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CITY OF LONG BEACH 
DOWNTOWN PLAN  

PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
 

ADDENDA ERRATA 
 
This Addenda Errata provides minor revisions and corrections to the Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the City of Long Beach Downtown Plan.  These minor 
revisions and corrections are in response to public comments received on the Draft PEIR.  This 
Addenda Errata, combined with the Draft PEIR and the Response to Comments document 
constitute the Final Program EIR (Final PEIR) for the Downtown Plan. 
 
This Errata Sheet is organized by issue area of the Draft PEIR.  Deletions are noted by strikeout 
and insertions by underline.  Those figures that required minor corrections are attached to this 
Addenda Errata where noted. 
 
CEQA Guidelines §15088.5(a) states that when new information is provided on a project, a lead 
agency is not required to recirculate an EIR, “…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.” 
 
The changes incorporated into this PEIR involve clarifications resulting from comments 
received from the applicant, staff, and the public.  The changes do not result in presentation of 
new substantial adverse environmental effects that cannot be mitigated by existing mitigation.   
 
The minor corrections and clarifications to the Draft PEIR in response to public comments by 
section and page number are as follows: 
 
2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
 
1. Figure 2-1, page 2-13, Aerial of Project Area and School Sites.  Figure 2-1 is revised to 

show the correct location of Edison Elementary School, which is located one block 
farther north, between 6th and 7th Streets, than shown on the Figure 2-1 in the DEIR.  The 
corrected Figure 2-1 is attached to this Errata Sheet. 

 
2. Figure 2-6, page 2-19.  Figure 2-6 is updated to indicate the following information: 

a. Long Beach Transit and Other Bus Routes, received via FAX from Long Beach 
Transit (Comment Letter L-4), which indicate updated bus routes. 

b. 6th Street is now shown as a key mobility street.  In addition, bike routes are 
indicated as requested in Comment P.16-5.  
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
 
1. Page 3-1, Section 3.2, Project Area Setting.  The second sentence is revised as follows:  
 

“The north boundary generally follows portions of 7th and 10th streets and Anaheim 
Street, and the east boundary includes property land on both sides of Alamitos 
Avenue.” 

 
4.1 AESTHETICS 
 
1. Page 4.1-8, Mitigation AES-3 (and Measure AES-3 in Table ES-1).  Measure AES-3 is 

revised to read as follows: 
 

Mitigation AES-3  Shadow Impacts.  Prior to the issuance of building permits for any 
structure exceeding 75 feet in height or any structure that is adjacent 
to a light sensitive use and exceeds 45 feet in height, the applicant 
shall submit a shading study that includes calculations of the extent 
of shadowing arches for winter and equinox conditions.  If feasible, 
projects shall be designed to avoid shading of light sensitive uses in 
excess of the significance thresholds outlined in this EIR.  If 
avoidance of shadows exceeding significance thresholds is 
determined to be infeasible, the shadow impact will be disclosed as 
part of a project environmental impact report (EIR).   

 
4.2 AIR QUALITY 
 
1. Page 4.2-14, Mitigation AQ-1(a), first introductory paragraph (and AQ-1(a) in Table ES-

1).  The first paragraph of Mitigation AQ-1(a) is revised as follows, with the remainder 
of the measure (the entirety of the three bullets following the first paragraph) to remain 
as currently written in the DEIR on pages 4.2-14 through 4.2-15: 

 
“To reduce short-term construction emissions, the City shall require that all construction 
projects that would require use of heavy-duty (50 horsepower [hp] or more), off-road 
vehicles to be used during construction shall require their contractors to implement the 
Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices (listed below) or whatever mitigation ensures are 
recommended by SCAQMD at the time individual portions of the site undergo 
construction, including those specified in the mitigation recommendations in the 
SCAQMD CEQA Handbook or SCAQMD’s Mitigation Measures and Control 
Efficiencies recommendations located at the following url: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/MM_intro.html.”   

 
2. Page 4.2-16, Mitigation AQ-1(c).  The following mitigation measure AQ-1(c) has been 

added as recommended by the South Coast Air Quality Management District staff to 
further reduce significant adverse air quality construction impacts:  

 
“Mitigation AG-1(c)    Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project plans shall 
include the following provisions to reduce construction-related air quality impacts: 
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 Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flag person, during all phases of 
construction to maintain smooth traffic flow; 

 Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and equipment 
on- and off-site; 

 Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets or sensitive receptor areas;  

 Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison concerning on-
site construction activity including resolution of issues related to PM10 generation;  

 Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization, and ensure that all vehicles and 
equipment will be properly tuned and maintained according to manufacturers’ 
specifications; 

 Use coatings and solvents with a VOC content lower than that required under 
AQMD Rule 1113; 

 Construct or build with materials that do not require painting;  

 Require the use of pre-painted construction materials if available; 

 Require the use of 2010 and newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., material delivery trucks 
and soil import/export); 

 During project construction, all internal combustion engines/construction 
equipment operating on the project site shall meet EPA-Certified Tier 2 emissions 
standards, or higher according to the following:  

o Project Start, to December 31, 2011: All offroad diesel-powered construction 
equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet Tier 2 offroad emissions standards. In 
addition, all construction equipment shall be outfitted with the BACT devices 
certified by CARB. Any emissions control device used by the contractor shall 
achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by a 
Level 2 or Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as 
defined by CARB regulations.  

o January 1, 2012, to December 31, 2014: All offroad diesel-powered construction 
equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet Tier 3 offroad emissions standards. In 
addition, all construction equipment shall be outfitted with BACT devices 
certified by CARB. Any emissions control device used by the contractor shall 
achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by a 
Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined 
by CARB regulations.  

o Post-January 1, 2015: All offroad diesel-powered construction equipment greater 
than 50 hp shall meet the Tier 4 emission standards, where available. In addition, 
all construction equipment shall be outfitted with BACT devices certified by 
CARB. Any emissions control device used by the contractor shall achieve 
emissions reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by a Level 3 
diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined by CARB 
regulations.  

 A copy of each unit’s certified tier specification, BACT documentation, and CARB or 
SCAQMD operating permit shall be provided at the time of mobilization of each 
applicable unit of equipment.  
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 Encourage construction contractors to apply for AQMD “SOON” funds. Incentives 
could be provided for those construction contractors who apply for AQMD “SOON” 
funds.  The “SOON” program provides funds to accelerate clean up of off-road 
diesel vehicles, such as heavy duty construction equipment.  More information on 
this program can be found at the following website: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/tao/Implementation/SOONProgram.htm”  

 
2. Page 4.2-17, Mitigation AQ-2 (and Mitigation AQ-2 in Table ES-1).  The third bullet of 

Mitigation AQ-2 is revised to read as follows:  
 

“The proposed structures shall be designed to meet current Title 24 + 20 percent energy 
efficiency standards and shall include such measures as photovoltaic cells on the 
rooftops to achieve an additional 25 percent reduction in electricity use on an average 
sunny day”.  

 
4.3 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
1. Page 4.3-19, Table 4.3-3.  Table 4.3-3 is amended to include 8 additional properties, as 

shown below.  Pursuit of local designation has been recommended for the seven 
residential properties on this list in order to preserve the existing residential character.  
The one commercial property is recommended for adaptive reuse. 

 

Address APN 
Desired 

Outcome 
Survey 
Code* 

Property Description 
and Architectural Style 

50 Elm Avenue 7281-025-018 Pursue Local 
Designation 6Z Minimal Traditional 

82 Lime Avenue 7281-022-027 Pursue Local 
Designation 5S3 Minimal Traditional 

234 W. 4th Street 7280-015-003 Pursue Local 
Designation 5S3 Colonial Revival 

(Neighborhood Overlay) 

320 Maine Avenue 7278-022-016 Pursue Local 
Designation 5S3 Art Deco 

322 Daisy Avenue 7278-022-034 Pursue Local 
Designation 5S3 Moderne 

422 Lime Avenue 7281-006-028 Pursue Local 
Designation 5S3 Hipped Roof Cottage 

701 Pine Avenue 7273-023-009 Adaptive Reuse 
Encouraged 5S3 Regency 

938 Appleton Street 7275-002-022 Pursue Local 
Designation 5S3 Italian Renaissance Revival 

(Neighborhood Overlay) 
 
2. Page 4.3-19, Table 4.3-3.  The following property was demolished in September 2011, 

and is removed from Table 4.3-3. 

 

Address APN 
Desired 

Outcome 
Survey 
Code* 

Property Description 
and  

Architectural Style 

1085 Long Beach Blvd 7273-007-013 Pursue Local 
Designation 

Not 
Surveyed Flower Shop (demolished) 
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3. Page 4.3-12, Mitigation CR-1a.  Mitigation CR-1a is revised to read as follows to reflect 
the above changes to Table 4.3-3: 

 
Mitigation CR-1a The City shall encourage the designation as local landmarks of 20 14 

properties identified in Table 4.3-3 with the “Desired Outcome” of 
“Pursue Local Designation.” The City will encourage the on-going 
maintenance and appropriate adaptive reuse of all properties in 
Table 4.3-2 (existing landmarks), and Table 4.3-3 as historic 
resources. 

 
4.5 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

 
1. Page 4.5-19 (and Table ES-1), Mitigation GHG-1(b).  The first sentence of Mitigation 

GHG-1(b) is revised to read as follows: 
 
“Implement Additional Measures to Control Construction-Generated GHG Emissions.  
To further reduce construction-generated GHG emissions, the project applicant(s) of all 
public and private developments shall implement all feasible measures for reducing 
GHG emissions associated with construction that are recommended by the City and/or 
SCAQMD at the time individual portions of the site undergo construction, including 
those specified in the mitigation recommendations in the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook or 
SCAQMD’s Mitigation Measures and Control Efficiencies recommendations located at 
the following url: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/MM_intro.html.”   

 
2.  Page 4.5-22, third paragraph, second sentence.  The sentence is revised to read as 

follows: 
 

At full buildout, the size of the residential population accommodated by the Project 
would be approximately 14,750 14,500 residents, and the number of jobs supported by 
the Project would be approximately 5,200.” 

 
3. P. 4.5-30, Table 4.5-2, column titled, “Residential Population Accommodated by Plan.”  

The table is revised to read 14,500 residents instead of 14,750 residents. 
   

4.6 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 

1. Page 4.6-5 (and in Table ES-1), Mitigation Haz-3(b).  The first sentence, of Mitigation 
Haz-3(b) is revised to read as follows:  
 
“If contaminants are detected, the results of the soil sampling shall be forwarded to the 
appropriate local regulatory agency (Long Beach/Signal Hill Certified Unified Program 
Agency [CUPA], LARWQCB, or the state DTSC).  

 
4.9 NOISE  
 
1. Page 4.9-7, Impact Noise-1.  The first sentence is revised to read as follows:   
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“Implementation of the proposed Downtown Plan would create noise from construction 
activities that would expose local residents sensitive land uses to temporary or periodic 
substantial noise level increases.” 

 
2. Page 4.9-7, fourth paragraph under Impact Noise-1.  The paragraph is revised to read as 

follows: 
 

Residences are located within some portions of the Plan area and at its periphery to the 
north, east, and west.  Commercial and governmental land uses, including schools, are 
located throughout the project area.  Residences, schools, and businesses within, and in 
the vicinity of, the project area would be affected by construction noise during buildout 
of the Plan.  

