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Initial Study 

1. Project Title 
4800 Long Beach Boulevard Project 

2. Lead Agency Name and Address 
City of Long Beach 
411 West Ocean Boulevard, 3rd Floor 
Long Beach, California 90802 

3. Contact Person and Phone Number 
Anita Juhola-Garcia, Planner 
(562) 570-6469  

4. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address 
City Ventures 
3121 Michelson Drive, Suite 150 
Irvine, California 92612 

5. Project Location 
The project site is located at 4800 Long Beach Boulevard, Long Beach, California. The project site 
encompasses 1.102 acres (approximately 48,003 square feet [sf]) and includes five parcels that are 
identified as Assessor Parcel Numbers (APNs) 7133-010-900, -901, -902, - 903, and -904. The project 
site is bordered by 49th Street to the north, residential uses to the east, commercial and residential 
uses, and the Union Pacific Railroad to the south, and Long Beach Boulevard to the west. 
Additionally, the project includes a zone change for two parcels located immediately to the east of 
the project site, which are identified as APN 7133-010-003 (132 E. 49th Street – Adjacent Lot 1) and 
APN 7133-010-004 (134 E. 49th Street – Adjacent Lot 2) (“Adjacent Lots 1 and 2”). Figure 1 shows the 
location of the project site in the region and Figure 2 shows the project site and adjacent Lots 1 
and 2 in their neighborhood context.  
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Figure 1 Regional Location 
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Figure 2 Project Location 
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6. Existing Setting 
The project site consists of five vacant, undeveloped parcels that have been previously disturbed 
and graded. The project site is covered with ruderal vegetation. No trees are present on site. 
Existing concrete slabs are present on site. Figure 3 includes photos of the existing conditions at the 
project site. Adjacent Lots 1 and 2, located immediately east of the project site, are occupied by one 
single-story, single-family residence per lot, as shown in Figure 4.  

7. General Plan Designation 
Project Site: NSC-L (Neighborhood Serving Center or Corridor Low Density) 
Adjacent Lots 1 and 2: NSC-L (Neighborhood Serving Center or Corridor Low Density) 

8. Zoning 
Project Site: CCA (Community Commercial Automobile-Oriented) 

Adjacent Lots 1 and 2: CCA (Community Commercial Automobile-Oriented) 

9. Description of Project 
The 4800 Long Beach Boulevard Project (“proposed project” or “project”) involves development of 
18, three-story townhomes that would be a maximum height of 38 feet. Nine of the proposed units 
would consist of 1,411 square feet (sf) and nine would be 1,747 sf. The site would include two 
buildings with eight townhomes each and one building with two townhomes. Pursuant to the Long 
Beach Municipal Code (LBMC), the allowable density on site is 44 homes per acre. The total site area 
is 48,003 sf (1.102 acres) and the net site area is 42,558 sf (0.977 acres). The density of the proposed 
project would be 18.24 homes per acre.  

The proposed project would require and provide 41 parking spaces, including 36 residential spaces 
(two spaces per home) and five guest spaces (0.25 spaces per home). The proposed project requires 
2,700 sf of open space, including 1,350 sf of common space (75 sf per home) and 1,350 sf of private 
space (75 sf per home). The proposed project would provide 10,880 sf of open space, including 
6,856 sf of common open space and 4,024 sf of private open space. The proposed project would 
exceed Title 24 standards by 19 percent and would incorporate a number of green building features, 
including the following: 

 75% of landscaping comprised of drought tolerant plants 
 1-1.5-inch foam insulation on hot water pipes 
 Low-flow plumbing fixtures 
 Rooftop solar panels (net zero energy townhomes) 
 EnergyStar appliances 
 High-efficiency lighting 

Figure 5 through Figure 9 show the proposed site plan, building elevations, and landscape plan, 
while Table 1 details of the proposed residences. Additionally, as discussed further below, the 
proposed project requires the rezoning of the project site.  
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Figure 3 Views of the Project Site  

 
View of the project site, looking south from the east side of Long Beach Bouelvard. 

