003

0.1834 752.2139 752.2139 0.0282 752.9192

Total 0.4235 2.7014 3.9106 0.0129 0.7987 0.0233 0.8220 0.2147 0.0220 0.2368 1,315.572
7

1,315.572
7

0.0653 1,317.205
4

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.8581 31.3752 25.1028 0.0461 1.4883 1.4883 1.3715 1.3715 4,519.478
9

4,519.478
9

1.4084 4,554.689
8

Paving 0.6306 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 3.4887 31.3752 25.1028 0.0461 1.4883 1.4883 1.3715 1.3715 4,519.478
9

4,519.478
9

1.4084 4,554.689
8

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0831 2.3146 0.6142 5.2300e-
003

0.1280 0.0148 0.1428 0.0369 0.0141 0.0510 557.6292 557.6292 0.0357 558.5226

Worker 0.2997 0.2203 2.8930 7.3100e-
003

0.6707 5.7800e-
003

0.6764 0.1779 5.3300e-
003

0.1832 727.7717 727.7717 0.0250 728.3967

Total 0.3828 2.5349 3.5071 0.0125 0.7987 0.0205 0.8192 0.2147 0.0195 0.2342 1,285.401
0

1,285.401
0

0.0607 1,286.919
3

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.8581 31.3752 25.1028 0.0461 1.4883 1.4883 1.3715 1.3715 0.0000 4,519.478
9

4,519.478
9

1.4084 4,554.689
8

Paving 0.6306 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 3.4887 31.3752 25.1028 0.0461 1.4883 1.4883 1.3715 1.3715 0.0000 4,519.478
9

4,519.478
9

1.4084 4,554.689
8

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.6 Paving - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0831 2.3146 0.6142 5.2300e-
003

0.1280 0.0148 0.1428 0.0369 0.0141 0.0510 557.6292 557.6292 0.0357 558.5226

Worker 0.2997 0.2203 2.8930 7.3100e-
003

0.6707 5.7800e-
003

0.6764 0.1779 5.3300e-
003

0.1832 727.7717 727.7717 0.0250 728.3967

Total 0.3828 2.5349 3.5071 0.0125 0.7987 0.0205 0.8192 0.2147 0.0195 0.2342 1,285.401
0

1,285.401
0

0.0607 1,286.919
3

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 40.9404 163.8331 399.8036 1.0994 78.1842 1.2599 79.4441 20.9273 1.1833 22.1106 111,692.52
35

111,692.52
35

7.0331 111,868.35
06

Unmitigated 40.9404 163.8331 399.8036 1.0994 78.1842 1.2599 79.4441 20.9273 1.1833 22.1106 111,692.52
35

111,692.52
35

7.0331 111,868.3
506

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Health Club 823.25 521.75 668.25 1,621,265 1,621,265
High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 3,814.50 4,751.10 3955.20 5,408,257 5,408,257

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00
Quality Restaurant 3,598.00 3,774.40 2886.40 5,013,379 5,013,379

Supermarket 5,623.20 9,767.45 9154.20 8,866,401 8,866,401
Regional Shopping Center 4,056.50 4,747.15 2397.80 8,474,471 8,474,471

Total 17,915.45 23,561.85 19,061.85 29,383,772 29,383,772

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/26/2017 11:28 AMPage 27 of 34

PCH & 2nd - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

Page III-338



Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Health Club 16.60 8.40 6.90 16.90 64.10 19.00 52 39 9

High Turnover (Sit Down 
R t t)

16.60 8.40 6.90 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

Parking Lot 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

Quality Restaurant 16.60 8.40 6.90 12.00 69.00 19.00 38 18 44

Supermarket 16.60 8.40 6.90 6.50 74.50 19.00 34 30 36

Regional Shopping Center 16.60 8.40 6.90 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Parking Lot 0.548007 0.045751 0.200309 0.124119 0.017133 0.006025 0.018861 0.028423 0.002391 0.002469 0.004915 0.000672 0.000925

Health Club 0.548007 0.045751 0.200309 0.124119 0.017133 0.006025 0.018861 0.028423 0.002391 0.002469 0.004915 0.000672 0.000925

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

0.548007 0.045751 0.200309 0.124119 0.017133 0.006025 0.018861 0.028423 0.002391 0.002469 0.004915 0.000672 0.000925

Quality Restaurant 0.548007 0.045751 0.200309 0.124119 0.017133 0.006025 0.018861 0.028423 0.002391 0.002469 0.004915 0.000672 0.000925

Supermarket 0.548007 0.045751 0.200309 0.124119 0.017133 0.006025 0.018861 0.028423 0.002391 0.002469 0.004915 0.000672 0.000925

Regional Shopping Center 0.548007 0.045751 0.200309 0.124119 0.017133 0.006025 0.018861 0.028423 0.002391 0.002469 0.004915 0.000672 0.000925

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas
Mitigated

0.5918 5.3795 4.5188 0.0323 0.4088 0.4088 0.4088 0.4088 6,455.406
9

6,455.406
9

0.1237 0.1184 6,493.768
2

NaturalGas
Unmitigated

0.5918 5.3795 4.5188 0.0323 0.4088 0.4088 0.4088 0.4088 6,455.406
9

6,455.406
9

0.1237 0.1184 6,493.768
2
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Health Club 1436.3 0.0155 0.1408 0.1183 8.4000e-
004

0.0107 0.0107 0.0107 0.0107 168.9766 168.9766 3.2400e-
003

3.1000e-
003

169.9808

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

21346 0.2302 2.0928 1.7579 0.0126 0.1591 0.1591 0.1591 0.1591 2,511.2973 2,511.2973 0.0481 0.0460 2,526.220
7

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Quality
Restaurant

28461.4 0.3069 2.7903 2.3439 0.0167 0.2121 0.2121 0.2121 0.2121 3,348.396
5

3,348.396
5

0.0642 0.0614 3,368.294
3

Regional
Shopping Center

523.151 5.6400e-
003

0.0513 0.0431 3.1000e-
004

3.9000e-
003

3.9000e-
003

3.9000e-
003

3.9000e-
003

61.5471 61.5471 1.1800e-
003

1.1300e-
003

61.9129

Supermarket 3104.11 0.0335 0.3043 0.2556 1.8300e-
003

0.0231 0.0231 0.0231 0.0231 365.1894 365.1894 7.0000e-
003

6.7000e-
003

367.3595

Total 0.5918 5.3795 4.5188 0.0323 0.4089 0.4089 0.4089 0.4089 6,455.406
9

6,455.406
9

0.1237 0.1184 6,493.768
2

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Health Club 1.4363 0.0155 0.1408 0.1183 8.4000e-
004

0.0107 0.0107 0.0107 0.0107 168.9766 168.9766 3.2400e-
003

3.1000e-
003

169.9808

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

21.346 0.2302 2.0928 1.7579 0.0126 0.1591 0.1591 0.1591 0.1591 2,511.2973 2,511.2973 0.0481 0.0460 2,526.220
7

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Quality
Restaurant

28.4614 0.3069 2.7903 2.3439 0.0167 0.2121 0.2121 0.2121 0.2121 3,348.396
5

3,348.396
5

0.0642 0.0614 3,368.294
3

Regional
Shopping Center

0.523151 5.6400e-
003

0.0513 0.0431 3.1000e-
004

3.9000e-
003

3.9000e-
003

3.9000e-
003

3.9000e-
003

61.5471 61.5471 1.1800e-
003

1.1300e-
003

61.9129

Supermarket 3.10411 0.0335 0.3043 0.2556 1.8300e-
003

0.0231 0.0231 0.0231 0.0231 365.1894 365.1894 7.0000e-
003

6.7000e-
003

367.3595

Total 0.5918 5.3795 4.5188 0.0323 0.4089 0.4089 0.4089 0.4089 6,455.406
9

6,455.406
9

0.1237 0.1184 6,493.768
2

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 5.6848 1.3400e-
003

0.1438 1.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

0.3053 0.3053 8.3000e-
004

0.3260

Unmitigated 5.6848 1.3400e-
003

0.1438 1.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

0.3053 0.3053 8.3000e-
004

0.3260

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural
Coating

0.6573 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer
Products

5.0139 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0136 1.3400e-
003

0.1438 1.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

0.3053 0.3053 8.3000e-
004

0.3260

Total 5.6848 1.3400e-
003

0.1438 1.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

0.3053 0.3053 8.3000e-
004

0.3260

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural
Coating

0.6573 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer
Products

5.0139 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0136 1.3400e-
003

0.1438 1.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

0.3053 0.3053 8.3000e-
004

0.3260

Total 5.6848 1.3400e-
003

0.1438 1.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

0.3053 0.3053 8.3000e-
004

0.3260

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators
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11.0 Vegetation

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Parking Lot 1,150.00 Space 10.35 460,000.00 0

Health Club 25.00 1000sqft 0.57 25,000.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 30.00 1000sqft 0.69 30,000.00 0

Quality Restaurant 40.00 1000sqft 0.92 40,000.00 0

Supermarket 55.00 1000sqft 1.26 55,000.00 0

Regional Shopping Center 95.00 1000sqft 2.18 95,000.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

8

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 33

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2019Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

PCH & 2nd
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Consistent with DEIR.