 
3. Page 4.9-9 (and in Table ES-1), Mitigation Noise-1(b), first sentence.  The sentence is 

amended to read as follows:   
 

“The City will require the following measures, where applicable based on noise level of 
source, proximity of receptors, and presence of intervening structures, to be 
incorporated into contract specifications for construction projects within 150 300 feet of 
existing residential noise sensitive land uses (including, but not limited to residences, 
schools, hospitals/nursing homes, churches, and parks) implemented under the 
proposed Plan.”  

 
4. Page 4.9-9 (and in Table ES-1), Mitigation Noise -1(a), last bullet, first sentence.  The 

sentence is revised to read as follows:   
 

“If a noise complaint(s) is two or more noise complaints are registered, the liaison, or 
project representative, shall retain a City-approved consultant to conduct noise 
measurements at the locations that registered the complaints.” 

 
5. Page 4.9-10, discussion under “Level of Significance after Mitigation.” The discussion is 

revised to read as follows: 
 

Level of Significance after Mitigation.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures Noise-
1(a) and Noise-1(b) would limit construction activity to the hours allowed by the City’s 
Noise Ordinance and include additional methods to further reduce construction-related 
noise.  Thus, these measures would reduce construction noise levels to less than 
significant. 

 
6. Page 4.9-11, Mitigation Noise-2.  Mitigation Noise-2 is re-numbered as Noise-2(a). 
 
7. Page 4.9-11.  The following mitigation measure is added: 
 

Mitigation Noise-2(b) Any construction activity that generates vibration exceeding 
the “vibration perception threshold” as specified in Municipal 
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Code Section 8.80.200 at any school shall be scheduled at a 
time when school is not in session. 

 
4.10  POPULATION AND HOUSING 
 
1. Page 4.10-1, Section 4.10.1(b), Regulatory Setting.  The second sentence is revised as to 

read as follows:  
 

“Existing zoning regulations, in particular the PD-29 and the PD-30 District regulations, 
implement the General Plan.” 
 

2. Page 4.10-3, Impact Pop-1.  The second sentence is revised to read as follows:  
 

“Although the area is presently zoned to permit densities of up to and exceeding 138 
dwelling units per acre under the existing PD-29 and PD-30 zones, the impact of this 
growth would be Class I, significant and unavoidable.”  
 

3. Page 4.10-3, third paragraph, second sentence.  The sentence is revised as follows: 
 

“Based on the City average of 2.90 persons per household (California Department of 
Finance, 2009) the proposed 5,000 dwelling units would generate a net increase of 
approximately 13,500 14,500 new residents.” 

 
4.11 PUBLIC SERVICES 

 
1. Page 4.11-2, Fire Protection Services.  The discussion under “Fire Protection Services” is 

revised as follows:  
 
The Long Beach Fire Department (LBFD) provides fire protection service throughout the 
City.  It maintains 23 24 fire stations in addition to its headquarters near Long Beach 
Airport and its beach operations facilities.  The fire stations in or near the Project area are 
Station 1, located at 237 Magnolia Avenue; Station 2, located at 1645 East 3rd Street; and 
Station 3, located at 1222 Daisy Avenue; and Station 10, located at 1417 Peterson 
Avenue.  Station 1 maintains a staff of 11 14 fire fighters, Station 2 maintains a staff of six 
fire fighters, and Station 3 maintains a staff of four three fire fighters, and Station 10 
maintains a staff of six firefighters.  The LBFD employs a total of 364 505 fire fighters, 
with 118 133 suppression fire fighters on duty at all times. 
 
Based on a total population of 492,682 persons for Long Beach (California Department of 
Finance 2009), there are approximately 0.74 1.03 firefighters per 1,000 residents.  
Structural fire suppression in the Project area would receive response from four stations 
and approximately 27 firefighters (LBFD 2011 06).  The standard established by the 
National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) for response to emergency calls is 6 4 
minutes from call initiation to arrival on-scene of the first appropriate unit 90 percent of 
the time for the first engine and 8 minutes for all other units.  The LBFD currently meets 
these standards (LBFD 2011 06). 
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2. Page 4.11-5, first paragraph under Impact PS-2.  The first sentence is revised to read as 
follows:  

 
The current LBFD ratio of the number of firefighters to population is approximately 0.74 
1.03 firefighters per 1,000 residents.  

 
3. Page 4.11-7, first full paragraph under Impact PS-4.  The first sentence is revised to read 

as follows:  
 
“Based on the City average of 2.90 persons per household (California Department of 
Finance, 2009), the proposed 5,000 dwelling units would generate a net increase of 
approximately 13,500 14,500 new residents.”   

 
4. Page 4.11-8, first full paragraph.  The first sentence is revised to read as follows:  

 
“The 5,000 residential units allowed under maximum buildout of the Downtown Plan 
would generate a population increase of approximately 13,500 14,500 new residents.” 

  
4.12 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 
 
1. Page 4.12-1, Section 4.12.1 Setting.  The second sentence is revised to read as follows:  
 

“The boundaries are roughly I-710 to the west, Ocean Boulevard to the south, Alamitos 
Avenue to the east, and a jogged northern boundary comprising 7th Street, 10th Street 
and Anaheim Street”. 

   
2. Page 4.12-9, Figure 4.12-2.  Figure 4.12-2 is revised to show the correct northern project 

boundary, which includes the added area between 10th Street and Anaheim Street.   

 
3. Page 4.12-14, Section 4.12.2 Impact Analysis.  The following mitigation measures are added:  

 
Traf-1(e) Currently, due to on-street parking, there is only one lane of travel on Alamitos 

Avenue in the southbound direction between 3rd Street and Broadway.  Parking 
spaces on the west side of Alamitos Avenue will be removed, the street will be 
restriped and reconstructed, a bike lane will be added in each direction of travel, 
and the street will provide for two travel lanes in each direction plus exclusive 
left turn lanes from 7th Street to Ocean Boulevard.  Traffic signal enhancements to 
implement the Alamitos Avenue improvements shall also be implemented as 
needed. 

 
Traf-1(f) Developments in the project area will be required to coordinate with area transit 

providers to accommodate and encourage transit use by residents and patrons.  
For non-residential sites, appropriate programs and facilities will be included to 
encourage car and van pooling, provide information on transportation 
alternatives, and encourage trip reduction strategies in accordance with the 
City’s TDM policies for non-residential development. 
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CITY OF LONG BEACH 
DOWNTOWN PLAN  

 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

I. Introduction and CEQA Requirements 
 

In accordance with the California State CEQA Guidelines (Sections 15120-15132 and Section 
15161), the City of Long Beach prepared a Program EIR (PEIR) for the Downtown Plan (SCH 
#2009071006).  The Draft Program EIR (Draft PEIR) was circulated for review and comment to 
the public, responsible and trustee agencies, and interested organizations.  The Draft PEIR was 
circulated to State agencies for review through the State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and 
Research.  The 115-day public review period ran from December 10, 2010, to April 4, 2011.  
During the public review period, the City received 33 written comments on the Draft PEIR. 
  
This Response to Comments document includes a copy of all comments received on the 
Downtown Plan Draft PEIR and responses to those comments.  Changes that were made to the 
Draft PEIR in response to comments are outlined in the Addenda Errata.   
 
The Final PEIR is comprised of the Response to Comments document, combined with the Draft 
PEIR, as amended by the Addenda Errata.  In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15132, 
the FEIR shall consist of the following: 

 
(a)  The draft EIR or a version of the draft. 
(b) Comments and recommendations received on the draft EIR either verbatim or in summary. 
(c)  A list of persons, organizations and public agencies commenting on the draft EIR. 
(d)  The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and 

consultation process. 
(e)  Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

 
The Final PEIR allows the public and Lead Agency an opportunity to review corrections to the 
Draft PEIR and the responses to comments on the Draft EIR prior to approval of the project.  
The Final PEIR serves as the environmental document to support a decision on the proposed 
project.  
 
After completing the Final PEIR, and before approving the project, the Lead Agency must make 
the following three findings as required by Section 15090 of the CEQA Guidelines: 
 

1. The Final PEIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA; 
2. The Final PEIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency, and that the 

decision-making body reviewed and considered the information contained in the FEIR prior to 
approving the project; and 

3. The Final PEIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis. 
 

RTC-1



Final Environmental Impact Report  November 2011 

 

City of Long Beach  Long Beach Downtown Plan 
SCH No. 2009071006  

Additionally, pursuant to Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, when a Lead Agency 
approves a project that would result in significant, unavoidable impacts that are disclosed in the 
Final PEIR, the agency must first adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations.  A Statement 
of Overriding Considerations is the lead agency’s determination and findings on the ultimate 
balancing of the merits of approving a project despite its environmental damage, and reflects 
the lead agency’s determinations regarding balancing competing public objectives (including 
environmental, legal, technical, social, and economic factors).  The Statement of Overriding 
Considerations is required to be supported by substantial information in the record, which 
includes the Final PEIR.  Because the Downtown Plan would result in significant, unavoidable 
impacts as discussed and disclosed in the Draft PEIR, the Lead Agency will be required to 
adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations if it approves the proposed Downtown Plan.  
The Lead Agency’s Findings of Fact and the Statement of Overriding Considerations will be 
included in a separate Findings document.  Both the Final PEIR and the Findings will be 
submitted to the Lead Agency for consideration of the proposed project. 
 

II. Written Comment Letters 
 
The following comment letters were received during the public review period for the 
Downtown Plan Draft PEIR.  Where duplicate comment letters from the same party were 
submitted to multiple City departments, or where duplicate comment letters from the same 
individual were sent via multiple modes (e.g., email or letter), only one comment letter has been 
responded to.  In addition, comments received after the close of the public comment period 
were not responded to except as noted by an * in the table below.  One letter from Cliff 
Ratkovich, requesting a lower minimum residential unit size be allowed in the Downtown Plan, 
was received on April 6, 2011, and, as a comment on the content of the Plan itself, was not 
responded to. 
 

Letter 
Reference 
Number 

Type of Organization or 
Individual 

 

Commenter 

S1 State Agency 
State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) 
Clearinghouse 

S2 State Agency 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
(DTSC) 

S3 State Agency 
Department of Transportation (CalTrans) 
District 7 

S4 State Agency Public Utilities Commission (PUC) 

L1 Local Agency/Utility Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts 

L2 Local Agency/Utility Southern California Edison 

L3 Local Agency Long Beach Unified School District 

L4 Local Agency Long Beach Transit 

L5 Local Agency South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(AQMD)* 

P1 Public Long Beach Heritage 

P2 Public Health Impact Partners 

P3 Public Legal Aide, NRDC and Housing Long Beach 
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Letter 
Reference 
Number 

Type of Organization or 
Individual 

 

Commenter 

P4 Public Downtown Long Beach Associates 

P5 Public Downtown Residential Council (DRC) 

P6 Public Promenade Area Residents Association (PARA) 

P7 Public North Pine Neighborhood Alliance (NPNA) 

P8 Public East Village Association (EVA) 

P9 Public Willmore City Heritage Association (WCHA) 

P10 Public Park Bixby Tower 

P11 Public 
Long Beach Coalition for Good Jobs and a 
Healthy Community 

P12 Public Irene Alavarez (Alray Trust Apartments) 

P13 Public Carol Blackmon 

P14 Public Miriam Casuso 

P15 Public Christine Jacoy (CSULB Geography Prof) 

P16 Public Robert Ladd, ASLA 

P17 Public Maureen Neeley 

P18 Public Virginia Quinn 

P19 Public Gary Shelton 

P20 Public Katherine Sripiatana 

P21 Public Joe Stearns 

P22 Public Catherine Tuck 

P23 Public George Tuck 

P24 Public Kerrie Aley* 
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III. Topical Responses 
 
A number of comments were received on a few key but similar or related subjects.  To avoid 
redundancy and provide a more thorough response on these central issues, detailed topical 
responses to these issues are provided on the following topics listed below.  Responses to some 
of the comments received during the public review process in individual letters will refer to 
some of these Topical Responses, with their corresponding number below: 
 

1. Displacement of existing residents/loss of affordable housing  and likely development 
sites 

2. Provision of community benefits through the Downtown Plan 
3. Subsequent environmental review of individual projects and monitoring of 

development during the life of the Plan 
4. Sufficient parking and access to Downtown  
5. Support for the Downtown Plan and integration of development projects with capital 

improvements. 
 