 
View of the project site, looking east from the northern portion of the project site. 
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Figure 4 View of the Adjacent Lots 1 and 2 

 
View of adjacent Lots 1 and 2 to the east of the project site.  
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Figure 5 Project Site Plan 

 
Source: William Hezmalhalch Architects, Inc., March 2020. 
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Figure 6 Project Elevations – Building 200, Duplex 

 
Source: William Hezmalhalch Architects, Inc., March 2020. 
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Figure 7 Project Elevations – Building 800, 8 Plex 

 
Source: William Hezmalhalch Architects, Inc., March 2020. 
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Figure 8 Landscape Plan 

 
Source: William Hezmalhalch Architects, Inc., February 2020. 
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Table 1 Project Details 
Lot Area (sf) 48,003 

Height  3 stories (38 feet) 

Density 18.24 homes per acre 

Floor Plan 1 (3 bedrooms, 3 bathrooms) 1,411 sf per unit 

Floor Plan 2 (3 bedrooms, 3 bathrooms + den) 1,747 sf per unit 

Residential Parking Spaces 36 

Guest Parking Spaces 5 

Private Open Space (sf) 4,024 

Common Open Space (sf) 6,856 

Setbacks 

Front Yard (ft) 15 

Street Side Yard (ft) 15 

Interior Side Yard (ft) 10 

Rear Yard (ft) 20-foot setback for two-story buildings/ 
30-foot for three-story buildings 

Zone Change  

Proposed R-4-N zone designation (“Project Site”) APNs 7133-010-900, -901, -902, - 903, and -904 

Proposed R-3-T zone designation (“Adjacent Lots 1 and 2”) APNs 7133-010-003 and -004 

sf = square feet; ft = feet 

Zone Change  
The project site is currently zoned CCA (Community Commercial Automobile-Oriented) and has a 
Land Use Designation of NSC-L (Neighborhood Serving Center or Corridor Low Density). The CCA 
zone permits retail and service uses. Multi-family residential uses are not permitted in the CCA zone. 
The NSC-L General Plan land use designation encourages development of mixed-use smaller scale 
retail and low-density apartment and condominium buildings. The NSC-L designation allows up to 
three stories in height and residential densities of up to 44 dwelling units per acre (du/acre) 
depending on lot size. As such, the proposed project would be consistent with the General Plan 
designation but would not be consistent with the current zoning designation. Project entitlements 
include a Zone Change to R-4-N (Medium-density Multiple Residential) to allow for the development 
of the proposed townhomes. The R-4-N zone allows for a high density, multifamily residential 
district. It is intended to meet the demand of a broad segment of the population which provides a 
diversity of housing choices.  

The project also includes the rezoning of the two parcels located immediately to the east of the 
project site. Currently, the two parcels are zoned CCA and have a Land Use Designation of NSC-L 
(Neighborhood Serving Center or Corridor Low Density. As discussed above, the CCA zone does not 
allow for residential uses. The two parcels would be rezoned to the R-3-T (Multi-family Residential, 
Townhouse) designation. The proposed R-3-T zone designation allows for the development of multi-
family residential uses. Pursuant to Section 21.31 of the LBMC, the allowable density under the R-3-
T for both parcels would be one unit per lot, as both lots are less than 3,200 sf. Additionally the 
height limit for the R-3-T would be 28 feet (two stories), which is the same as what is currently 
allowed under the CCA Zone. Given that the two parcels are currently occupied by single-family 
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residences and that under the R-3-T zoning designation the maximum density allowed is one 
residential unit per lot, the rezone of the two properties would not facilitate development at a 
greater density than what is currently existing. Additionally, the proposed R-3-T zone designation 
would not facilitate development at a greater height than what is currently allowed under the CCA 
zone designation (28 feet, two stories). No new development or physical or operational changes to 
the existing buildings are proposed on these two parcels. Table 2 shows the development standards 
associated with the applicable zoning designations. 

Table 2 Zoning Development Standards 
Standard CCA R-4-N R-3-T 

Allowable Uses Retail and commercial  High density, multi-family 
residential  

Multi-family 
residential 

Density Residential uses not allowed 1 unit per 975 sf for lot areas of 
22,501 sf or more1 

1 unit per lot for lots 
of 0 – 3,200 sf2  

Maximum Building Height 28 ft (two stories) 38 ft (three stories) 28 ft (two stories) 

sf = square feet 
1 Pursuant to Section 21.31 of the LBMC, the allowable density under the R-4-N zone for the project site would be 44 homes as the 
total net site area is 42,558 sf.  
2 Pursuant to Section 21.31 of the LBMC, the allowable density under the R-3-T zone for APNs 7133-010-003 and 004 would be one 
unit per lot, as both lots are less than 3,200 sf. 