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR.

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR.

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR.

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR.

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR.

Trips and VMT - Consistent with the Traffic Impact Analysis' (Appendix R, Part 1) construction traffic estimates.

Demolition - 238,000 SF of existing buildings will be demolished.

Grading - 

Energy Use - Consistent with DEIR.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstDustMitigation WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed 40 0

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 101.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 300.00 202.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 45.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 30.00 91.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 43.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 7/9/2019 2/18/2019

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 2/19/2019 10/1/2018

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 11/4/2017 11/6/2017

tblEnergyUse T24E 1.71 1.62

tblEnergyUse T24E 9.13 8.67

tblEnergyUse T24E 9.13 8.67
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tblEnergyUse T24E 4.94 2.76

tblEnergyUse T24E 3.07 2.92

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.29 0.29

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.36 0.36

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.36 0.36

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.31 0.31

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.36 0.36

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Air Compressors

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Cranes

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Loaders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Loaders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Aerial Lifts

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Air Compressors

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Cement and Mortar Mixers

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Plate Compactors

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Pumps

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Cement and Mortar Mixers

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Loaders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Skid Steer Loaders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 3.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 3.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 8.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 8.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2019

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 1,083.00 2,250.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 3,520.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 116.00 100.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 20.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 38.00 60.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 20.00 40.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 281.00 350.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 56.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 35.00 60.00
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2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2017 0.3294 3.8515 2.0024 4.8900e-
003

0.5807 0.1573 0.7380 0.1997 0.1473 0.3471 0.0000 456.3486 456.3486 0.0870 0.0000 458.5233

2018 1.9557 9.9775 7.8877 0.0175 0.8869 0.4630 1.3499 0.2958 0.4391 0.7349 0.0000 1,570.804
2

1,570.804
2

0.2371 0.0000 1,576.732
5

2019 0.4835 0.5948 0.4983 1.0200e-
003

0.0137 0.0264 0.0401 3.6900e-
003

0.0243 0.0280 0.0000 91.5626 91.5626 0.0233 0.0000 92.1457

Maximum 1.9557 9.9775 7.8877 0.0175 0.8869 0.4630 1.3499 0.2958 0.4391 0.7349 0.0000 1,570.804
2

1,570.804
2

0.2371 0.0000 1,576.732
5

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2017 0.3294 3.8515 2.0024 4.8900e-
003

0.2992 0.1573 0.4565 0.1000 0.1473 0.2473 0.0000 456.3482 456.3482 0.0870 0.0000 458.5230

2018 1.9557 9.9775 7.8876 0.0175 0.6698 0.4630 1.1328 0.2058 0.4391 0.6449 0.0000 1,570.803
3

1,570.803
3

0.2371 0.0000 1,576.731
5

2019 0.4835 0.5948 0.4983 1.0200e-
003

0.0137 0.0264 0.0401 3.6900e-
003

0.0243 0.0280 0.0000 91.5625 91.5625 0.0233 0.0000 92.1456

Maximum 1.9557 9.9775 7.8876 0.0175 0.6698 0.4630 1.1328 0.2058 0.4391 0.6449 0.0000 1,570.803
3

1,570.803
3

0.2371 0.0000 1,576.731
5

Mitigated Construction
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 1.0367 1.7000e-
004

0.0180 0.0000 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0346 0.0346 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0370

Energy 0.1080 0.9818 0.8247 5.8900e-
003

0.0746 0.0746 0.0746 0.0746 0.0000 3,079.791
9

3,079.791
9

0.1035 0.0368 3,093.337
6

Mobile 5.5694 24.4901 57.5719 0.1540 11.1534 0.1838 11.3372 2.9903 0.1726 3.1629 0.0000 14,198.76
37

14,198.76
37

0.9283 0.0000 14,221.97
22

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 192.0193 0.0000 192.0193 11.3480 0.0000 475.7197

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 11.5933 175.6251 187.2183 1.1980 0.0296 225.9937

Total 6.7141 25.4721 58.4145 0.1599 11.1534 0.2584 11.4118 2.9903 0.2473 3.2376 203.6126 17,454.21
53

17,657.82
79

13.5780 0.0664 18,017.06
02

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 33.65 0.00 23.43 38.01 0.00 17.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 9-4-2017 12-3-2017 3.2467 3.2467

2 12-4-2017 3-3-2018 2.4944 2.4944

3 3-4-2018 6-3-2018 2.8905 2.8905

4 6-4-2018 9-3-2018 2.9346 2.9346

5 9-4-2018 12-3-2018 3.4550 3.4550

6 12-4-2018 3-3-2019 2.0090 2.0090

Highest 3.4550 3.4550
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 1.0367 1.7000e-
004

0.0180 0.0000 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0346 0.0346 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0370

Energy 0.1080 0.9818 0.8247 5.8900e-
003

0.0746 0.0746 0.0746 0.0746 0.0000 3,079.791
9

3,079.791
9

0.1035 0.0368 3,093.337
6

Mobile 5.5694 24.4901 57.5719 0.1540 11.1534 0.1838 11.3372 2.9903 0.1726 3.1629 0.0000 14,198.76
37

14,198.76
37

0.9283 0.0000 14,221.97
22

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 192.0193 0.0000 192.0193 11.3480 0.0000 475.7197

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 11.5933 175.6251 187.2183 1.1980 0.0296 225.9937

Total 6.7141 25.4721 58.4145 0.1599 11.1534 0.2584 11.4118 2.9903 0.2473 3.2376 203.6126 17,454.21
53

17,657.82
79

13.5780 0.0664 18,017.06
02

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Phase
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 9/4/2017 11/3/2017 5 45

2 Grading Grading 11/6/2017 3/12/2018 5 91

3 Building Construction Building Construction 3/13/2018 12/19/2018 5 202

4 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 10/1/2018 2/18/2019 5 101

5 Paving Paving 12/20/2018 2/18/2019 5 43

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Air Compressors 2 8.00 78 0.48

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 3 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Cranes 1 4.00 231 0.29

Demolition Excavators 4 8.00 158 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 247 0.40

Demolition Rubber Tired Loaders 3 8.00 203 0.36

Grading Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Grading Rubber Tired Loaders 1 203 0.36

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 367 0.48

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 367,500; Non-Residential Outdoor: 122,500; Striped Parking Area: 
27,600 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 227.5

Acres of Paving: 10.35
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Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Aerial Lifts 3 8.00 63 0.31

Building Construction Air Compressors 3 8.00 78 0.48

Building Construction Cement and Mortar Mixers 3 8.00 9 0.56

Building Construction Cranes 4 8.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 0 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Plate Compactors 4 8.00 8 0.43

Building Construction Pumps 2 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 3 8.00 46 0.45

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 2 8.00 9 0.56

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 130 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 132 0.36

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Paving Rubber Tired Loaders 2 8.00 203 0.36

Paving Skid Steer Loaders 3 8.00 65 0.37

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 0 6.00 78 0.48

Trips and VMT
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3.2 Demolition - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1171 0.0000 0.1171 0.0177 0.0000 0.0177 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1863 1.8764 1.0290 1.9400e-
003

0.0960 0.0960 0.0908 0.0908 0.0000 175.7118 175.7118 0.0428 0.0000 176.7826

Total 0.1863 1.8764 1.0290 1.9400e-
003

0.1171 0.0960 0.2131 0.0177 0.0908 0.1085 0.0000 175.7118 175.7118 0.0428 0.0000 176.7826

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor
Vehicle Class

Hauling
Vehicle Class

Demolition 15 60.00 0.00 2,250.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 8 40.00 0.00 3,520.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 28 350.00 100.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 14 60.00 20.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0128 0.4046 0.0823 9.1000e-
004

0.0193 2.0800e-
003

0.0214 5.3100e-
003

1.9900e-
003

7.3000e-
003

0.0000 89.4879 89.4879 6.4100e-
003

0.0000 89.6481

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 8.4800e-
003

7.3600e-
003

0.0788 1.7000e-
004

0.0148 1.4000e-
004

0.0149 3.9300e-
003

1.3000e-
004

4.0600e-
003

0.0000 15.1132 15.1132 6.3000e-
004

0.0000 15.1290

Total 0.0213 0.4120 0.1611 1.0800e-
003

0.0341 2.2200e-
003

0.0363 9.2400e-
003

2.1200e-
003

0.0114 0.0000 104.6012 104.6012 7.0400e-
003

0.0000 104.7771

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0527 0.0000 0.0527 7.9800e-
003

0.0000 7.9800e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1863 1.8764 1.0290 1.9400e-
003