Topical Response #1:  Displacement of Existing Residents/Loss of Affordable Housing and 
Likely Development Sites 
 
This topical response addresses the following issues: 
 

 Likely development sites 

 Loss of Available and Affordable Housing, Single-Family Housing, and Relocation 
Issues 

 Incremental Impacts from future development projects 
 
Likely Development Sites 
 
The Downtown Plan encompasses approximately 725 acres.  The Plan includes the following 
figures and policies to shape development within the Plan project area: 
 

 Character Areas (Figure 2-1, Page 25) 

 Downtown Neighborhood Overlay (Figure 3-1, Page 39), which includes main and 
secondary pedestrian-oriented streets, and 

 Height Districts (Figure 3-2, Page 47) 
 
In addition, the Historic Preservation policies in Section 7 of the Plan (Pages 113-118) 
incorporate the historical properties survey completed for the Draft PEIR, and include previous 
historic properties surveys conducted in the Downtown Plan area (see Response to Comment P-
1.2).  Section 7 of the Plan provides policies to protect 63 properties (in addition to the 58 
designated landmarks) through local landmark designation or adaptive reuse.  All of these 
policies are intended to shape where development is encouraged or most likely to occur within 
Downtown.   
 
Beyond these policies, it is worth noting that development decisions are driven by economic 
considerations, including cost of land, demolition, the return on investment based on expected 
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rents or sales prices, and other related factors.  Because of this, the most readily developable 
sites in Downtown include properties owned by the City or Redevelopment Agency, surface 
parking lots, or other underdeveloped sites.  A map showing the locations of 29 likely 
development sites is provided as part of this response. 
 
These 29 sites are the most likely to develop in the future. The estimated development potential 
from these sites is provided in the table below.  The development potential of these sites with 
future projects of the type and intensity assumed in the table below would theoretically be 
allowed under the urban design and development standards of the Downtown Plan. 
 
Table 4 of the Traffic Analysis (Appendix F of the Draft PEIR) estimates future development by 
Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) in order to provide an estimate of future trips for distribution 
within the traffic analysis.  The locations of the TAZs are shown in Figure 4.12-2 of the PEIR. 
 
Loss of Affordable Housing/Loss of Single Family/Relocation 
 
A number of comment letters express concern about the loss of housing within the Downtown 
Plan project area, particularly the loss of affordable housing.  This issue is addressed in Impact 
Pop-2 in Section 4.10 of the Draft PEIR, which concludes that the impact of implementing the 
Downtown Plan would cause significant and unavoidable adverse environmental impacts in 
terms of loss or displacement of existing housing units.  The impact is considered significant 
and unavoidable because the City cannot guarantee that displacement of existing housing units 
would not happen even though nothing in the Downtown Plan prescribes the removal of 
affordable housing. 
 
The Downtown Plan does not establish an inclusionary housing provision.  It was made clear 
during the visioning phase by the participating community representatives that the purpose of 
the Downtown Plan is to encourage new development.  It was determined that, if inclusionary 
housing requirements were to be established, they would be on a citywide basis.  This would 
not put the Downtown at a cost disadvantage over developing in other areas of the City.  It was 
also expressed by the community members that Downtown provides more than its proportion 
of affordable housing compared to other neighborhoods of Long Beach and the greater region.  
For these reasons, an inclusionary housing provision was not incorporated into the Downtown 
Plan.  
 
As discussed above, it is anticipated that the most likely project area development would occur 
on sites that are underdeveloped with surface parking lots or small commercial structures, not 
residential uses.  Nevertheless, while the overall intent of the Downtown Plan is to provide 
more dwelling units within the project area over time, it is possible that some existing units 
could be lost when new development projects are built.  However, during the last 10 years, the 
amount of affordable housing produced, 301 dwelling units, has exceeded the number of 
affordable units demolished or removed, 230 dwelling units.  Of these removed units, 119 
(51.7%) were from the three blocks that comprise the West Gateway sites.  These three blocks 
are the site of the Lyon 321 rental development project that is now occupied, and the Superior 
Courthouse project, which is under construction.  See the attached table for more detailed 
information on the affordable housing supply.   
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Ref # Site Name Location
Residential 

(Dus)
900 sf/du

Office/Civic 
(ksf)

Retail 
(ksf)

Restaurant 
(ksf)

Hotel 
(Rms)
500 

gsf/rm

Ht District Existing 
DU's

Downtown Plan Total   31,599,295 725.42 5,000      1,500      384 96           800  13500

Total     1,824,665 41.89         5,513         1,370    401           104    420 36 420     4.1985             

Percentage 5.77% 5.77% 110% 91% 104% 108% 53% 0.267%

1 World Trade Center S/O Broadway and Maine        216,929 4.98 800           320           40     12             Ht Incentive 0 175       5.03                   
2 Old Superior Courthouse 

site
NEC Magonlia and Ocean        155,945 3.58 440           20     Ht Incentive 0 75         2.67                   

3 City Hall and Broadway 
Garage site

S/O Broadway between Cedar 
and Chestnut

       207,346 4.76 620           12     4               Ht Incentive 0 -            2.77                   

4 Former State Building 
and parking lot site

N/O Broadway between Cedar 
and Pacific

       109,771 2.52 600           320           12     6               Ht Incentive 0 75         8.00                   

5 Top Value market site SWC Pacific and 5th St          29,621 0.68 140           30     6               80 feet 0 50         5.47                   
6 Dolphin site 7th and Pine          11,286 0.26 46             Ht Incentive 0 3.67                   
7 3rd, 4th, and Pacific E/O of Pacific between 3rd and 

4th
         20,038 0.46 65             3       8               140    Ht Incentive 0 -            6.96                   

8 Parking lot and building NWC of Pine and 3rd          22,501 0.52 105 10     4               Ht Incentive 4.82                   
9 Press Telegram site NEC of Pine and 6th        115,434 2.65 720           80             12     6               Ht Incentive 0 6.46                   

10 Securities Exchange 
parking lot

E/O Pine, north of 110 Pine 
Building

         11,326 0.26 50             8       4               Ht Incentive 0 45         5.47                   

11 Parking lot NWC of Promenade and 
Broadway

         38,424 0.88 170 14     4               Ht Incentive 4.45                   

12 Firestone/El Pollo 
Loco/Denny's

NWC of Long Beach Blvd and 
6th

       125,453 2.88 140           24     12             Ht Incentive 4 1.29                   

13 MTA West site NWC of Long Beach Blvd and 
1st

         90,169 2.07 320           200           24     2               Ht Incentive 0 5.70                   

14 McDonald's/WalGreens 
site

SEC of Long Beach Blvd and 
7th

         65,776 1.51 92             16     8               Ht Incentive 32 1.62                   

15 Albertson's Parking lot 
(northern portion)

E/O of Long Beach Blvd S/O 
6th

       159,865 3.67 160           82     8               Ht Incentive 0 1.46                   

16 Parking Lot 317 Elm (NWC w/ 3rd)          15,032 0.35 18 3       1               Ht Incentive 1.34                   
17 Broadway Lot/Acres of 

Books site
E/O Long Beach Bl between 
Broadway and 3rd

       132,858 3.05 120           240           24     4               160    Ht Incentive 0 3.43                   

18 MTA East/City Hall East 
site

NEC of Long Beach Blvd and 
1st

         86,684 1.99 100           160           12     6               120    Ht Incentive 0 3.78                   

19 EV Parking Lot NEC of Elm and 1st          22,583 0.52 64             4       Ht Incentive 0 2.73                   
20 Parking Lot 434 Linden (SWC w/ 4th)          15,042 0.35 22 4       2               80 feet 1.72                   
21 Parking Lot 446 Linden (S/O Broadlind)          17,772 0.41 64 3       1               Ht Incentive 3.47                   
22 Former Gas Station NEC of Atlantic and 4th          22,668 0.52 80 12 80 feet 0 3.71                   

Development Potential Net New 
Parking 
Spaces 

FAR EstimateParcel Size 
(sf)

Parcel Size 
(ac)
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Ref # Site Name Location
Residential 

(Dus)
900 sf/du

Office/Civic 
(ksf)

Retail 
(ksf)

Restaurant 
(ksf)

Hotel 
(Rms)
500 

gsf/rm

Ht District Existing 
DU's

Downtown Plan Total   31,599,295 725.42 5,000      1,500      384 96           800  13500

Total     1,824,665 41.89         5,513         1,370    401           104    420 36 420     4.1985             

Percentage 5.77% 5.77% 110% 91% 104% 108% 53% 0.267%

Development Potential Net New 
Parking 
Spaces 

FAR EstimateParcel Size 
(sf)

Parcel Size 
(ac)

23 Parking lots (2 
properties)

733 Broadway (Roscoe's)          18,777 0.43 32 3 Ht Incentive 1.69                   

24 Restaurant site SWC of Alamitos and Broadway          17,451 0.40 205 16     6               Ht Incentive 11.83                 

25 Tire Shop site NEC of Alamitos and 4th          18,254 0.42 38 2       80 feet 1.98                   
26 Parking lot, billboard lot 

and building
East of Alamitos btw 4th and 
3rd

         36,210 0.83 72 6       80 feet 1.96                   

27 Alamitos & 3rd Parking 
Lot

SEC of Alamitos and 3rd          12,972 0.30 60 2 80 feet 0 4.32                   

28 Alamitos Car Wash NEC of Broadway and Alamitos          13,485 0.31 80 80 feet 0 5.34                   

29 Alamitos Chevron SEC of Alamitos and Broadway          14,995 0.34 140 3 80 feet 0 8.60                   

A -- New Courthouse 
(under construction)

Broadway        235,224 5.40 531 Ht Incentive 2.26                   

B -- Meta (under 
construction)

200 E. Anaheim St        197,100 4.52 600 24 8 150 feet 0 2.90                   

C -- Flowershop Site 
(pending)

1081 Long Beach Blvd          12,650 0.29 120           150 feet

D -- Scottish Rite block 
(onsite landmarks, not 
entitled)

LLB and 8th Street        202,500 4.65 800 24 18 8 150 feet 12 3.80                   

E -- Shoreline Gateway 
(entitled)

NWC of Alamitos and Ocean          16,734 0.38 200 Ht Incentive 20 10.76                 

Total Pending Projects        664,208          15.25          1,720             555       42              16          -               32 
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Eventually, new projects may be proposed on sites where existing residential uses are located.  
The Downtown Plan reduces development potential within the residential neighborhood 
overlay zone by limiting the allowable and conditionally allowable uses (See Table 3-1 of the 
Plan, beginning on Page 40).  In addition, these areas generally have lower height limits in the 
Plan (See Figure 2-4, Page 2-17 of the Draft PEIR), as compared to what is currently allowed 
under existing regulations.  
 