Source: City of Long Beach Municipal Code Chapter 21 Zoning 

Construction and Grading 
Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to occur over an approximately 17-month period 
that would begin in July 2020 and end in December 2021. Construction phasing would include site 
preparation, grading, building construction, asphalt paving and architectural coating. The graded soil 
would be utilized onsite for construction of the building pads and foundations. No new 
development or construction is proposed on adjacent Lots 1 and 2.  

Access  
Access to the project site would be provided via 49th Street, which would lead to an internal 
driveway that would provide access to the individual garages and surface parking. Access to the 
existing single-family residences on adjacent Lots 1 and 2 is provided from private driveways via 49th 
street; no changes to these driveways are proposed under the zone change.  

10. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting 
The project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are located in an urban area. Land uses to the east of the 
project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 include one- and two-story, single- and multi-family 
residences. Land uses to the north of the project site, across 49th Street, include one- and two-story 
commercial uses and one- and two-story single-and multi-family residences. Land uses to the west 
of the project site, across Long Beach Boulevard, include one-story commercial uses and one- and 
two-story residential uses. Land uses to the south of the project site, across the Union Pacific 
Railroad, include one-story commercial uses and one- and two-story residential uses. 
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11. Required Approvals  
Project entitlements include a Site Plan Review, Vesting Tentative Tract Map, and Zone Change. The 
proposed zoning for the project site is R-4-N. The proposed zone change for the adjacent Lots 1 
and  2 located to the east of the project site is R-3-T.  

12. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required 
The City of Long Beach is the lead agency with responsibility for approving the proposed project. 
Approval from other public agencies is not required. There are no responsible or trustee agencies 
for the project. 

13. Have California Native American Tribes Traditionally 
and Culturally Affiliated with the Project Area 
Requested Consultation Pursuant to Public Resources 
Code Section 21080.3.1? 

As part of the process of identifying cultural resources issues in or near the project site, the City sent 
letters inviting tribes to consult with the City on August 21, 2018. The City requested a response 
within 30 days of receipt as specified by AB 52. The City received a request for consultation from the 
Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians on August 30, 2018. Consultation was held on November 1, 
2018. 
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
This project would potentially affect the environmental factors checked below, involving at least 
one impact that is “Potentially Significant” or “Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation 
Incorporated” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

■ Aesthetics □ Agriculture and 
Forestry Resources 

■ Air Quality 

■ Biological Resources ■ Cultural Resources □ Energy 

■ Geology/Soils □ Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

□ Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials 

□ Hydrology/Water Quality □ Land Use/Planning □ Mineral Resources 

■ Noise □ Population/Housing □ Public Services 

□ Recreation □ Transportation ■ Tribal Cultural Resources 

□ Utilities/Service Systems □ Wildfire ■ Mandatory Findings  
of Significance 

Determination 
Based on this initial evaluation: 

□ I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, 
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

■ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions to the 
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

□ I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

□ I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or 
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one 
effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable 
legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier 
analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is 
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 
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□ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potential significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately
in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b)
have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION,
including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project,
nothing further is required.

Signature Date 

Printed Name Title 

5/7/2020

Anita Juhola-Garcia Planner
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Environmental Checklist 

1 Aesthetics 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project: 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista? □ □ □ ■ 

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway? □ □ □ ■ 

c. In non-urbanized areas, substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of public views of the site and its 
surroundings? (Public views are those 
that are experienced from a publicly 
accessible vantage point). If the project is 
in an urbanized area, would the project 
conflict with applicable zoning and other 
regulations governing scenic quality? □ ■ □ □ 

d. Create a new source of substantial light or 
glare that would adversely affect daytime 
or nighttime views in the area? □ ■ □ □ 