0.0960 0.0960 0.0908 0.0908 0.0000 175.7116 175.7116 0.0428 0.0000 176.7824

Total 0.1863 1.8764 1.0290 1.9400e-
003

0.0527 0.0960 0.1487 7.9800e-
003

0.0908 0.0988 0.0000 175.7116 175.7116 0.0428 0.0000 176.7824

Mitigated Construction On-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/26/2017 11:29 AMPage 11 of 42

PCH & 2nd - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Page III-356



3.2 Demolition - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0128 0.4046 0.0823 9.1000e-
004

0.0193 2.0800e-
003

0.0214 5.3100e-
003

1.9900e-
003

7.3000e-
003

0.0000 89.4879 89.4879 6.4100e-
003

0.0000 89.6481

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 8.4800e-
003

7.3600e-
003

0.0788 1.7000e-
004

0.0148 1.4000e-
004

0.0149 3.9300e-
003

1.3000e-
004

4.0600e-
003

0.0000 15.1132 15.1132 6.3000e-
004

0.0000 15.1290

Total 0.0213 0.4120 0.1611 1.0800e-
003

0.0341 2.2200e-
003

0.0363 9.2400e-
003

2.1200e-
003

0.0114 0.0000 104.6012 104.6012 7.0400e-
003

0.0000 104.7771

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Grading - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.3946 0.0000 0.3946 0.1636 0.0000 0.1636 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1079 1.2804 0.7089 1.1400e-
003

0.0576 0.0576 0.0530 0.0530 0.0000 105.5417 105.5417 0.0323 0.0000 106.3501

Total 0.1079 1.2804 0.7089 1.1400e-
003

0.3946 0.0576 0.4522 0.1636 0.0530 0.2166 0.0000 105.5417 105.5417 0.0323 0.0000 106.3501

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 8.8200e-
003

0.2783 0.0566 6.3000e-
004

0.0260 1.4300e-
003

0.0275 6.7800e-
003

1.3700e-
003

8.1500e-
003

0.0000 61.5380 61.5380 4.4100e-
003

0.0000 61.6481

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 5.0300e-
003

4.3600e-
003

0.0467 1.0000e-
004

8.7700e-
003

8.0000e-
005

8.8500e-
003

2.3300e-
003

8.0000e-
005

2.4100e-
003

0.0000 8.9560 8.9560 3.7000e-
004

0.0000 8.9653

Total 0.0139 0.2826 0.1033 7.3000e-
004

0.0348 1.5100e-
003

0.0363 9.1100e-
003

1.4500e-
003

0.0106 0.0000 70.4940 70.4940 4.7800e-
003

0.0000 70.6134

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1776 0.0000 0.1776 0.0736 0.0000 0.0736 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1079 1.2804 0.7089 1.1400e-
003

0.0576 0.0576 0.0530 0.0530 0.0000 105.5416 105.5416 0.0323 0.0000 106.3500

Total 0.1079 1.2804 0.7089 1.1400e-
003

0.1776 0.0576 0.2352 0.0736 0.0530 0.1266 0.0000 105.5416 105.5416 0.0323 0.0000 106.3500

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 8.8200e-
003

0.2783 0.0566 6.3000e-
004

0.0260 1.4300e-
003

0.0275 6.7800e-
003

1.3700e-
003

8.1500e-
003

0.0000 61.5380 61.5380 4.4100e-
003

0.0000 61.6481

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 5.0300e-
003

4.3600e-
003

0.0467 1.0000e-
004

8.7700e-
003

8.0000e-
005

8.8500e-
003

2.3300e-
003

8.0000e-
005

2.4100e-
003

0.0000 8.9560 8.9560 3.7000e-
004

0.0000 8.9653

Total 0.0139 0.2826 0.1033 7.3000e-
004

0.0348 1.5100e-
003

0.0363 9.1100e-
003

1.4500e-
003

0.0106 0.0000 70.4940 70.4940 4.7800e-
003

0.0000 70.6134

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Grading - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.3946 0.0000 0.3946 0.1636 0.0000 0.1636 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1224 1.4389 0.8113 1.4500e-
003

0.0633 0.0633 0.0583 0.0583 0.0000 132.4340 132.4340 0.0412 0.0000 133.4647

Total 0.1224 1.4389 0.8113 1.4500e-
003

0.3946 0.0633 0.4580 0.1636 0.0583 0.2219 0.0000 132.4340 132.4340 0.0412 0.0000 133.4647

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 9.9000e-
003

0.3294 0.0680 7.9000e-
004

0.0270 1.2200e-
003

0.0282 7.1100e-
003

1.1700e-
003

8.2800e-
003

0.0000 77.8014 77.8014 5.4900e-
003

0.0000 77.9386

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 5.6500e-
003

4.8300e-
003

0.0520 1.2000e-
004

0.0112 1.0000e-
004

0.0113 2.9700e-
003

9.0000e-
005

3.0600e-
003

0.0000 11.1057 11.1057 4.2000e-
004

0.0000 11.1162

Total 0.0156 0.3343 0.1200 9.1000e-
004

0.0381 1.3200e-
003

0.0395 0.0101 1.2600e-
003

0.0113 0.0000 88.9071 88.9071 5.9100e-
003

0.0000 89.0547

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1776 0.0000 0.1776 0.0736 0.0000 0.0736 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1224 1.4389 0.8113 1.4500e-
003

0.0633 0.0633 0.0583 0.0583 0.0000 132.4339 132.4339 0.0412 0.0000 133.4646

Total 0.1224 1.4389 0.8113 1.4500e-
003

0.1776 0.0633 0.2409 0.0736 0.0583 0.1319 0.0000 132.4339 132.4339 0.0412 0.0000 133.4646

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 9.9000e-
003

0.3294 0.0680 7.9000e-
004

0.0270 1.2200e-
003

0.0282 7.1100e-
003

1.1700e-
003

8.2800e-
003

0.0000 77.8014 77.8014 5.4900e-
003

0.0000 77.9386

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 5.6500e-
003

4.8300e-
003

0.0520 1.2000e-
004

0.0112 1.0000e-
004

0.0113 2.9700e-
003

9.0000e-
005

3.0600e-
003

0.0000 11.1057 11.1057 4.2000e-
004

0.0000 11.1162

Total 0.0156 0.3343 0.1200 9.1000e-
004

0.0381 1.3200e-
003

0.0395 0.0101 1.2600e-
003

0.0113 0.0000 88.9071 88.9071 5.9100e-
003

0.0000 89.0547

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.7737 6.6199 4.6820 7.9500e-
003

0.3791 0.3791 0.3615 0.3615 0.0000 688.0844 688.0844 0.1527 0.0000 691.9013

Total 0.7737 6.6199 4.6820 7.9500e-
003

0.3791 0.3791 0.3615 0.3615 0.0000 688.0844 688.0844 0.1527 0.0000 691.9013

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0473 1.2649 0.3556 2.6400e-
003

0.0636 8.7800e-
003

0.0724 0.0184 8.4000e-
003

0.0268 0.0000 255.1931 255.1931 0.0175 0.0000 255.6307

Worker 0.1959 0.1676 1.8023 4.2600e-
003

0.3874 3.5200e-
003

0.3909 0.1029 3.2500e-
003

0.1061 0.0000 384.8889 384.8889 0.0145 0.0000 385.2507

Total 0.2432 1.4324 2.1578 6.9000e-
003

0.4510 0.0123 0.4633 0.1212 0.0117 0.1329 0.0000 640.0820 640.0820 0.0320 0.0000 640.8814

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.7737 6.6199 4.6820 7.9500e-
003

0.3791 0.3791 0.3615 0.3615 0.0000 688.0836 688.0836 0.1527 0.0000 691.9004

Total 0.7737 6.6199 4.6820 7.9500e-
003

0.3791 0.3791 0.3615 0.3615 0.0000 688.0836 688.0836 0.1527 0.0000 691.9004

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0473 1.2649 0.3556 2.6400e-
003

0.0636 8.7800e-
003

0.0724 0.0184 8.4000e-
003

0.0268 0.0000 255.1931 255.1931 0.0175 0.0000 255.6307

Worker 0.1959 0.1676 1.8023 4.2600e-
003

0.3874 3.5200e-
003

0.3909 0.1029 3.2500e-
003

0.1061 0.0000 384.8889 384.8889 0.0145 0.0000 385.2507

Total 0.2432 1.4324 2.1578 6.9000e-
003

0.4510 0.0123 0.4633 0.1212 0.0117 0.1329 0.0000 640.0820 640.0820 0.0320 0.0000 640.8814

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Architectural Coating - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 0.7839 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.7839 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 0.7839 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.7839 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Architectural Coating - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 0.4157 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.4157 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/26/2017 11:29 AMPage 20 of 42

PCH & 2nd - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Page III-365



3.5 Architectural Coating - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 0.4157 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.4157 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction On-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/26/2017 11:29 AMPage 21 of 42