The Downtown Plan (Section 7) and Draft PEIR (Section 4.3) provide for protection of historic 
resources, including single-family and multiple family dwelling units.  The list of historic 
properties has been augmented based on input from Long Beach Heritage, per the response to 
Comment P-1.2.  Maintenance or adaptive reuse of historic structures is the first choice within 
the Downtown Plan project area, both to maintain the architectural character and to reduce 
environmental impacts associated with construction activity (dust, noise, traffic, solid waste 
generation). 
 
The City has provisions for relocation assistance in the municipal code, as referenced in the 
Draft PEIR on Page 4.10-2.  These provisions are applicable citywide.  The City does not intend 
to provide any additional requirements exclusively applicable in the Downtown Plan project 
area.  If new or additional requirements for relocation assistance are adopted, they will be 
applicable citywide, including in the Downtown Plan project area.  It should also be noted that 
relocation assistance for residences displaced by redevelopment agency activities is covered 
under the California Health & Safety Code. 
 
Even with these expectations and provisions, the Draft PEIR concludes that displacement of 
existing residential dwelling units is possible, and would be a significant adverse 
environmental impact that cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level. 
 
Incremental Impacts from Future Development Projects 
 
Several comment letters have noted that while the impact of any individual future development 
project may not induce significant impacts, the cumulative or aggregate total of these projects 
will result in significant environmental impacts. It has been noted that the development 
potential described in the project description includes substantial development totals.  To 
reiterate, the Program EIR includes future development of the following within the project area: 
 

 Approximately 5,000 new residential dwelling units 

 1.5 million square feet of new office, civic, cultural, and similar uses 

 384,000 square feet of new retail 

 96,000 square feet of restaurants, and 

 800 new hotel rooms. 
 
In order to create a vibrant urban neighborhood and the meet the goals of both the City’s 
General Plan Housing Element and the Downtown Plan, new development is needed in 
Downtown.  This will include more medium and high density residential, which has been 
successfully built in Downtown for the last decade along Ocean Boulevard and along the 
Promenade.  To make the Downtown a truly urban neighborhood, more employment and 
activity centers are needed, including office, retail, restaurant, and updated civic facilities that 
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DOWNTOWN HOUSING REMOVED AND PRODUCED 

Moderate Income Total
Bedroom Size Units

RHP Demolition Project Name Area 0 1 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4 5
Demolished/Removed

11/26/01 2002 224 E. Broadway - Mark James D 30 30
11/26/01 248 E. Broadway - American Hotel D 23 23

6/9/03 2004 328-338 Pacific Ave D 16 5 0 1 1 1 24
9/27/04 2004 West Gateway Sites 9, 10, 11 C 86 5 3 1 15 5 1 3 0 119
3/19/07 2008 645 E. Ocean D 22 3 4 1 1 31
11/5/07 Broadway Block - E. Village Art Exchange D 1 1
10/6/08 120 East 3rd St. D 1 1
9/16/09 2010 652 Alamitos Ave C 1 1

TOTAL REMOVED 91 94 7 3 1 20 2 5 2 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 230

Housing Services - LBHDC/HOME

8/26/10 67 Alamitos 10  10
3/19/09 320 Lime Ave 1 1
9/1/10 375 Atlantic #4 Ave 1 1

9/29/94 408 Elm Ave 12 13 25
3/2/11 421 W. Broadway Gallery 421 15 11 26

6/26/97 435 E. 7th St 1 1
6/26/97 437 E. 7th St 1 1
3/27/09 442 Cedar Ave  18 3 1 22

12/14/99 525 Daisy Ave 1 1
12/14/99 527 Daisy Ave 1 1
12/14/99 529 Daisy Ave 1 1
3/16/09 530 Elm Ave - Elm Ave Apts 16 16
8/8/00 535-555 E. 3rd St - Live/Work 2 2

7/27/09 555 Maine Ave 2 2
5/21/09 633 W. 5th St 5 1 6
2/6/09 720 W. 4th St 2 2
8/1/87 745 Alamitos Ave - Seabreeze 5 30 9 44
9/9/05 745 W. 3rd St - Puerto Del Sol 36 16 11 63

8/22/00 811 E. 7th St 4 4
5/7/93 814 Atlantic Ave - Atlantic Apts 13 13
9/1/04 834 E. 4th St - Lofts on 4th 8 8

4/20/09 835 Locust Ave 1 1 2
12/24/02 854 Martin Luther King 16 16
3/17/09 901 Elm Ave 1 1
1/28/09 941 Elm Ave 1 1
6/17/09 1054 E. 5th St 1 1

TBD Senior Artisit Colony LBB/15th 18 180 198
Housing Services Sub-Total 0 18 36 16 13 49 279 38 4 0 0 13 2 0 1 0 469

City - Density Bonus

11/1/83 425 E. 3rd St 73 20 93
9/7/89 518 E. 4th St 4 24   28
6/1/86 926 Locust Ave 70 16 4 90

12/9/85 956 Locust Ave 15 15
City - Density Bonus Sub-Total 0 0 0 0 0 4 182 36 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 226

Federal - HUD 202/236

1976 1011 Pine 200 200
1984 475 W. 5th St - Beachwood Apts 18 3 21
1984 505 W. 6th St - Beechwood Apts 20 3 23
1984 600 E. 4th St - Sycamore Terrace 100 100
1974 714 Pacific Ave. - Park Pacific Towers 183 183
1980 851 Martin Luther King - Casitas Del Mar 2 2

Federal - HUD 202/236 Sub-Total 483 2 0 0 0 0 38 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 529
0

TOTAL PRODUCED 483 20 36 16 13 53 499 80 8 0 0 13 2 0 1 0 1224

HOUSING PRODUCED - 2000 to Present

Completed

HOUSING REMOVED - 2000 to Present

Very Low Income Low Income
Bedroom Size Bedroom Size
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are a hallmark of any City’s downtown.  Thus, the Downtown Plan establishes the design 
strategies for such potential future development.  
 
As discussed above, there are sites within Downtown that are likely to develop in the near 
future.  Refer to the response below (Topical Response #3) for a discussion of on-going 
monitoring of development during the planning horizon of the Downtown Plan. 
 

Topical Response #2:  Provision of Community Benefits through the Downtown Plan 
 
The City received a number of comments regarding the provision of other community benefits, 
such as living wage and social equity issues, as part of the Downtown Plan. These types of 
benefits are generally not considered environmental issues subject to CEQA unless the 
economic impacts of a project result in measurable or demonstrable physical impacts on the 
environment, such as urban blight.  
 
Specifically, economic impacts are not normally the subject of EIRs, which are required by 
CEQA to focus on a project’s environmental effects.  Section 15131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines 
specifically states that “economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant 
effects on the environment.”  The focus of any discussion of social or economic effects is to be 
on any physical changes to the environment resulting from an economic or social change. 
 
However, since these issues have been raised as comments on the Draft PEIR and Downtown 
Plan itself, responses are provided below. 
 
Community Benefits in the Downtown Plan 
 
The Downtown Plan is an enhanced zoning document that provides urban design and 
development standards intended to help shape the type of development that occurs within the 
Downtown project area.  The Downtown Plan differs from a Specific Plan.  Specific plansare 
prepared in accordance with Government Code Sections 65450-65457 and include financing 
mechanisms for public improvements such as infrastructure enhancements.  Because the 
Downtown Plan is not a Specific Plan, it is thus not required to include these types of provisions 
or mechanisms. 
 
The Downtown Plan is also not a Master Development Plan in that it allows a variety of uses on 
all parcels, and does not have a master developer responsible for all the development that 
occurs in master-planned communities, nor does it include a development agreement or other 
mechanism to ensure certain types of development, such as in the case of Douglas Park north of 
the Long Beach Airport.   
 
Rather, the Downtown Plan, as an enhanced zoning document, focuses on urban design and 
development standards, and includes streetscape, signage and historic preservation policies to 
support those standards.  Hence, the Downtown Plan does not establish policies in any other 
area, including the provision of community benefits. 
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The broader policy issues regarding community benefits will be presented to the decision 
makers via the comment letters and responses on the Downtown Plan Draft PEIR.  City 
decision-makers may decide to update the City’s General Plan or City ordinance with new 
policies for these types of community benefits either citywide or in certain areas of the city.  If 
this occurs, such provisions would be applicable, if designated as such, in the Downtown Plan 
project area.  
 
The comments related to community benefits suggest that one particular set of community 
benefits is appropriate for Downtown.  The comments reiterate in several places that the 
following benefits should be included in the Downtown Plan as they would mitigate impacts on 
population and housing: 
 

 Mixed Income Housing Requirement for Construction of New Rental Projects in the 
Downtown Plan 

 Mixed Income Housing Requirement for Construction of New Condominium Projects in 
the Downtown Plan 

 Linkage Fee on New Office Development in the Downtown Plan 

 Linkage Fee on New Retail Development in the Downtown Plan 

 Linkage Fee on New Hotel Development in the Downtown Plan 

 Local hiring/living wages for both construction and permanent jobs 
 
It should be noted that community benefits programs can be provided in a variety of forms, 
including provision of open space, public facilities, infrastructure, or amenities, such as 
drainage facilities, libraries or schools, or programs such as job training programs, subsidizing 
business improvement districts, or public art requirements.  
 
Currently, projects in the City, including Downtown are subject to certain fees, including trip 
mitigation fees, school fees, park fees, entitlement fees, and other costs.  Whether new 
development in Downtown can afford additional fees is the subject of the David Rosen and 
Associates study attached to Comment Letter P-3.  These are economic issues that are outside 
the scope of the PEIR, which in accordance with CEQA focuses on analysis and mitigation of 
the Downtown Plan’s environmental impacts. 
 
The Downtown Long Beach Market Study (Final Report, April 17, 2009), conducted for the Long 
Beach Redevelopment Agency by Strategic Economics provided a snapshot during the early 
stages of the current economic downturn about the prospects for new development of 
residential, retail, office, and hotel uses in Downtown.  The conclusions are that demand for 
such new development is limited by the ability of new residents to support retail and 
restaurant, and that workers are only willing to regularly walk approximately 3 blocks to 
services.  Beyond that distance, the utilization of available services diminishes quickly. 
One issue for decision-makers to consider is whether the inclusion of community 
benefits/additional fees exclusively for the Downtown Plan project area would be a detriment 
to encouraging the new development in an area the City is trying to revitalize. If community 
benefits are required in Downtown, and not in adjacent areas, then developers may be 
unwilling to bear the additional costs and could avoid Downtown in lieu of other areas not 
subject to community benefits/additional fees.  If City policymakers decide to establish a 
program for community benefits, then the program could be considered citywide for projects 
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meeting certain size or composition requirements.  Decision-makers will need to consider 
whether requiring community benefits or any other type of supplemental fees for projects 
exclusively in the Downtown Plan area would negate or override the goals and incentives of the 
Downtown Plan, since the intent of the Downtown Plan is to encourage and shape a vibrant 
urban neighborhood.  
 