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

The project site is located on the southeast corner of Long Beach Boulevard and 48th Street in an 
urbanized area of Long Beach. The project would result in the construction of 18 three-story 
townhomes on a vacant 1.1-acre site. Additionally, the project would include the rezoning of Lots 1 
and 2 located immediately east of the project site from CCA to R-3-T. There are no scenic vistas that 
can be viewed from the project site or adjacent Lots 1 and 2, or scenic vistas that would be 
obstructed by the project. Views from the project site and adjacent lots 1 and 2 include one- and 
two-story residential and commercial uses. Views of the project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 
consist of undeveloped property and single-family residences, respectively. No new development or 
changes to the existing buildings are proposed on adjacent Lots 1 and 2. According to the City’s 
General Plan Scenic Routes Element, cultural assets in the project’s vicinity include the downtown 
Civic Center Complex which is approximately 4.7 miles south. Historical assets in the project’s 
vicinity include two preserved ranches: Rancho Los Cerritos and Rancho Los Alamitos, which are 
0.35 miles south and 6.8 miles southeast of the project site, respectively. Additionally, American 
Legion Post #560, which is a historic structure designated by the City of Long Beach, is located 1.6 
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miles southwest of the project site. Development of the proposed project would not obstruct public 
views of these cultural or historical resources because no views of these resources are available in 
the project site vicinity. Therefore, no impact to scenic vistas would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

b. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, 
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

The California Scenic Highway System indicates that no existing or proposed State scenic highways 
are located in the vicinity of the project site or adjacent Lots 1 and 2 (Caltrans, 2011). In addition, 
development of the proposed townhomes would not affect any trees, rock outcroppings, historic 
buildings, or other identified scenic resources. Existing vegetation on the project site consists of 
ruderal vegetation. Adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are occupied by one-story single-family residential 
buildings. Adjacent Lots 1 and 2 contain ornamental vegetation and mature ornamental trees 
onsite. No new development or physical changes to the existing buildings are proposed on adjacent 
Lots 1 and 2. Development of the proposed project would not result in the obstruction of public 
views of cultural or historical resources in the project vicinity, as no views of these resources are 
provided in the project vicinity. The project would not result in substantial damage to scenic 
resources in a state scenic highway and no impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

c. Would the project, in non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are 
experienced from a publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, 
would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic 
quality? 

The proposed project involves development of 18 housing units on an undeveloped site. 
Implementation of the project would change the visual character of the project site by introducing 
new structures; however, the proposed structures would be similar to the existing residences 
surrounding the site and would not substantially change the existing visual character of the site or 
vicinity. As shown in Figure 3 of the Project Description, the project site is located in an urbanized 
area. Land uses to the east of the project site include one-story single-family residences. Land uses 
to the north, across East 49th Street include one-story commercial and single-family residential uses. 
Land uses to the west, across Long Beach Boulevard, include one-story commercial uses such as the 
Walls Motel Long Beach, the Word of God Ministries, and Bundle of Joy Daycare. Land uses to the 
south include one-story single-family residences, one- to two- story multi-family residences and 
one-story commercial uses.  

Project entitlements include a Zone Change from CCA to R-4-N (Medium-density Multiple 
Residential), which would allow for the development of the proposed townhomes. The R-4 N zone 
allows for a high density, multifamily residential district and is intended to meet the demand of a 
broad segment of the population by providing a diversity of housing choices.  

The project would also include the rezoning of the adjacent Lots 1 and 2 located to the east of the 
project site from CCA (Community Commercial Automobile-Oriented) to R-3-T (Townhomes). The 
two parcels are currently occupied by single-family residences. Under the R-3-T zoning designation 
the maximum density allowed would also be one residential unit per lot and no changes to the 
allowable building height would occur. Thus, the rezone of the two properties would not facilitate 
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development at a greater density or height then what is currently allowed. Additionally, as no new 
development or physical changes to existing buildings are proposed on adjacent Lots 1 and 2, no 
change would occur with respect to the visual character of these two properties.  