PCH & 2nd - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Page III-366



3.5 Architectural Coating - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0127 0.1408 0.1016 1.8000e-
004

6.8400e-
003

6.8400e-
003

6.3100e-
003

6.3100e-
003

0.0000 16.6623 16.6623 5.1100e-
003

0.0000 16.7901

Paving 2.5200e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0152 0.1408 0.1016 1.8000e-
004

6.8400e-
003

6.8400e-
003

6.3100e-
003

6.3100e-
003

0.0000 16.6623 16.6623 5.1100e-
003

0.0000 16.7901

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 3.7000e-
004

0.0100 2.8200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

5.7000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

2.1000e-
004

0.0000 2.0213 2.0213 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.0248

Worker 1.3300e-
003

1.1400e-
003

0.0122 3.0000e-
005

2.6300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.6500e-
003

7.0000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

7.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.6131 2.6131 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 2.6156

Total 1.7000e-
003

0.0112 0.0151 5.0000e-
005

3.1300e-
003

9.0000e-
005

3.2200e-
003

8.5000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

9.3000e-
004

0.0000 4.6344 4.6344 2.4000e-
004

0.0000 4.6404

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0127 0.1408 0.1016 1.8000e-
004

6.8400e-
003

6.8400e-
003

6.3100e-
003

6.3100e-
003

0.0000 16.6623 16.6623 5.1100e-
003

0.0000 16.7901

Paving 2.5200e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0152 0.1408 0.1016 1.8000e-
004

6.8400e-
003

6.8400e-
003

6.3100e-
003

6.3100e-
003

0.0000 16.6623 16.6623 5.1100e-
003

0.0000 16.7901

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 3.7000e-
004

0.0100 2.8200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

5.7000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

2.1000e-
004

0.0000 2.0213 2.0213 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.0248

Worker 1.3300e-
003

1.1400e-
003

0.0122 3.0000e-
005

2.6300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.6500e-
003

7.0000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

7.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.6131 2.6131 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 2.6156

Total 1.7000e-
003

0.0112 0.0151 5.0000e-
005

3.1300e-
003

9.0000e-
005

3.2200e-
003

8.5000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

9.3000e-
004

0.0000 4.6344 4.6344 2.4000e-
004

0.0000 4.6404

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0500 0.5491 0.4393 8.1000e-
004

0.0260 0.0260 0.0240 0.0240 0.0000 71.7500 71.7500 0.0224 0.0000 72.3090

Paving 0.0110 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0611 0.5491 0.4393 8.1000e-
004

0.0260 0.0260 0.0240 0.0240 0.0000 71.7500 71.7500 0.0224 0.0000 72.3090

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 1.4800e-
003

0.0413 0.0113 9.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
003

2.6000e-
004

2.4600e-
003

6.4000e-
004

2.5000e-
004

8.9000e-
004

0.0000 8.7523 8.7523 5.8000e-
004

0.0000 8.7669

Worker 5.2600e-
003

4.3800e-
003

0.0477 1.2000e-
004

0.0115 1.0000e-
004

0.0116 3.0600e-
003

9.0000e-
005

3.1500e-
003

0.0000 11.0603 11.0603 3.8000e-
004

0.0000 11.0698

Total 6.7400e-
003

0.0457 0.0590 2.1000e-
004

0.0137 3.6000e-
004

0.0141 3.7000e-
003

3.4000e-
004

4.0400e-
003

0.0000 19.8125 19.8125 9.6000e-
004

0.0000 19.8366

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0500 0.5491 0.4393 8.1000e-
004

0.0260 0.0260 0.0240 0.0240 0.0000 71.7500 71.7500 0.0224 0.0000 72.3090

Paving 0.0110 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0611 0.5491 0.4393 8.1000e-
004

0.0260 0.0260 0.0240 0.0240 0.0000 71.7500 71.7500 0.0224 0.0000 72.3090

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.6 Paving - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 1.4800e-
003

0.0413 0.0113 9.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
003

2.6000e-
004

2.4600e-
003

6.4000e-
004

2.5000e-
004

8.9000e-
004

0.0000 8.7523 8.7523 5.8000e-
004

0.0000 8.7669

Worker 5.2600e-
003

4.3800e-
003

0.0477 1.2000e-
004

0.0115 1.0000e-
004

0.0116 3.0600e-
003

9.0000e-
005

3.1500e-
003

0.0000 11.0603 11.0603 3.8000e-
004

0.0000 11.0698

Total 6.7400e-
003

0.0457 0.0590 2.1000e-
004

0.0137 3.6000e-
004

0.0141 3.7000e-
003

3.4000e-
004

4.0400e-
003

0.0000 19.8125 19.8125 9.6000e-
004

0.0000 19.8366

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 5.5694 24.4901 57.5719 0.1540 11.1534 0.1838 11.3372 2.9903 0.1726 3.1629 0.0000 14,198.76
37

14,198.76
37

0.9283 0.0000 14,221.97
22

Unmitigated 5.5694 24.4901 57.5719 0.1540 11.1534 0.1838 11.3372 2.9903 0.1726 3.1629 0.0000 14,198.76
37

14,198.76
37

0.9283 0.0000 14,221.97
22

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Health Club 823.25 521.75 668.25 1,621,265 1,621,265
High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 3,814.50 4,751.10 3955.20 5,408,257 5,408,257

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00
Quality Restaurant 3,598.00 3,774.40 2886.40 5,013,379 5,013,379

Supermarket 5,623.20 9,767.45 9154.20 8,866,401 8,866,401
Regional Shopping Center 4,056.50 4,747.15 2397.80 8,474,471 8,474,471

Total 17,915.45 23,561.85 19,061.85 29,383,772 29,383,772
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Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Health Club 16.60 8.40 6.90 16.90 64.10 19.00 52 39 9

High Turnover (Sit Down 
R t t)

16.60 8.40 6.90 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

Parking Lot 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

Quality Restaurant 16.60 8.40 6.90 12.00 69.00 19.00 38 18 44

Supermarket 16.60 8.40 6.90 6.50 74.50 19.00 34 30 36

Regional Shopping Center 16.60 8.40 6.90 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Parking Lot 0.548007 0.045751 0.200309 0.124119 0.017133 0.006025 0.018861 0.028423 0.002391 0.002469 0.004915 0.000672 0.000925

Health Club 0.548007 0.045751 0.200309 0.124119 0.017133 0.006025 0.018861 0.028423 0.002391 0.002469 0.004915 0.000672 0.000925

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

0.548007 0.045751 0.200309 0.124119 0.017133 0.006025 0.018861 0.028423 0.002391 0.002469 0.004915 0.000672 0.000925

Quality Restaurant 0.548007 0.045751 0.200309 0.124119 0.017133 0.006025 0.018861 0.028423 0.002391 0.002469 0.004915 0.000672 0.000925

Supermarket 0.548007 0.045751 0.200309 0.124119 0.017133 0.006025 0.018861 0.028423 0.002391 0.002469 0.004915 0.000672 0.000925

Regional Shopping Center 0.548007 0.045751 0.200309 0.124119 0.017133 0.006025 0.018861 0.028423 0.002391 0.002469 0.004915 0.000672 0.000925

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2,011.026
9

2,011.026
9

0.0830 0.0172 2,018.221
4

Electricity
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2,011.026
9

2,011.026
9

0.0830 0.0172 2,018.221
4

NaturalGas
Mitigated

0.1080 0.9818 0.8247 5.8900e-
003

0.0746 0.0746 0.0746 0.0746 0.0000 1,068.765
0

1,068.765
0

0.0205 0.0196 1,075.1162

NaturalGas
Unmitigated

0.1080 0.9818 0.8247 5.8900e-
003

0.0746 0.0746 0.0746 0.0746 0.0000 1,068.765
0

1,068.765
0

0.0205 0.0196 1,075.1162
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Health Club 524250 2.8300e-
003

0.0257 0.0216 1.5000e-
004

1.9500e-
003

1.9500e-
003

1.9500e-
003

1.9500e-
003

0.0000 27.9760 27.9760 5.4000e-
004

5.1000e-
004

28.1422

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

7.7913e
+006

0.0420 0.3819 0.3208 2.2900e-
003

0.0290 0.0290 0.0290 0.0290 0.0000 415.7734 415.7734 7.9700e-
003

7.6200e-
003

418.2442

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Quality
Restaurant

1.03884e
+007

0.0560 0.5092 0.4278 3.0600e-
003

0.0387 0.0387 0.0387 0.0387 0.0000 554.3646 554.3646 0.0106 0.0102 557.6589

Regional
Shopping Center

190950 1.0300e-
003

9.3600e-
003

7.8600e-
003

6.0000e-
005

7.1000e-
004

7.1000e-
004

7.1000e-
004

7.1000e-
004

0.0000 10.1898 10.1898 2.0000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

10.2504

Supermarket 1.133e
+006

6.1100e-
003

0.0555 0.0467 3.3000e-
004

4.2200e-
003

4.2200e-
003

4.2200e-
003

4.2200e-
003

0.0000 60.4612 60.4612 1.1600e-
003

1.1100e-
003

60.8205

Total 0.1080 0.9818 0.8247 5.8900e-
003

0.0746 0.0746 0.0746 0.0746 0.0000 1,068.765
0

1,068.765
0

0.0205 0.0196 1,075.116
2

Unmitigated
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Health Club 524250 2.8300e-
003