As stated above, the issue regarding community benefits as they relate to linkage fees, etc. is not 
a CEQA issue, but is a worthwhile issue to consider as it relates to the Downtown Plan itself.  
The comments and concerns regarding this issue will be brought forward to the decision-
makers for consideration while considering whether to adopt the Downtown Plan and certify 
the Final PEIR. 
 

Topical Response #3:  Subsequent Environmental Review of Individual Projects and 
Monitoring of Development during the Life of the Plan. 
 
Impacts from Development 
 
A number of comments related to concerns that may arise during the lifespan of the plan.  
These issues express concern that over time, as new development is built in Downtown, 
residents, employees, and visitors to Downtown will experience a range of cumulative 
environmental impacts. 
 
The Draft PEIR evaluates the environmental impacts of all of the development occurring in 
Downtown, including cumulative impacts, as required by CEQA.  However, it is possible and, 
in fact, very likely that full Plan buildout will not be achieved within the planning horizon, 
especially given the recent economic slowdown.  
 
CEQA Analysis for Future Development Projects 
 
It should be noted that all future development projects proposed within the Downtown Plan 
project area will require some type of subsequent CEQA environmental review to determine 
whether all of the potential environmental impacts of that particular project were ‘adequately 
addressed’ in the Downtown Plan Draft PEIR. 

The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15152(f)(3) provides that significant environmental effects have 
been ‘adequately addressed’ in a previous program EIR if the lead agency determines that such 
effects:  

Have been mitigated or avoided as a result of the prior environmental impact report and findings 
adopted in connection with that prior environmental report; or have been examined at a sufficient 
level of detail in the prior environmental impact report to enable those effects to be mitigated or 
avoided by site specific revisions, the imposition of conditions, or by other means in connection 
with the approval of the later project.”  

Therefore, after a program EIR is certified, any individual development project within that 
program area (i.e., the Downtown Plan 725-acre area) that could result in any of the following 
conditions would require some type of new CEQA environmental documentation:  new 
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environmental impacts not identified in the Program EIR; a substantial severity in the increase 
of impacts identified in the Program EIR; or if conditions have changed substantially from those 
expected in the Downtown Plan EIR.  If any of these conditions are present, then subsequent 
environmental impact analysis and any required mitigation for the future development project 
must be prepared in compliance with CEQA. 

Construction Impacts 
 
Short-term construction-related impacts, such as noise or dust and air emissions, are temporary 
but are considered significant in the Draft PEIR, as required by CEQA.  Measures and standard 
conditions of approval that help to mitigate such impacts are required by State law and local 
ordinances.  Nevertheless, significant environmental impacts from construction are expected 
from future development, particularly if more than one project is under construction in a 
localized area at the same time. 
 
The Downtown Plan Draft PEIR evaluates the cumulative impacts of all development potential 
in Downtown.  This is a reasonable worst-case scenario.  It is unlikely that all of this 
development will occur; however, it is likely that waves of development during peak economic 
cycles will occur.  During these times, it is likely that more than one major development project 
will be under construction within the Downtown Plan project area. Whether these projects 
would be in close proximity to each other cannot be determined at this time.  However, as 
stated above, the analysis in the Draft PEIR assumes the reasonable worst-case scenario of 
construction impacts, as required by CEQA. 
 
Composition of Downtown 
 
Several comments raised the issue of how development will be monitored with respect to the 
composition of Downtown. Issues raised related to the ratio of retail uses and other 
considerations that are critical to Downtown becoming the “vibrant urban neighborhood” 
anticipated in the Downtown Plan.  Having the proper mix of uses that create this type of 
synergy is a delicate balance.  For instance, an overabundance of restaurants might be 
appropriate for a strictly entertainment area, but would not be conducive for residents or 
employees.  Too much retail or office development could result in an area that is inactive in the 
evening hours. 
 
The monitoring of what uses are missing or underrepresented in Downtown has been on-going 
for years.  The most recent wave of development over the last decade or so has introduced large 
numbers of new residents to Downtown.  The new mid- and high-rise units along Ocean, the 
Promenade and other areas of Downtown are now largely built and occupied.  These new 
residents have formed homeowners associations.  Most of these newly formed groups 
commented on the Downtown Draft PEIR and are supportive of the Downtown Plan. 
 
Now that the residential population has grown, local area residents are seeking more services 
and amenities for their urban neighborhood. This implies that more retail options catering to 
these residents are needed.   
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As long as the uses are allowed within the PD-30 and PD-29, Subarea 5 zones now, or in the 
Downtown Plan if adopted, and other requirements are met, the new businesses are allowed to 
operate.  There is a conditional use permit (CUP) process for certain types of uses in the PD-30 
and PD-29 zones to regulate certain types/ concentrations of businesses.  Table 3-1 on pages 40-
45 of the Downtown Plan specifies conditionally allowed uses within the project area.   
 
The effort to assure that the mix of uses within Downtown remains vital and attractive to 
businesses and residents alike is a multi-faceted issue.  The proposed Downtown Plan is 
intended to address the zoning and design guidelines for such development and is considered a 
piece of the overall effort to enhance the area.  Ongoing efforts to shape Downtown will be 
needed during the life of the Plan. 
 

Topical Response #4:  Sufficient Parking and Access to Downtown 
 
Several comments expressed a perception that as new development projects are built, lack of 
sufficient parking or congestion in getting to the Downtown area would be impediments to 
success of those new projects. 
 
Most visitors to Downtown currently are able to find parking.  A number of parking utilization 
surveys conducted by the DLBA over the past several years have indicated that many of the 
available parking lots are not operating near capacity.  Surveys conducted in 2001, 2002, 2004, 
and 2006 all indicate overall parking occupancy rates of less than 50 percent at most Downtown 
locations.  The issue that has arisen during these reviews is that some of the parking is difficult 
to find either because it is underground, accessed by one-way streets or alleys that confuse less 
frequent visitors, or otherwise not convenient or hidden.  Some of these issues can be resolved 
with parking management techniques such as improved signage and parking availability 
kiosks.  These types of measures will improve the utilization of the parking structures, but 
cannot ensure complete mitigation. 
 
The parking standards in the Downtown Plan have been adjusted from those that exist in PD-29 
and PD-30 for a few reasons.  The first is that economic analysis of development projects in 
Downtown, along Long Beach Boulevard north of the Downtown project area, and in similar 
areas elsewhere in Southern California, have repeatedly shown that parking requirements are 
the primary disincentive that has prevented proposed development projects from moving 
forward.  The Downtown Plan addresses this concern by establishing lower parking minimums, 
and allowing market forces to dictate whether additional parking is required for any particular 
development project. 
 
The second reason is that large parking garages and surface parking lots cause gaps in the 
urban fabric by introducing “dead zones”, where little activity occurs and where people feel 
less safe.  The concept of creating a vibrant urban experience includes the notion of reducing 
visible parking and using a “park once” approach that encourages walking within the 
Downtown.  This idea is not applied uniformly within the Downtown, but is concentrated on 
pedestrian “main” and “secondary” streets within the Downtown (see Figure 3-1, Page 39 of the 
Downtown Plan) for designated street segments). 
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Access to Downtown is expected to change substantially during the life of the Plan.  This is 
primarily due to changes that are expected to occur along the I-710 Freeway corridor, which 
could alter which streets have connections to the freeway.  These types of changes were studied 
in the I-710 EIR/EIS (www.metro.net/I170_Corridor/).  Detailed engineering studies are being 
conducted now, and will be finalized in the next few years.  The possibilities for streets that are 
now one-way to be reconfigured to two-way streets, new ramps and connections, and other 
similar changes are not a part of the Downtown Plan and, if proposed in the future, would be 
subject to their own CEQA environmental review.  
 

Topical Response #5:  Support for the Downtown Plan and integration of development 
projects with capital improvements. 
 
A number of comments, primarily from Downtown residential associations and several 
individuals, expressed support for the adoption of the Downtown Plan and for future 
development projects in the project area in compliance with the Downtown Plan.  These 
comments do not request that additional information or clarification be included in the Final 
PEIR, but do reflect community support from these associations and the residents they 
represent. 
 
However, several of these letters submitted include a comment that recommends that that 
spending budgeted through the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) reflect priority 
improvements in the Downtown Plan.  The CIP is reviewed annually by the City Council.  
Priorities within the CIP are not controlled by the Downtown Plan and no proposed or adopted 
policies call for this type of linkage.  Therefore, while this is an important aspect of bringing the 
Downtown Plan vision to fruition, it is beyond the scope of the Downtown Plan or its proposed 
adoption.   
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Letter S-1:  Comment from State Office of Planning and Research, April 5, 2011 
 
 
Response to Comment S-1.1:  The comment is noted regarding successful compliance with the 
public review process per Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code, and 
completion of circulation of Draft PEIR to selected state agencies noted.  The letter also 
forwarded letters from DTSC (Letter S-2) and CalTrans District 7 (Letter S-3), which are 
responded to below.  The Draft PEIR public review comment period was extended to 115 days 
per direction of the Long Beach City Council November 2010, prior to release of the Draft PEIR.   
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Letter S-2:  Comment Letter from Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), January 
11, 2011 

 
 
Comment S-2.1:  This comment requests that the Downtown Plan area be evaluated for 
conditions that pose a threat to human health or the environment, and lists databases for some 
of the regulatory agencies.  
 
Response to Comment S-2.1:  The Downtown Plan area has been screened through the listed 
databases numerous times during the past few years for individual development projects and 
addressed as appropriate in those individual project EIRs. Potential threats to human health or 
the environment are discussed in general terms in Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
of the Draft PEIR, consistent with the level of detail appropriate for a Program EIR.  
 
The State of California maintains an inventory of hazardous waste sites.  The Water Board 
website lists a number of sites within the project area.  The map and list provided below are 
from the state website 
(https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/map/?CMD=runreport&myaddress=90802).  In 
addition, the City’s Health and Human Services Department, Environmental Health Bureau, 
takes this information and tracks the progress of remediation and provides current information 
to the Fire Department and other emergency responders.  These hazardous waste locations can 
include any operation that has hazardous materials, including operations that most people 
come across frequently in daily life, such as emergency generators, cellphone sites, medical and 
dental offices, grocery stores and car repair businesses, which are often located in close 
proximity to neighborhoods, particularly in neighborhoods in the greater Downtown.  This is a 
health and safety concern that will be mitigated by remediation activities and future reuse that 
replaces hazardous sites with new development. 
 
These locations will continue to be monitored citywide in the coming decades.  Since the 
Downtown Plan provides guidance for development equally within the Downtown Plan by 
using a uniform land use table for all of the areas, with more restrictive land uses allowed 
within the Downtown Neighborhood Overlay, the number of residents and other sensitive 
receptors exposed to hazardous materials is expected to decrease during the planning horizon 
of the Downtown Plan. 
 
No special provisions are required for the Downtown Plan, and no additional mitigation 
measures beyond those provided in the Draft PEIR are required. 
 
Please also refer to Response to Comment S-2.2 below.  
 
Comment S-2.2:  The commenter requests identification of the mechanism to initiate any 
required investigation and/or remediation for any site that may be contaminated, as well as 
regulatory oversight.   
 
Response to Comment S-2.2:  Please refer to Mitigation Measures Haz-3(a) through 3(d), which 
provide requirements for future development projects to comply with regulations during 
construction and demolition activities, including reporting discovered contamination to DTSC.  
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Site GEOTRACKER ID SITE NAME CLEANUP STATUS ADDRESS
1 DOD100273600 LONG BEACH SCHROEDER HALL USAR - LONG BEACH SCHROEDER HALL USAR - SITE 1 COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED
2 DOD100273700 LONG BEACH SCHROEDER HALL USAR - LONG BEACH SCHROEDER HALL USAR - SITE 1 COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED
3 SL0603787568 UNKNOWN COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 444 E ANAHEIM ST
4 SL2048H2365 UPRC BULK TERMINAL (FORMER) OPEN - REMEDIATION 960 DE FOREST AVENUE
5 SLT43580578 GLENN E. THOMAS AUTO (FORMER) COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 340 E. ANAHEIM ST
6 T0603700027 WAYNE PERRY CONSTRUCTION, INC COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 200 ALAMITOS AVE
7 T0603700109 SOUTHERN CA EDISON CO COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 134 ELM ST
8 T0603700221 SANTA FE PACIFIC PIPELINE COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED DE FOREST AVE
9 T0603701692 LONG BEACH PRESS TELEGRAM COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 604 PINE AVE

10 T0603701693 GTE COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 200 OCEAN BLVD W
11 T0603701695 SOUTHERN CA EDISON CO COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 125 ELM AVE
12 T0603701700 CHEVRON #9-5649 (FORMER) COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 300 OCEAN BLVD W
13 T0603701705 76 PRODUCTS STATION #2999 COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 805 OCEAN BLVD E
14 T0603701707 MOBIL OPEN - REMEDIATION 402 ATLANTIC AVE
15 T0603701709 CHR CORPORATION PROPERTY COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 210 ALAMITOS AVE
16 T0603701710 LA CO COURT BUILDING COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 415 OCEAN BLVD W
17 T0603701711 GSA FEDERAL OFFICE BLDG COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 495 OCEAN BLVD W
18 T0603701927 HARBOR DIESEL & EQUIPMENT INC COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 537 ANAHEIM ST W
19 T0603701930 ARATEX SERVICES (ARAMARK) OPEN - REMEDIATION 702 ANAHEIM ST W
20 T0603701939 WEST COAST CHOPPERS OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 718 ANAHEIM ST W
21 T0603701943 THRIFTY #005 OPEN - REMEDIATION 998 ANAHEIM ST E
22 T0603701947 USA PETROLEUM #235 OPEN - REMEDIATION 907 007TH ST E
23 T0603701951 SHELL #204-4482-6109 OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 598 ANAHEIM ST E
24 T0603701958 ANAHEIM STREET PROPERTY COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 132 ANAHEIM ST W
25 T0603701964 SEABREEZE SENIOR APTS COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 745 ALAMITOS AVE
26 T0603701967 COAST CONTRACTORS COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 130 ANAHEIM ST W
27 T0603701969 VINH HAO SUPERMARKET COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1145 LONG BEACH BLVD
28 T0603701970 FOUR CORNERS PIPELINE CO COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1600 09TH ST W
29 T0603701972 RAPID GAS #18 OPEN - REMEDIATION 501 007TH ST W
30 T0603720962 ANDREWS AUTOMOTIVE OPEN - INACTIVE 222 E 10TH ST
31 T0603737401 CITY OF LONG BEACH REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OPEN - INACTIVE 620 SAN FRANCISCO AVENUE
32 T0603744316 LANDMARK SQUARE COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 125 W OCEAN BLVD
33 T0603745944 LAFD - FIRE STATION 80 OPEN - VERIFICATION MONITORING 6911 W WORLD WY WY
34 T0603753257 CITY OF LONG BEACH REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 225 LONG BEACH BLVD
35 T0603757536 SHELL #204-4482-7503 OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 500 ANAHEIM ST.
36 T0603757656 MTA DIV. 12 OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 970 CHESTER PL W.
37 T0603758737 LONG BEACH NAVAL COMPLEX - BLDG 101 - GAS STATION OPEN - VERIFICATION MONITORING BLDG 101 GASOLINE SERVICE STATION
38 T0603762833 LONG BEACH SCHROEDER HALL USAR - LONG BEACH SCHROEDER HALL USAR COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED
39 T0603777984 JULIAN SHIP SUPPLIES COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 505 W BROADWAY
40 T0603792915 FORMER UNOCAL / 76 STATION #2999 COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 805 OCEAN BLVD E
41 T0603799308 VACANT LOT COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 243 CHESTNUT AVE.
42 WDR100000160 CHR CORPORATION PROPERTY HISTORICAL - WDR 210 ALAMITOS AVENUE
43 WDR100000806 L.B.HARBOR 5 YR MAINT ACTIVE - WDR PORT OF LONG BEACH
44 WDR100000807 L.B.HARBOR 5 YR MAINT HISTORICAL - WDR PORT OF LONG BEACH
45 WDR100000808 L.B.HARBOR 5 YR MAINT HISTORICAL - WDR PORT OF LONG BEACH
46 WDR100000809 L.B.HARBOR 5 YR MAINT HISTORICAL - WDR PORT OF LONG BEACH

RTC-27



RTC-28



Final Environmental Impact Report  November 2011 

 

City of Long Beach  Long Beach Downtown Plan 
SCH No. 2009071006  

Haz-3(a) addresses potential impacts related to potential contamination from historic activities 
within the project area.  Because this EIR is a Program EIR, individual Phase I reports are not 
available for each parcel.  However, Measures Haz-3(a) through 3(d) provide a program that 
requires assessment and, as necessary, remediation of potential soil and groundwater 
contamination hazards in conjunction with individual projects as they are proposed.  
Implementation of the prescribed mitigation program, which also identifies the potential 
oversight agencies for future remediation activities, will address potential contamination issues 
on a case-by-case basis.  If potentially significant issues that cannot be mitigated in accordance 
with the prescribed program are identified, subsequent environmental review under CEQA 
may be required.  In the long term, assessment and remediation of contamination on individual 
properties would be expected to improve health and safety conditions by removing existing 
contamination hazards.   
 
Comment S-2.3:  The commenter states that environmental investigations, etc. for a site should 
be conducted under a Workplan approved and overseen by a regulatory agency with 
jurisdiction.  The commenter also states that findings of Phase I or II Environmental Site 
Assessments, as well as closure approval reports, etc. should be summarized in the document.   
 
Response to Comment S-2.3:  Please refer to the responses to Comments S-2.1 and S-2.2 above. 
 
Comment S-2.4:  The commenter states an investigation and precautions should be provided 
regarding hazardous materials from demolished structures.  
 
Response to Comment S-2.4:  This issue is addressed in Impact Haz-1 and mitigation measures 
are provided in Haz-1(a) through Haz-1(c), and Haz-3(a) through Haz 3(d). 
 
Comment S-2.5:   The commenter states future project construction may require soil 
excavation/filling and sampling may be required, and discusses proper disposal.  
 
Response to Comment S-2.5:  Potential soil or groundwater contamination is addressed in 
Impact Haz-3 and Mitigation Haz-3(a) though Haz-3(c). 
 
Comment S-2.6:  The commenter states that human health and sensitive receptors should be 
protected during construction/demolition activities and, if necessary, a health risk assessment 
should be conducted.   
 
Response to Comment S-2.6:  This issue is addressed in Impacts Haz-1 through Haz-3 and 
associated mitigation measures.  In addition, toxic air contaminants are addressed in the Air 
Quality section under Impact AQ-4.  
 
Comment S-2.7:  The commenter states sites used for agricultural or related activities should 
have proper investigation/remedial actions with oversight of government agency prior to 
project area construction.   
 
Response to Comment S-2.7:  Mitigation measures have been added to address this potential 
impact.  Please refer to Response to Comment S-2.2 above.  
 

RTC-29



Final Environmental Impact Report  November 2011 

 

City of Long Beach  Long Beach Downtown Plan 
SCH No. 2009071006  

Comment S-2.8:  The commenter states that if it is determined that hazardous wastes are/will 
be generated by the proposed operations, the wastes must be managed in accordance with 
specific regulations/permits, as detailed in the comment.   
 
Response to Comment S-2.8:  The Downtown Plan would not facilitate heavy industrial uses or 
related activities that would typically involve the use of large volumes of hazardous materials 
or generate high volumes of hazardous wastes.  Rather, the Plan would primarily facilitate the 
development of residential and service-oriented non-residential uses.  Any facilities within the 
project area that utilize large volumes of hazardous materials are subject to regulations of the 
California Health & Safety Code as enforced by the City per Title 8 of the Municipal Code.  State 
regulations provide specific requirements pertaining to the handling, use, and transport of 
hazardous materials and are specifically intended to protect health and safety.  Given that the 
Downtown Plan would not facilitate development that would present any unusual hazards, it is 
anticipated that compliance with existing regulations would reduce any potential impacts 
related to use of hazardous materials to a less than significant level.   
 
Comment S-2.9:  Commenter provides information regarding DTSC cleanup oversight.   
 
Response to Comment S-2.9:  This comment is noted. 
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Letter S-3:  Comment Letter from Department of Transportation (CalTrans) District 7, March 
23, 2011 
 
 
Comment S-3.1:  The commenter notes significant traffic impacts will result from future 
development projects within the Downtown Plan project area, and that the I-710 Freeway 
project will alter regional traffic flows along State Highways.  The comment letter also requests 
meetings between CalTrans and City of Long Beach staff. 
 
Response to Comment S-3.1:  The traffic situation in Downtown Long Beach will change 
significantly during the coming decades as the Desmond Bridge, Middle Harbor, and I-710 
Freeway projects are completed.  All of these projects are outside of the Downtown Plan project 
area, but will alter traffic patterns within the Downtown Plan project area. Communications 
with CalTrans is an on-going effort, primarily for Public Works/Engineer staff.  These 
communications will continue.  
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Letter S-4:  Comment Letter from the Public Utilities Commission, March 28, 2011 
 
 
Comment S-4.1:  The commenter notes that the CPUC has jurisdiction over the safety of 
highway-rail crossings.  These comments relate to signal control and synchronization projects 
proposed as mitigation that involve Blueline light rail crossings, and state that General Order 
(GO) 88-B requires State staff approval for the alteration of existing public crossings.  The 
commenter also requests the City contact PUC agency staff to arrange a diagnostic meeting in 
conjunction with Metro transit operations staff who operate the Blueline. 
 
Response to Comment S-4.1:  City staff has included CPUC staff in meetings with Metro in 
conformance with GO 88-B and will continue to do so.  
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Letter L-1:  Comment Letter from County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, March 
28, 2011 
 
 
Comment L-1.1:  The commenter provides background on the region’s wastewater conveyance 
and treatment systems. 
 