0.0257 0.0216 1.5000e-
004

1.9500e-
003

1.9500e-
003

1.9500e-
003

1.9500e-
003

0.0000 27.9760 27.9760 5.4000e-
004

5.1000e-
004

28.1422

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

7.7913e
+006

0.0420 0.3819 0.3208 2.2900e-
003

0.0290 0.0290 0.0290 0.0290 0.0000 415.7734 415.7734 7.9700e-
003

7.6200e-
003

418.2442

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Quality
Restaurant

1.03884e
+007

0.0560 0.5092 0.4278 3.0600e-
003

0.0387 0.0387 0.0387 0.0387 0.0000 554.3646 554.3646 0.0106 0.0102 557.6589

Regional
Shopping Center

190950 1.0300e-
003

9.3600e-
003

7.8600e-
003

6.0000e-
005

7.1000e-
004

7.1000e-
004

7.1000e-
004

7.1000e-
004

0.0000 10.1898 10.1898 2.0000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

10.2504

Supermarket 1.133e
+006

6.1100e-
003

0.0555 0.0467 3.3000e-
004

4.2200e-
003

4.2200e-
003

4.2200e-
003

4.2200e-
003

0.0000 60.4612 60.4612 1.1600e-
003

1.1100e-
003

60.8205

Total 0.1080 0.9818 0.8247 5.8900e-
003

0.0746 0.0746 0.0746 0.0746 0.0000 1,068.765
0

1,068.765
0

0.0205 0.0196 1,075.116
2

Mitigated
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Health Club 213250 67.9460 2.8100e-
003

5.8000e-
004

68.1891

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

1.0995e
+006

350.3243 0.0145 2.9900e-
003

351.5776

Parking Lot 404800 128.9780 5.3200e-
003

1.1000e-
003

129.4394

Quality
Restaurant

1.466e
+006

467.0990 0.0193 3.9900e-
003

468.7701

Regional
Shopping Center

1.09915e
+006

350.2127 0.0145 2.9900e-
003

351.4656

Supermarket 2.02895e
+006

646.4669 0.0267 5.5200e-
003

648.7797

Total 2,011.026
9

0.0830 0.0172 2,018.221
4

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Health Club 213250 67.9460 2.8100e-
003

5.8000e-
004

68.1891

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

1.0995e
+006

350.3243 0.0145 2.9900e-
003

351.5776

Parking Lot 404800 128.9780 5.3200e-
003

1.1000e-
003

129.4394

Quality
Restaurant

1.466e
+006

467.0990 0.0193 3.9900e-
003

468.7701

Regional
Shopping Center

1.09915e
+006

350.2127 0.0145 2.9900e-
003

351.4656

Supermarket 2.02895e
+006

646.4669 0.0267 5.5200e-
003

648.7797

Total 2,011.026
9

0.0830 0.0172 2,018.221
4

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 1.0367 1.7000e-
004

0.0180 0.0000 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0346 0.0346 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0370

Unmitigated 1.0367 1.7000e-
004

0.0180 0.0000 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0346 0.0346 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0370

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural
Coating

0.1200 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer
Products

0.9150 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.7000e-
003

1.7000e-
004

0.0180 0.0000 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0346 0.0346 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0370

Total 1.0367 1.7000e-
004

0.0180 0.0000 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0346 0.0346 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0370

Unmitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural
Coating

0.1200 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer
Products

0.9150 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.7000e-
003

1.7000e-
004

0.0180 0.0000 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0346 0.0346 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0370

Total 1.0367 1.7000e-
004

0.0180 0.0000 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0346 0.0346 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0370

Mitigated
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 187.2183 1.1980 0.0296 225.9937

Unmitigated 187.2183 1.1980 0.0296 225.9937
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7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Health Club 1.47858 / 
0.906226

9.8113 0.0486 1.2200e-
003

11.3882

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

9.10601 / 
0.581235

42.7252 0.2984 7.3500e-
003

52.3735

Parking Lot 0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Quality
Restaurant

12.1413 / 
0.77498

56.9669 0.3978 9.8000e-
003

69.8314

Regional
Shopping Center

7.03689 / 
4.31293

46.6942 0.2311 5.7900e-
003

54.1991

Supermarket 6.77975 / 
0.209683

31.0208 0.2221 5.4600e-
003

38.2015

Total 187.2183 1.1980 0.0296 225.9937

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Health Club 1.47858 / 
0.906226

9.8113 0.0486 1.2200e-
003

11.3882

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

9.10601 / 
0.581235

42.7252 0.2984 7.3500e-
003

52.3735

Parking Lot 0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Quality
Restaurant

12.1413 / 
0.77498

56.9669 0.3978 9.8000e-
003

69.8314

Regional
Shopping Center

7.03689 / 
4.31293

46.6942 0.2311 5.7900e-
003

54.1991

Supermarket 6.77975 / 
0.209683

31.0208 0.2221 5.4600e-
003

38.2015

Total 187.2183 1.1980 0.0296 225.9937

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 192.0193 11.3480 0.0000 475.7197

 Unmitigated 192.0193 11.3480 0.0000 475.7197

Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Health Club 142.5 28.9262 1.7095 0.0000 71.6635

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

357 72.4678 4.2827 0.0000 179.5358

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Quality
Restaurant

36.5 7.4092 0.4379 0.0000 18.3559

Regional
Shopping Center

99.75 20.2484 1.1966 0.0000 50.1644

Supermarket 310.2 62.9678 3.7213 0.0000 156.0001

Total 192.0193 11.3480 0.0000 475.7197

Unmitigated
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Health Club 142.5 28.9262 1.7095 0.0000 71.6635

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

357 72.4678 4.2827 0.0000 179.5358

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Quality
Restaurant

36.5 7.4092 0.4379 0.0000 18.3559

Regional
Shopping Center

99.75 20.2484 1.1966 0.0000 50.1644

Supermarket 310.2 62.9678 3.7213 0.0000 156.0001

Total 192.0193 11.3480 0.0000 475.7197

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers
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11.0 Vegetation

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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III.C  Responses to Comments 

City of Long Beach 2nd & PCH  
SCH No. 2014031059 August 2017 
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Response to Comment No. 18-91 

This comment is the CalEEMod output file used to support the comments provided 
by SWAPE.  No further response is necessary. 

Comment No. 18-92 

See following pages. 



�

2503�Eastbluff�Dr.,�Suite�206�
� Newport�Beach,�California�92660��

� Tel:�(949)�887�9013�
Fax:�(949)�717�0069�

� � � Email:�mhagemann@swape.com�
�

Matthew�F.�Hagemann,�P.G.,�C.Hg.,�QSD,�QSP� �������������
� Geologic�and�Hydrogeologic�Characterization�

Industrial�Stormwater�Compliance�
Investigation�and�Remediation�Strategies��
Litigation�Support�and�Testifying�Expert��

CEQA�Review��
�

Education:�
M.S.�Degree,�Geology,�California�State�University�Los�Angeles,�Los�Angeles,�CA,�1984.�
B.A.�Degree,�Geology,�Humboldt�State�University,�Arcata,�CA,�1982.�
�
Professional�Certification:�
California�Professional�Geologist�
California�Certified�Hydrogeologist�
Qualified�SSWPP�Developer�and�Practitioner���
�
Professional�Experience:���
Matt� has� 25� years� of� experience� in� environmental� policy,� assessment� and� remediation.� � He� spent�nine�
years� with� the� U.S.� EPA� in� the� RCRA� and� Superfund� programs� and� served� as� EPA’s� Senior� Science�
Policy�Advisor�in�the�Western�Regional�Office�where�he�identified�emerging�threats�to�groundwater�from�
perchlorate�and�MTBE.��While�with�EPA,�Matt�also�served�as�a�Senior�Hydrogeologist�in�the�oversight�of�
the�assessment�of�seven�major�military�facilities�undergoing�base�closure.��He�led�numerous�enforcement�
actions� under� provisions� of� the� Resource� Conservation� and� Recovery� Act� (RCRA)� while� also� working�
with�permit�holders�to�improve�hydrogeologic�characterization�and�water�quality�monitoring.���
�
Matt� has� worked� closely� with� U.S.� EPA� legal� counsel� and� the� technical� staff� of� several� states� in� the�
application�and�enforcement�of�RCRA,�Safe�Drinking�Water�Act�and�Clean�Water�Act�regulations.��Matt�
has�trained�the�technical�staff� in�the�States�of�California,�Hawaii,�Nevada,�Arizona�and�the�Territory�of�
Guam�in�the�conduct�of�investigations,�groundwater�fundamentals,�and�sampling�techniques.�
�
Positions�Matt�has�held�include:�

� Founding�Partner,�Soil/Water/Air�Protection�Enterprise�(SWAPE)�(2003�–�present);�
� Geology�Instructor,�Golden�West�College,�2010�–�present;��
� Senior�Environmental�Analyst,�Komex�H2O�Science,�Inc�(2000����2003);�
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� Executive�Director,�Orange�Coast�Watch�(2001�–�2004);�
� Senior�Science�Policy�Advisor�and�Hydrogeologist,�U.S.�Environmental�Protection�Agency�(1989–�

1998);�
� Hydrogeologist,�National�Park�Service,�Water�Resources�Division�(1998�–�2000);�
� Adjunct�Faculty�Member,�San�Francisco�State�University,�Department�of�Geosciences�(1993�–�

1998);�
� Instructor,�College�of�Marin,�Department�of�Science�(1990�–�1995);�
� Geologist,�U.S.�Forest�Service�(1986�–�1998);�and�
� Geologist,�Dames�&�Moore�(1984�–�1986).�

�
Senior�Regulatory�and�Litigation�Support�Analyst:�
With�SWAPE,�Matt’s�responsibilities�have�included:�

� Lead�analyst�and�testifying�expert�in�the�review�of�numerous�environmental�impact�reports�
under�CEQA�that�identify�significant�issues�with�regard�to�hazardous�waste,�water�resources,�
water�quality,�air�quality,�greenhouse�gas�emissions�and�geologic�hazards.��

� Lead�analyst�and�testifying�expert�in�the�review�of�environmental�issues�in�license�applications�
for�large�solar�power�plants�before�the�California�Energy�Commission.�

� Stormwater�analysis,�sampling�and�best�management�practice�evaluation�at�industrial�facilities.��
� Manager�of�a�project�to�provide�technical�assistance�to�a�comunity�adjacent�to�a�former�Naval�

shipyard�under�a�grant�from�the�U.S.�EPA.��
� Technical�assistance�and�litigation�support�for�vapor�intrusion�concerns.�
� Manager�of�a�project�to�evaluate�numerous�formerly�used�military�sites�in�the�western�U.S.�
� Manager�of�a�comprehensive�evaluation�of�potential�sources�of�perchlorate�contamination�in�

Southern�California�drinking�water�wells.�
� Manager�and�designated�expert�for�litigation�support�under�provisions�of�Proposition�65�in�the�

review�of�releases�of�gasoline�to�sources�drinking�water�at�major�refineries�and�hundreds�of�gas�
stations�throughout�California.�

� Expert�witness�on�two�cases�involving�MTBE�litigation.�
� Expert�witness�and�litigation�support�on�the�impact�of�air�toxins�and�hazards�at�a�school.�
� Expert�witness�in�litigation�at�a�former�plywood�plant.�

�
With�Komex�H2O�Science�Inc.,�Matt’s�duties�included�the�following:�

� Senior�author�of�a�report�on�the�extent�of�perchlorate�contamination�that�was�used�in�testimony�
by�the�former�U.S.�EPA�Administrator�and�General�Counsel.�

� Senior�researcher�in�the�development�of�a�comprehensive,�electronically�interactive�chronology�
of�MTBE�use,�research,�and�regulation.�

� Senior�researcher�in�the�development�of�a�comprehensive,�electronically�interactive�chronology�
of�perchlorate�use,�research,�and�regulation.�

� Senior�researcher�in�a�study�that�estimates�nationwide�costs�for�MTBE�remediation�and�drinking�
water�treatment,�results�of�which�were�published�in�newspapers�nationwide�and�in�testimony�
against�provisions�of�an�energy�bill�that�would�limit�liability�for�oil�companies.��

� Research�to�support�litigation�to�restore�drinking�water�supplies�that�have�been�contaminated�by�
MTBE�in�California�and�New�York.�

� Expert�witness�testimony�in�a�case�of�oil�production�related�contamination�in�Mississippi.�
� Lead�author�for�a�multi�volume�remedial�investigation�report�for�an�operating�school�in�Los�

Angeles�that�met�strict�regulatory�requirements�and�rigorous�deadlines.�
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� Development�of�strategic�approaches�for�cleanup�of�contaminated�sites�in�consultation�with�
clients�and�regulators.�

�
Executive�Director:�
As� Executive� Director� with� Orange� Coast� Watch,� Matt� led� efforts� to� restore� water� quality� at� Orange�
County� beaches� from� multiple� sources� of� contamination� including� urban� runoff� and� the� discharge� of�
wastewater.� � In� reporting� to� a� Board� of� Directors� that� included� representatives� from� leading� Orange�
County�universities�and�businesses,�Matt�prepared�issue�papers�in�the�areas�of�treatment�and�disinfection�
of�wastewater�and�control�of�the�dischrge�of�grease�to�sewer�systems.��Matt�actively�participated�in�the�
development� of� countywide�water� quality�permits� for� the� control� of� urban� runoff� and�permits� for� the�
discharge� of� wastewater.� � Matt� worked� with� other� nonprofits� to� protect� and� restore� water� quality,�
including�Surfrider,�Natural�Resources�Defense�Council�and�Orange�County�CoastKeeper�as�well�as�with�
business�institutions�including�the�Orange�County�Business�Council.���
�
Hydrogeology:�
As�a�Senior�Hydrogeologist�with� the�U.S.�Environmental�Protection�Agency,�Matt� led� investigations� to�
characterize�and� cleanup�closing�military�bases,� including�Mare� Island�Naval�Shipyard,�Hunters�Point�
Naval� Shipyard,� Treasure� Island� Naval� Station,� Alameda� Naval� Station,� Moffett� Field,� Mather� Army�
Airfield,�and�Sacramento�Army�Depot.��Specific�activities�were�as�follows:�

� Led�efforts�to�model�groundwater�flow�and�contaminant�transport,�ensured�adequacy�of�
monitoring�networks,�and�assessed�cleanup�alternatives�for�contaminated�sediment,�soil,�and�
groundwater.��

� Initiated�a�regional�program�for�evaluation�of�groundwater�sampling�practices�and�laboratory�
analysis�at�military�bases.��

� Identified�emerging�issues,�wrote�technical�guidance,�and�assisted�in�policy�and�regulation�
development�through�work�on�four�national�U.S.�EPA�workgroups,�including�the�Superfund�
Groundwater�Technical�Forum�and�the�Federal�Facilities�Forum.�

�
At� the�request�of� the�State�of�Hawaii,�Matt�developed�a�methodology�to�determine�the�vulnerability�of�
groundwater�to�contamination�on�the�islands�of�Maui�and�Oahu.�He�used�analytical�models�and�a�GIS�to�
show� zones� of� vulnerability,� and� the� results� were� adopted� and� published� by� the� State� of� Hawaii� and�
County�of�Maui.��
�
As�a�hydrogeologist�with�the�EPA�Groundwater�Protection�Section,�Matt�worked�with�provisions�of�the�
Safe� Drinking� Water� Act� and� NEPA� to� prevent� drinking� water� contamination.� � Specific� activities�
included�the�following:�

� Received�an�EPA�Bronze�Medal�for�his�contribution�to�the�development�of�national�guidance�for�
the�protection�of�drinking�water.��

� Managed�the�Sole�Source�Aquifer�Program�and�protected�the�drinking�water�of�two�communities�
through�designation�under�the�Safe�Drinking�Water�Act.�He�prepared�geologic�reports,�
conducted�public�hearings,�and�responded�to�public�comments�from�residents�who�were�very�
concerned�about�the�impact�of�designation.�
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� Reviewed�a�number�of�Environmental�Impact�Statements�for�planned�major�developments,�
including�large�hazardous�and�solid�waste�disposal�facilities,�mine�reclamation,�and�water�
transfer.��

�
�
Matt�served�as�a�hydrogeologist�with�the�RCRA�Hazardous�Waste�program.��Duties�were�as�follows:�

� Supervised�the�hydrogeologic�investigation�of�hazardous�waste�sites�to�determine�compliance�
with�Subtitle�C�requirements.�

� Reviewed�and�wrote��part�B��permits�for�the�disposal�of�hazardous�waste.��
� Conducted�RCRA�Corrective�Action�investigations�of�waste�sites�and�led�inspections�that�formed�

the�basis�for�significant�enforcement�actions�that�were�developed�in�close�coordination�with�U.S.�
EPA�legal�counsel.��

� Wrote�contract�specifications�and�supervised�contractor�s�investigations�of�waste�sites.��
�
With� the� National� Park� Service,� Matt� directed� service�wide� investigations� of� contaminant� sources� to�
prevent�degradation�of�water�quality,�including�the�following�tasks:�

� Applied�pertinent�laws�and�regulations�including�CERCLA,�RCRA,�NEPA,�NRDA,�and�the�
Clean�Water�Act�to�control�military,�mining,�and�landfill�contaminants.��

� Conducted�watershed�scale�investigations�of�contaminants�at�parks,�including�Yellowstone�and�
Olympic�National�Park.�

� Identified�high�levels�of�perchlorate�in�soil�adjacent�to�a�national�park�in�New�Mexico�
and�advised�park�superintendent�on�appropriate�response�actions�under�CERCLA.�

� Served�as�a�Park�Service�representative�on�the�Interagency�Perchlorate�Steering�Committee,�a�
national�workgroup.�

� Developed�a�program�to�conduct�environmental�compliance�audits�of�all�National�Parks�while�
serving�on�a�national�workgroup.��

� Co�authored�two�papers�on�the�potential�for�water�contamination�from�the�operation�of�personal�
watercraft�and�snowmobiles,�these�papers�serving�as�the�basis�for�the�development�of�nation�
wide�policy�on�the�use�of�these�vehicles�in�National�Parks.�

� Contributed�to�the�Federal�Multi�Agency�Source�Water�Agreement�under�the�Clean�Water�
Action�Plan.�

�
Policy:��
Served�senior�management�as�the�Senior�Science�Policy�Advisor�with�the�U.S.�Environmental�Protection�
Agency,�Region�9.�Activities�included�the�following:�

� Advised�the�Regional�Administrator�and�senior�management�on�emerging�issues�such�as�the�
potential�for�the�gasoline�additive�MTBE�and�ammonium�perchlorate�to�contaminate�drinking�
water�supplies.��

� Shaped�EPA’s�national�response�to�these�threats�by�serving�on�workgroups�and�by�contributing�
to�guidance,�including�the�Office�of�Research�and�Development�publication,�Oxygenates�in�
Water:�Critical�Information�and�Research�Needs.�

� Improved�the�technical�training�of�EPA�s�scientific�and�engineering�staff.�
� Earned�an�EPA�Bronze�Medal�for�representing�the�region’s�300�scientists�and�engineers�in�

negotiations�with�the�Administrator�and�senior�management�to�better�integrate�scientific�
principles�into�the�policy�making�process.�

� Established�national�protocol�for�the�peer�review�of�scientific�documents.��
�
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Geology:�
With�the�U.S.�Forest�Service,�Matt�led�investigations�to�determine�hillslope�stability�of�areas�proposed�for�
timber�harvest�in�the�central�Oregon�Coast�Range.�Specific�activities�were�as�follows:�

� Mapped�geology�in�the�field,�and�used�aerial�photographic�interpretation�and�mathematical�
models�to�determine�slope�stability.��

� Coordinated�his�research�with�community�members�who�were�concerned�with�natural�resource�
protection.��

� Characterized�the�geology�of�an�aquifer�that�serves�as�the�sole�source�of�drinking�water�for�the�
city�of�Medford,�Oregon.��

�
As�a�consultant�with�Dames�and�Moore,�Matt�led�geologic�investigations�of�two�contaminated�sites�(later�
listed�on�the�Superfund�NPL)�in�the�Portland,�Oregon,�area�and�a�large�hazardous�waste�site�in�eastern�
Oregon.��Duties�included�the�following:�

� Supervised�year�long�effort�for�soil�and�groundwater�sampling.��
� Conducted�aquifer�tests.�
� Investigated�active�faults�beneath�sites�proposed�for�hazardous�waste�disposal.�

�
Teaching:�
From�1990�to�1998,�Matt�taught�at�least�one�course�per�semester�at�the�community�college�and�university�
levels:�

� At�San�Francisco�State�University,�held�an�adjunct�faculty�position�and�taught�courses�in�
environmental�geology,�oceanography�(lab�and�lecture),�hydrogeology,�and�groundwater�
contamination.��

� Served�as�a�committee�member�for�graduate�and�undergraduate�students.�
� Taught�courses�in�environmental�geology�and�oceanography�at�the�College�of�Marin.��

�
Matt� currently� teaches� Physical� Geology� (lecture� and� lab)� to� students� at� Golden� West� College� in�
Huntington�Beach,�California.�
�
Invited�Testimony,�Reports,�Papers�and�Presentations:�
Hagemann,�M.F.,�2008.��Disclosure�of�Hazardous�Waste�Issues�under�CEQA.��Presentation�to�the�Public�
Environmental�Law�Conference,�Eugene,�Oregon.�
�
Hagemann,�M.F.,�2008.��Disclosure�of�Hazardous�Waste�Issues�under�CEQA.��Invited�presentation�to�U.S.�
EPA�Region�9,�San�Francisco,�California.�
�
Hagemann,�M.F.,�2005.��Use�of�Electronic�Databases�in�Environmental�Regulation,�Policy�Making�and�
Public�Participation.��Brownfields�2005,�Denver,�Coloradao.�
�
Hagemann,�M.F.,�2004.��Perchlorate�Contamination�of�the�Colorado�River�and�Impacts�to�Drinking�Water�
in�Nevada�and�the�Southwestern�U.S.��Presentation�to�a�meeting�of�the�American�Groundwater�Trust,�Las�
Vegas,�NV�(served�on�conference�organizing�committee).�
�
Hagemann,�M.F.,�2004.��Invited�testimony�to�a�California�Senate�committee�hearing�on�air�toxins�at�
schools�in�Southern�California,�Los�Angeles.�
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�
Brown,�A.,�Farrow,�J.,��Gray,�A.�and�Hagemann,�M.,�2004.��An�Estimate�of�Costs�to�Address�MTBE�
Releases�from�Underground�Storage�Tanks�and�the�Resulting�Impact�to�Drinking�Water�Wells.���
Presentation�to�the�Ground�Water�and�Environmental�Law�Conference,�National�Groundwater�
Association. �
�
Hagemann,�M.F.,�2004.��Perchlorate�Contamination�of�the�Colorado�River�and�Impacts�to�Drinking�Water�
in�Arizona�and�the�Southwestern�U.S.��Presentation�to�a�meeting�of�the�American�Groundwater�Trust,�
Phoenix,�AZ�(served�on�conference�organizing�committee).�
�
Hagemann,�M.F.,�2003.��Perchlorate�Contamination�of�the�Colorado�River�and�Impacts�to�Drinking�Water�
in�the�Southwestern�U.S.��Invited�presentation�to�a�special�committee�meeting�of�the�National�Academy�
of�Sciences,�Irvine,�CA.�
�
Hagemann,�M.F.,�2003.��Perchlorate�Contamination�of�the�Colorado�River.��Invited�presentation�to�a�
tribal�EPA�meeting,�Pechanga,�CA.�
�
Hagemann,�M.F.,�2003.��Perchlorate�Contamination�of�the�Colorado�River.��Invited�presentation�to�a�
meeting�of�tribal�repesentatives,�Parker,�AZ.�
�
Hagemann,�M.F.,�2003.��Impact�of�Perchlorate�on�the�Colorado�River�and�Associated�Drinking�Water�
Supplies.��Invited�presentation�to�the�Inter�Tribal�Meeting,�Torres�Martinez�Tribe.�
�
Hagemann,�M.F.,�2003.��The�Emergence�of�Perchlorate�as�a�Widespread�Drinking�Water�Contaminant.��
Invited�presentation�to�the�U.S.�EPA�Region�9.�
�
Hagemann,�M.F.,�2003.��A�Deductive�Approach�to�the�Assessment�of�Perchlorate�Contamination.��Invited�
presentation�to�the�California�Assembly�Natural�Resources�Committee.�
�
Hagemann,�M.F.,�2003.��Perchlorate:�A�Cold�War�Legacy�in�Drinking�Water.��Presentation�to�a�meeting�of�
the�National�Groundwater�Association.�
�
Hagemann,�M.F.,�2002.��From�Tank�to�Tap:�A�Chronology�of�MTBE�in�Groundwater.��Presentation�to�a�
meeting�of�the�National�Groundwater�Association.�
�
Hagemann,�M.F.,�2002.��A�Chronology�of�MTBE�in�Groundwater�and�an�Estimate�of�Costs�to�Address�
Impacts�to�Groundwater.���Presentation�to�the�annual�meeting�of�the�Society�of�Environmental�
Journalists.�
�
Hagemann,�M.F.,�2002.��An�Estimate�of�the�Cost�to�Address�MTBE�Contamination�in�Groundwater��
(and�Who�Will�Pay).��Presentation�to�a�meeting�of�the�National�Groundwater�Association.�
�
Hagemann,�M.F.,�2002.��An�Estimate�of�Costs�to�Address�MTBE�Releases�from�Underground�Storage�
Tanks�and�the�Resulting�Impact�to�Drinking�Water�Wells.��Presentation�to�a�meeting�of�the�U.S.�EPA�and�
State�Underground�Storage�Tank�Program�managers.�
�
Hagemann,� M.F.,� 2001.� � From� Tank� to� Tap:� A� Chronology� of� MTBE� in� Groundwater.� � Unpublished�
report.�
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�
Hagemann,� M.F.,� 2001.� � Estimated� Cleanup� Cost� for� MTBE� in� Groundwater� Used� as� Drinking� Water.��
Unpublished�report.�
�
Hagemann,�M.F.,�2001.��Estimated�Costs�to�Address�MTBE�Releases�from�Leaking�Underground�Storage�
Tanks.��Unpublished�report.�
�
Hagemann,� M.F.,� and� VanMouwerik,� M.,� 1999.� � Potential� Water� Quality� Concerns� Related� to�
Snowmobile�Usage.�Water�Resources�Division,�National�Park�Service,�Technical�Report.�
�
VanMouwerik,�M.� and� Hagemann,� M.F.� 1999,�Water�Quality�Concerns�Related� to�Personal�Watercraft�
Usage.�Water�Resources�Division,�National�Park�Service,�Technical�Report.�
�
Hagemann,� M.F.,� 1999,� Is� Dilution� the� Solution� to� Pollution� in� National� Parks?� The� George� Wright�
Society�Biannual�Meeting,�Asheville,�North�Carolina.�
�
Hagemann,� M.F.,� 1997,� The� Potential� for� MTBE� to� Contaminate� Groundwater.� U.S.� EPA� Superfund�
Groundwater�Technical�Forum�Annual�Meeting,�Las�Vegas,�Nevada.�
�
Hagemann,� M.F.,� and� Gill,� M.,� 1996,� Impediments� to� Intrinsic� Remediation,� Moffett� Field� Naval� Air�
Station,�Conference�on�Intrinsic�Remediation�of�Chlorinated�Hydrocarbons,�Salt�Lake�City.�
�
Hagemann,�M.F.,�Fukunaga,�G.L.,�1996,�The�Vulnerability�of�Groundwater�to�Anthropogenic�
Contaminants�on�the�Island�of�Maui,�Hawaii.�Hawaii�Water�Works�Association�Annual�Meeting,�Maui,�
October�1996.�
�
Hagemann,�M.�F.,�Fukanaga,�G.�L.,�1996,�Ranking�Groundwater�Vulnerability�in�Central�Oahu,�
Hawaii.� Proceedings,� Geographic� Information� Systems� in� Environmental� Resources� Management,� Air�
and�Waste�Management�Association�Publication�VIP�61.�
�
Hagemann,� M.F.,� 1994.� Groundwater� Characterization� and� Cleanup� at� Closing� Military� Bases� in�
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Hagemann,�M.F.,�1992.�Dense�Nonaqueous�Phase�Liquid�Contamination�of�Groundwater:�An�Ounce�of�
Prevention...�Proceedings,�Association�of�Engineering�Geologists�Annual�Meeting,�v.�35.�
�
Other�Experience:��
Selected� as� subject�matter� expert� for� the�California�Professional�Geologist� licensing� examination,� 2009�
2011.�
�
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JESSIE MARIE JAEGER
 