Response to Comment L-1.1:  The additional information provided in the comments regarding 
impacts on wastewater from the proposed project is hereby incorporated by reference into 
Section 4.13 of the Draft PEIR.   
 
Comment L-1.2:  The commenter provides background on the design capacity of the Joint Water 
Pollution Control Plant where the project wastewater will be treated. 
 
Response to Comment L-1.2:  The additional information provided in the comments regarding 
impacts on wastewater from the proposed project is hereby incorporated by reference into 
Section 4.13 of the Draft PEIR.  
 
Comment L-1.3:  The commenter states the District would like to review individual 
developments to determine whether sufficient capacity exists. 
 
Response to Comment L-1.3:  The County Sanitation Districts will be notified of larger future 
development projects as requested as part of the City’s normal development review process. 
 
Comment L-1.4:  The commenter states that Plan buildout would increase average wastewater 
flow by approximately 1.834 million gallons/day (mgd) for information purposes.   
 
Response to Comment L-1.4:  Table 4.13-8 on page 4.13-12 of the Draft PEIR calculates that the 
project would generate an estimated 2.55 mgd at peak flow, which is greater than the estimate 
provided by the County Sanitation Districts.  Therefore, the assessment provided within the 
Draft PEIR has analyzed a worst-case analysis, which still resulted in a less than significant 
impact. 
 
Comment L-1.5:  The commenter provides information regarding connection fees.  
 
Response to Comment L-1.5:  This information is noted.  Payment of fees is standard permitting 
practice and such fees are collected at time of permit issuance. 
 
Comment L-1.6:  The commenter states that expansion of District facilities must be sized and 
service-phased in a manner that is consistent with SCAG regional growth forecasts.   
 
Response to Comment L-1.6:  This information is noted.  As stated on page 4.10-3 (project 
impact) and page 4.10-4 (cumulative impacts), the population and employment growth 
anticipated under the proposed Downtown Plan is consistent with the regional population 
projects developed by SCAG.
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Letter L-2:  Comment Letter from Southern California Edison, March 22, 2011 
 
 
Comment L-2.1:  The commenter discusses SCE’s jurisdiction over transmission rights-of-way 
and other fee-owned property and states that development plans need to be submitted for 
review on a case-by-case basis by SCE.  It clarifies that a development plan resulting in the need 
build new or relocate existing SCE facilities that are 50 kilovolt or more may need additional 
CEQA review.  SCE requests information about future development projects as it becomes 
available to ensure that network reliability can be maintained. 
 
Response to Comment L-2.1:  The additional information provided in the comments regarding 
impacts on the power system from the proposed project in hereby incorporated by reference.  
SCE will be notified of larger future development projects and major network facilities as 
requested as part of the City’s normal development review process.  
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Letter L-3:  Comment Letter from Long Beach Unified School District, April 4, 2011 
 
 
Comment L-3.1:  The commenter (District) notes the need for an additional school to serve 
Downtown Long Beach.  The comment also requests that the Downtown Plan include 
protections for Downtown neighborhood schools.   The District expresses concern that the 
impacts of future projects may not be fully evaluated and mitigated. 
 
Response to Comment L-3.1:  The need for an additional elementary school to serve Downtown 
Long Beach is noted in the Draft PEIR, beginning on Page 4.11-1.  State mandated school impact 
fees provide funds for the development of needed new school facilities and, per State law, 
mitigate impacts related to school capacity to a less than significant level. 
 
No LBUSD schools are within the proposed height incentive area (which allows buildings up to 
500 feet), although Chavez Elementary is within an 80-foot height area and adjacent to the 
height incentive area.  International Elementary, Renaissance High, and New City Charter 
schools are within the proposed 150-foot height area.   
 
The District’s specific concerns about the impacts of the Plan on area schools are addressed in 
the responses to Comments L-3.2 through L-3.8. 
  
Comment L-3.2:  The District requests the Downtown Plan include policies and programs to 
programs to protect the learning environment at schools.  The commenter is also concerned that 
shade/shadow impacts from future projects will not be fully evaluated and mitigated with the 
attempt to streamline the CEQA process through the Downtown Community Plan PEIR.  The 
District notes that shadow impacts on existing schools would be a significant impact.  The 
District requests that the EIR and Plan address and analyze potential impacts of the project’s 
maximum increased building height limits, reduced building setback requirements, and 
daylighting on each affected school property, including the associated grass fields and play 
areas, many of which have been designed to maximize passive solar features and the benefits of 
daylighting.   
 
The District also requests that the City consider including the locations of these schools on 
relevant figures in the Draft PEIR and Plan. 
 
Response to Comment L-3.2:  Preparation of site-specific analysis of impacts to individual 
schools is beyond this scope of this Program EIR, particularly insofar as no specific 
development projects are proposed at this time.  However, Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft 
PEIR acknowledges that development facilitated by the Downtown Plan could have significant 
and unavoidably impacts shade/shadow impacts to LBUSD schools.  The City would need to 
adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations for this impact if the Plan is approved.  
 
Existing City procedures include notification of surrounding property owners of pending 
development projects, and this practice will continue regardless of whether the proposed 
Downtown Plan is adopted.  The notification radius is sufficient to include properties that 
would be shadowed by future development projects.  However, as noted in Section 4.1 of the 
Draft PEIR, the creation of a more urbanized neighborhood with taller buildings includes the 
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possibility of additional shadow impacts.  Impact AES-3 specifically notes that schools could be 
shaded, particularly during wintertime, and that this is a significant and unavoidable impact.  
The mitigation measure for Impact AES-3 requires a project-specific shadow analysis for any 
projects over 75 feet tall or per the revision described below, for any project over 45 feet that is 
adjacent to a light sensitive use (including schools).  Nevertheless, shadow impacts may not be 
mitigable, and could remain significant and unavoidable on schools, as noted in the Draft PEIR.  
 
In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure AES-3 has been revised to read as follows: 
 

Mitigation AES-3  Shadow Impacts.  Prior to the issuance of building permits for any 
structure exceeding 75 feet in height or any structure that is adjacent 
to a light sensitive use and exceeds 45 feet in height, the applicant 
shall submit a shading study that includes calculations of the extent 
of shadowing arches for winter and equinox conditions.  If feasible, 
projects shall be designed to avoid shading of light sensitive uses in 
excess of the significance thresholds outlined in this EIR.  If 
avoidance of shadows exceeding significance thresholds is 
determined to be infeasible, the shadow impact will be disclosed as 
part of a project environmental impact report (EIR).   

 
The revision to the mitigation measure will provide additional protection for LBUSD schools by 
requiring shadow studies for projects over 45 feet in height that are adjacent to schools. 
 
The reduced setback requirements would be expected to have little, if any impact upon District 
schools.  As the commenter notes, the setback requirement across from Chavez Elementary 
would be reduced from 10 feet to 0 feet; however, this change in itself would have no direct 
impact on schools with respect to shadows. 
  
The District’s concerns will be brought forward to the decision-makers when considering the 
EIR and proposed Plan and will need to be considered when they make Findings on the project, 
including a Statement of Overriding Considerations if they decide to approve the project 
despite its unavoidably significant impacts.   
 
When any future school site is identified by the District, the City will be informed and will note 
the site on long-range land use plans to avoid shadowing and other impacts to the greatest 
extent possible.  
 
Comment L-3.3:  The District notes that the Draft PEIR significance threshold of 3-4 hours of 
shadow is different than the CEQA threshold used for the new courthouse in downtown Long 
Beach IS/MND (Aug. 2009), which used a threshold of one hour of shade impacts to any part of 
the adjacent school.  The District states the Draft PEIR threshold does not represent ‘the 
standard by which shadow impacts are determined” in Long Beach and suggests that the City 
should examine the long-term implications of adopting the significance threshold used in the 
Draft PEIR.   
 
Response to Comment L-3.3:  The courthouse IS/MND referenced by the commenter was 
prepared by the State of California.  Lead agencies are free to adopt their own significance 
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thresholds under CEQA.  As such, different agencies often use different thresholds.  The 
threshold used in the Draft PEIR is consistent with what has been used in other CEQA 
environmental documents for which the City is acting as lead agency (the recent 2nd + PCH EIR, 
for example).  As such, the threshold does not represent a change from past City practice with 
respect to shade/shadow impacts and would not result in any long-term change with respect to 
City policy regarding shade/shadow conditions. 
 
Comment L-3.4:  The commenter states that uses such as alcohol sales, adult entertainment 
businesses, and massage establishments in proximity to schools would not be conducive to a 
positive learning environment.  The commenter also requests clarification regarding how these 
uses will be regulated.   
 
Response to Comment L-3.4:  These uses are regulated by zoning and requirements for 
conditional use permits and consider adjacency to schools and other sensitive receptors, as well 
as other factors, in their location and operation.  This process will continue for these types of 
uses.  Please see Table 3-1 in the Downtown Plan for additional information.  
 
Comment L-3.5:  The commenter notes that the Downtown Plan project area was expanded 
after issuance of the notice of preparation and that new zoning regulations would be applicable 
to this expanded area.  
 
Response to Comment L-3.5:  The District is correct in stating that the new zoning regulations 
would be applicable to this expanded area.  In some locations, the new zoning regulations 
would allow for additional height beyond what is allowed under the current zoning.  However, 
although the project area boundary has been expanded, please note that the overall 
development potential noted in Section 2, Project Description, was reduced from the numbers 
provided in the NOP (see Page 2-1 of the Draft PEIR).  The Draft PEIR analyzed the larger 
project area and reduced development potential.  In addition, the Draft PEIR was circulated for 
115 days, well beyond the required 45 days, which provided sufficient time for review and 
consideration of the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  
 
Comment L-3.6:  The commenter states that the Downtown Plan should include provisions to 
ensure that the type, pace, and intensity of development does not cause new impacts to schools 
and that the EIR needs to address impacts related to alteration of existing street patterns and 
neighborhoods around schools. 
 
Response to Comment L-3.6:  One purpose of the Downtown Plan is to encourage new 
compatible development within the project area.  Nevertheless, new development will 
introduce increased environmental impacts, including significant unavoidable adverse impacts, 
as noted in the Draft PEIR for a number of issue areas.  As required by CEQA, the lead agency 
is required to identify potentially significant environmental impacts of the proposed project and 
mitigate such impacts to the greatest extent possible.  Please see Topical Response #3 for 
discussion of subsequent environmental review for individual projects within the Downtown 
Plan area and monitoring of development in the future.  
 
The Downtown Plan would control the type and intensity of development within the 
Downtown area, though the pace of development would be controlled in part by market forces.  
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The Draft PEIR includes feasible mitigation to address the impacts of individual projects as they 
are proposed, including measures related to minimizing the effects of changes in traffic 
conditions.  Please see Draft PEIR Section 4.12, Transportation and Traffic, which includes 
specific measures intended to maintain acceptable traffic flow as well as measures aimed at 
maintaining or improving safety for pedestrians and bicyclists. 
 