SOIL WATER AIR PROTECTION ENTERPRISE 
 2656 29th Street, Suite 201 

 Santa Monica, California 90405 

 Mobile: (530) 867-6202 

Office: (310) 452-5555 

 Fax: (310) 452-5550 

 Email: jessie@swape.com  

EDUCATION 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES    B.S.  CONSERVATION BIOLOGY & ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES                       JUNE 2014 
 

PROJECT EXPERIENCE 
SOIL WATER AIR PROTECTION ENTERPRISE                              SANTA MONICA, CA 

 AIR QUALITY SPECIALIST                               

SENIOR ANALYST: CEQA ANALYSIS & MODELING                      

� Calculated roadway, stationary source, and cumulative impacts for risk and hazard analyses at proposed land use projects.  
� Quantified criteria air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions released during construction and operational activities of 

proposed land use projects using CalEEMod and EMFAC2011 emission factors.  
� Utilized AERSCREEN, a screening dispersion model, to determine the ambient air concentrations at sensitive receptor locations. 
� Organized presentations containing figures and tables comparing results of particulate matter analyses to CEQA thresholds.  
� Prepared reports that discuss results of the health risk analyses conducted for several land use redevelopment projects.  

SENIOR ANALYST: GREENHOUSE GAS MODELING AND DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE                         

� Quantified greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions of a “business as usual” scenario for proposed land use projects using CalEEMod. 
� Determined compliance of proposed projects with AB 32 GHG reduction targets, with measures described in CARB’s Scoping Plan 

for each land use sector, and with GHG significance thresholds recommended by various Air Quality Management Districts in 

California.  
� Produced tables and figures that compare the results of the GHG analyses to applicable CEQA thresholds and reduction targets. 

PROJECT MANAGER:  OFF-GASSING OF FORMALDEHYDE FROM FLOORING PRODUCTS                            

� Determined the appropriate standard test methods to effectively measure formaldehyde emissions from flooring products. 

� Compiled and analyzed laboratory testing data. Produced tables, charts, and graphs to exhibit emission levels.   

� Compared finalized testing data to Proposition 65 No Significant Risk Level (NSRL) and to CARB’s Phase 2 Standard. 

� Prepared a final analytical report and organized supporting data for use as Expert testimony in environmental litigation. 

� Participated in meetings with clients to discuss project strategy and identify solutions to achieve short and long term goals.  

PROJECT ANALYST: EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT OF CONTAMINANTS EMITTED BY INCINERATOR                   

� Reviewed and organized sampling data, and determined the maximum levels of arsenic, dioxin, and lead in soil samples. 

� Determined cumulative and hourly particulate deposition of incinerator and modeled particle dispersion locations using GIS and 

AERMOD.  

� Conducted risk assessment using guidance set forth by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA).  

� Utilized LeadSpread8 to evaluate exposure, and the potential adverse health effects from exposure, to lead in the environment. 

� Compared final results of assessment to the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Regional Screening Levels (RSLs).   

 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
� Recipient, Bruins Advantage Scholarship, University of California, Los Angeles                 SEPT 2010 – JUNE 2014 

� Academic Honoree, Dean’s List, University of California, Los Angeles                   SEPT 2013 – JUNE 2014 
� Academic Wellness Director, UCLA Undergraduate Students Associated Council                 SEPT 2013 – JUNE 2014 
� Student Groups Support Committee Member, UCLA Undergraduate Students Associated Council           SEPT 2012 – JUNE 2013 
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Response to Comment No. 18-92 

This comment consists of the résumés for Matthew Hagemann and Jessie Marie 
Jaeger, preparers of the SWAPE analysis.  No further response is necessary. 
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Comment Letter No. 19 

Scott Morgan 
Director 
State Clearinghouse 
Office of Planning & Research 
1400 Tenth St. 
Sacramento, CA  95814-5502 

Comment No. 19-1 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies 
for review.  On the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse 
has listed the state agencies that reviewed your document.  The review period closed on 
June 13, 2016, and the comments from the responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed.  If 
this comment package is not in order, please notify the State Clearinghouse immediately.  
Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future correspondence 
so that we may respond promptly. 

Please note that Section 211 04(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that: 

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments 
regarding those activities involved in a project which are within an area of 
expertise of the agency or which are required to be carried out or approved 
by the agency.  Those comments shall be supported by specific 
documentation.” 

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document.  
Should you need more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we 
recommend that you contact the commenting agency directly. 

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review 
requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental 
Quality Act.  Please contact the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any 
questions regarding the environmental review process. 
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Comment No. 19-2 
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Response to Comment No. 19-2 

This Document Details Report accurately summarizes the Project Description and 
lists the state agencies that reviewed the Draft EIR.  No further response is necessary. 

Comment No. 19-3 
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Response to Comment No. 19-3 

This comment presents the DTSC’s comment letter in its entirety.  That letter is 
included herein as Comment Letter No. 3.  Please see Response to Comment Nos. 3-1 
through 3-6, above. 
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Comment Letter No. 20 

Scott Morgan 
Director 
State Clearinghouse 
Office of Planning & Research 
1400 Tenth St. 
Sacramento, CA  95814-5502 

Comment No. 20-1 

The enclosed comment(s) on your Draft EIR was (were) received by the State 
Clearinghouse after the end of the state review period, which closed on June 5, 2017.  We 
are forwarding these comments to you because they provide information or raise issues 
that should be addressed in your final environmental document. 

The California Environmental Quality Act does not require Lead Agencies to respond to late 
comments.  However, we encourage you to incorporate these additional comments into 
your final environmental document and to consider them prior to taking final action on the 
proposed project. 

Please contact the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions 
concerning the environmental review process.  If you have a question regarding the above-
named project, please refer to the ten-digit State Clearinghouse number (2014031059) 
when contacting this office. 

Response to Comment No. 20-1 

This comment acknowledges receipt of a late letter by the State Clearinghouse.  No 
further response is necessary. 
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Comment No. 20-2 
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Response to Comment No. 20-2 

This comment presents Caltrans’s comment letter in its entirety.  While the hardcopy 
was received by the State Clearinghouse after the June 5th deadline, an electronic copy 
was received by the Lead Agency prior to the close of the public comment period.  That 
letter is included herein as Comment Letter No. 2.  Please refer to Response to Comment 
Nos. 2-1 through 2-6, above. 

 