Comment L-3.7:  The commenter states the two mitigation measures for noise in Section 4.9 of 
the Draft PEIR are inadequate and asks for specific clarification of measures Noise 1(a) and 1(b).  
The District also requests expansion of the 150 feet noticing requirement to include all noise-
sensitive land uses that would be directly affected by construction noise, not just those within 
150 feet of the noise source.  The commenter also requests coordination of noise generating 
construction activities with important test dates.  The commenter disagrees with the conclusion 
in the Draft PEIR that all construction noise impacts would be reduced to a level of 
insignificance.  The commenter also requests that if vibration-generating levels exceed 
established thresholds on school properties, these types of construction activities occur when 
school is not in session. 
 
Response to Comment L-3.7:  The Impact statement for Impact Noise-1 has been amended to 
replace the word, “residents” with the term “sensitive land uses” to include schools.  All 
applicable mitigation measures from Mitigation Noise 1(a) will be applied to construction 
projects.  Mitigation Noise 1(b) has been amended to include schools and other sensitive 
receptors as requested and to extend the noticing requirement contained in that measure to 
noise-sensitive land uses within 300 feet of the construction site.  Please refer to the Addenda 
Errata. 
 
The conclusion regarding the significance of construction-related impacts relies on the fact that 
the City’s Noise Ordinance prohibits construction activity between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and 
7:00 a.m. the following day on weekdays as well as on weekends and the fact that Measure 
Noise-1(a) specifies compliance with these timing restrictions.  This has been clarified in the 
“Level of Significance after Mitigation” discussion (please see the Addenda Errata). 
    
In response to the request for scheduling of vibration-generating construction activity that 
would affect schools during times when school is not in session, Measure Noise-2 has been re-
numbered as Measure Noise-2(a) and a new measure specifying scheduling of construction 
activity that generates vibration exceeding the “vibration perception threshold” as defined in 
the Municipal Code during hours when school is not in session has been added (please see the 
Addenda Errata). 
 
Comment L-3.8:  The commenter requests that the City assist the District in identifying 
appropriate land for the development of a future new school and/or expansion of existing 
schools within the planning area. 
 
Response to Comment L-3.8:  The Draft PEIR notes the need for a new school in Section 4.11. 
Until the site for this new facility is identified by the District, no additional specific provisions 
or mitigation measures can be formulated.  The City will continue to work with the District to 
minimize impacts on schools from adjacent land uses and assist where possible in identifying 
appropriate sites for new schools or expansion of existing schools.  The City appreciates the 
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District’s involvement in reducing impacts from schools within neighborhoods, particularly 
traffic related to student drop-off and pick-up.  
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Letter L-4:  Comments from Long Beach Transit, February 14, 2011 provided via fax 
 
 
Comment L-4.1:  Long Beach Transit changed several bus routes in their system on February 14, 
2011, during the Draft PEIR review and comment period, and requested that the route 
information they sent via FAX be updated in the Plan and Final PEIR.  
 
Response to Comment L-4.1:  The updated information on these routes has been included on 
Figure 2-6, Mobility Network, and is provided as an attachment to the Addenda Errata. 
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Letter L-5:  Comment Letter from South Coast Air Quality Management District, April 6, 2011  
 
 
Although this comment letter was received after the close of the public comment period and, 
therefore, does not require a response, the City has chosen to include the comment and provide 
a response. 
 
Comment L-5.1:  The commenter notes concerns about the significant construction-related air 
quality impacts identified in the Draft PEIR (Section 4.2, Pages 4.2-1 through 4.2-27) and states 
that the lead agency should incorporate additional mitigation measures (provided in an 
attachment) to reduce these significant impacts in accordance with CEQA requirements.  The 
commenter also recommends inclusion of feasibility standards in the Final PEIR to ensure that 
operational air quality impacts are minimized.   
 
Response to Comment L-5.1:  The Draft PEIR provides a comprehensive listing of all SCAQMD 
and Air Resources Board mitigation measures, and includes language requiring that future 
development projects comply with regulations and mitigation measures in place when 
development occurs.  This language is to ensure that mitigation includes best management 
practices as they are expected to evolve in the future. 
 
Project-specific measures that SCAQMD has attached to the comments, including those noted 
mitigation measures that go into effect in the future for off-road diesel-powered construction 
equipment, will be incorporated into the Final PEIR.  These measures are provided in the 
Addenda Errata for the Final PEIR.   
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Letter P-1:  Comment Letter from Long Beach Heritage, April 1, 2011, and comment provided 
at Planning Commission study session on March 11, 2011 
 
 
Comment P-1.1:  The commenter requests clarification regarding “form-based code” orientation 
of Downtown Plan, and review procedures for adaptive reuse of historic structures. 
 
Response to Comment P-1.1:  Section 7 of the Downtown Plan and Section 4.3 of the Draft PEIR 
provide detailed information about review and approval procedures for historic structures 
within the Downtown Plan project area.  The orientation is for preservation and adaptive reuse 
of historic structures as the first option.  These provisions provide stronger protection for 
identified historic resources than currently exist in the PD-30 and PD-29, Subarea 5 zones or 
other current City zoning and land use regulations.  
  
Comment P-1.2:  The commenter states that Section 4.3 (Cultural Resources) of the Draft PEIR is 
confusing regarding incorporation of previous historic survey results.  The commenter notes 
several historic property surveys that have been conducted for projects in or near the 
Downtown project area, and requests that the Downtown Plan include specific buildings with 
maps from these previous surveys. 
 
Response to Comment P-1.2:  Previous historic surveys conducted in Downtown Long Beach 
include:  
 

 Long Beach Cultural Heritage Survey, Phase I Inventory of Downtown and Bluff Park, 
City of Long Beach Department of Building and Planning, September 1980  

 Long Beach Cultural Heritage Survey, Drake Park Historic District, City of Long Beach 
Department of Building and Planning, September 1979  

 Expanded Downtown Long Beach Historic Survey, Johnson Heumann Research 
Associates, July 1988  

 Historic Resources Assessment Report for 1085 Long Beach Boulevard, Peter Moruzzi, 
March 2006  

 315 and 625 Pine Avenue Historic Resources Assessment Report, Jones and Stokes, June 
2006  

 
In response to this comment, City staff coordinated with Long Beach Heritage to identify 
additional properties that may need to be considered as potential historic resources.  As a result 
of this coordination, the list of historic properties in Table 4.3-3 has been augmented with eight 
additional properties, including seven residential properties and one commercial property.  
Pursuit of local historic designation is recommended for the residential properties while the 
commercial property is recommended for adaptive reuse.  Please see the Addenda Errata for a 
list of these properties.     
 
Comment P-1.3:  The commenter requests that the civic center and its governmental structures 
be included in the historic property inventory provided in the Draft PEIR. 
 
Response to Comment P-1.3:  These structures are government facilities located on government-
owned property.  If the buildings are sold, demolished or modified in any significant way using 
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public moneys, they would be subject to extensive public review and discussion.  These 
structures were primarily built in the 1970s and early 1980s.  Thus, some segments of the 
community do not value them as highly as some older more traditional structures, such as those 
built from the before the 1920s through the early 1940s, and those in local historic districts.  
 
Nevertheless, the referenced structures are considered iconic and excellent examples of period 
architecture.  For example, the City Hall, public library and civic center plaza were designed by 
a team of locally significant architects, including Kenneth E. Wing, Edward Killingsworth, 
Hugh Gibbs, and Donald Gibbs.  The complex received a design award from the local American 
Institute of Architects chapter in 1978.  This makes the City Hall structure architecturally 
significant, even though it is not 45 years old, which is the common age requirement for historic 
structures.  Unless and until these structures and similar governmental structures are 
designated as local landmarks, they will not be considered historic for preservation purposes.  
 
Comment P-1.4:  Commenter requests that the Downtown Plan clearly state the process by 
which the various entities responsible for oversight of historic resources will work together to 
protect such resources. 
 
Response to Comment P-1.4:  This comment relates to the Downtown Plan and is not about the 
Draft PEIR analysis or conclusions.  However, the following response is provided for 
informational purposes: 
 
During the last few years, the City has made significant strides in historic preservation. The 
Historic Preservation Element was added to the City’s General Plan in 2010.  This policy 
document was based upon the Historic Context Statement completed in 2009, and the existing 
historic preservation ordinance provisions contained within the Municipal Code. While the 
Historic Preservation Officer position has not been filled for over a year, there are planning 
members assigned to historic projects, including those reviewed by the Cultural Heritage 
Commission (CHC).  The City continues to maintain its Certified Local Government status with 
the State for historic preservation purposes, including filing of annual reports, CHC 
commissioner training and other activities.  It continues to follow the Secretary of Interior 
standards for historic resources.  In many ways the City’s historic preservation program has 
never been stronger or more active.  Still, there are initiatives that could strengthen this further, 
including the re-establishment of the Mills Act program and updating of design guidelines and 
inventories for historic districts, including boundary refinements, as necessary.  These programs 
are being undertaken citywide, and would not be affected by the possible adoption of the 
Downtown Plan.  
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Letter P-2:  Comment Letter from Health Impacts Partners, March 25, 2011 
 
 
Comment P-2.1:  The commenter provides a Health Impact Assessment for Downtown as an 
attachment, and states the Assessment was conducted to assess the potential impacts of the 
Downtown Plan on the health of the local community.  The Assessment includes 
recommendations to lessen impacts of the Plan and cites a number of economic and community 
benefit factors related to health issues that is suggested the Draft PEIR should address.   
 
Response to Comment P-2.1:    The Health Impact Assessment is an independent analysis of the 
potential health impacts of the proposed Downtown Plan rather than a comment letter on the 
Draft PEIR.  The Assessment is part of the record of comments received on the Draft PEIR and 
will be passed on to the decision-makers for their consideration when reviewing the EIR and 
the Downtown Plan.    The Health Impact Assessment does analyze the health impacts of new 
development in the project area, but instead focuses on impacts from the lack of affordable 
housing and other particular community benefits. 
 
Though not focused on the Draft PEIR, the Health Impact Assessment suggests that the Draft 
PEIR should include mitigation measures for residential displacement and overcrowding, and 
should provide an accounting of temporary and permanent jobs generated by Downtown Plan 
implementation.   
 
Issues related to displacement and community benefits are addressed in Topical Responses #1 
and 2.  Residential displacement is also addressed in Draft PEIR Section 4.10, Population and 
Housing.  Impact Pop-2 in that section acknowledges that, despite the fact the Plan 
implementation is expected to add about 5,000 residences within the Downtown area, it may 
displace existing residences as new housing is constructed.  This impact is identified as 
unavoidable and significant.  As the Health Impact Assessment acknowledges, the Downtown 
area already has high levels of overcrowding; therefore, the development of additional units 
would be expected to generally aid in relieving this condition.  As noted in Section 4.10 (page 
4.10-2), displaced tenants would be eligible for relocation assistance if they are displaced.  In 
addition, as noted on page 4.10-4, residential developments in much of Downtown would be 
subject to 20 percent set-aside requirements for affordable housing.  Finally, mitigation has been 
provided in various Draft PEIR sections (Aesthetics, Air Quality, Transportation and Traffic) to 
address the physical effects associated with project area development. 
 
With respect to the request for more detailed employment, generalized employment estimates 
have been developed in order to aid in the analysis of the physical effects associated with 
employment growth.  However, it is not the Draft PEIR’s purpose to address socio-economic 
impacts such as those associated with employment.  The potential physical effects associated 
with employment growth (increased traffic and associated air pollutants and noise, for 
example) are addressed in the Draft PEIR.   
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