Upon approval of the requested discretionary actions, development would comply with City zoning 
standards, including maximum height limits, yards, and front and side setbacks. Therefore, the 
addition of the three-story townhomes would not degrade the existing visual character or quality of 
the site and its immediate surroundings and would be consistent with the City’s envisioned visual 
character and quality of the project site. Additionally, the project would include mitigation measure 
AES-1, which would reduce temporary construction impacts by screening public views of 
construction equipment, to the extent feasible, during construction of the project. With 
implementation of mitigation, impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measure 

AES-1 Construction Staging Areas 

Construction equipment staging areas shall be located, to the greatest extent feasible, away from 
nearby existing residential uses, and utilize appropriate screening (I.e., temporary fencing with 
opaque material) to shield public views of construction equipment and material. Prior to issuance of 
a grading permit, the City Engineer shall verify that staging areas are identified on final 
grading/development plans and that appropriate perimeter screening is included as a construction 
specification.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

d. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely 
affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

The project site is located in an urbanized area, with existing sources of light and glare. Construction 
of the project would introduce construction vehicles and equipment during daytime hours that 
could potentially create glare for surrounding land uses. However, pursuant to Sections 8.80.202A 
through 80.202C of the Long Beach Municipal Code (LBMC), construction activities are prohibited 
between the hours of 7:00 PM and 7:00 AM on weekdays and Federal holidays, between the hours 
of 7:00 PM on Friday and 9:00 AM on Saturday and after 6:00 PM on Saturday, and any time on 
Sunday. These limits would reduce impacts from vehicle headlamps and any associated impacts to 
nighttime views during construction. Since proposed construction would be required to adhere to 
the timing restrictions laid out in the LBMC, no construction would occur at night when lighting 
would potentially be required. In addition, any lighting or glare during construction would be 
temporary.  

Operation of the proposed project would not substantially increase lighting and glare in the 
surrounding area relative to existing levels. The project site lies in an urban area on a 
commercialized intersection that includes single- and multi-family residences, restaurants and other 
commercial buildings. Operation of the proposed project would include the use of nighttime 
security lighting, and general lighting associated with mixed-use development. Lighting fixtures 
would be aimed downwards, generally contained in the project site, and would not create a 
substantial source of light or glare. Operational lighting sources generated by the project would be 
similar to and consistent with the surrounding uses in the area and would not adversely affect day 
or nighttime views. Additionally, because no new development or changes to the existing buildings 
are proposed on adjacent Lots 1 and 2, no changes would occur with respect to light or glare on the 



City of Long Beach 
4800 Long Beach Boulevard Project 

 
20 

adjacent Lots 1 and 2 as compared to existing conditions. Implementation of mitigation measure 
AES-2 would require that any exterior lighting would not spill over onto adjacent uses. Because the 
project would not generate substantial sources of light or glare, impacts would be less than 
significant.  

Mitigation Measure 

AES-2 Outdoor Lighting Plan 
Exterior lighting shall not spill over onto adjacent uses. Prior to issuance of any building permit, the 
project applicant shall prepare and submit an Outdoor Lighting Plan to the City of Long Beach 
Development Services Department, for review and approval, that includes a foot-candle map 
illustrating the amount of light from the project at adjacent light sensitive receptors. All exterior 
light fixtures (including street lighting) shall be shielded or directed away from adjoining uses. 
Landscape light levels and fixtures shall be appropriate for the purpose and location. Design and 
placement will consider the type, intensity, and location of uses. Safety and security lighting for 
pedestrians and vehicular movements shall be provided.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 
or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? □ □ □ ■ 

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 
use or a Williamson Act contract? □ □ □ ■ 

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in 
Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)); 
timberland (as defined by Public Resources 
Code Section 4526); or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by 
Government Code Section 51104(g))? □ □ □ ■ 

d. Result in the loss of forest land or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest 
use? □ □ □ ■ 

e. Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location 
or nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest 
use? □ □ □ ■ 

a. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?  

The project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are located in an urbanized area in the City of Long Beach. 
The project site is presently vacant and the rezoning of adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are occupied by single-
family residences. The California Department of Conservation’s 2014 map of Los Angeles County 
Important Farmland shows that the project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are within an area that 
does not consist of Farmland. Therefore, the project would not have an impact on farmland. 

NO IMPACT 
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b. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 
contract?  

Neither the project site nor the adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are zoned for agricultural use or under any 
Williamson Act contract (California Department of Conservation, 2015-2016). The project site is 
currently zoned CCA (Community Commercial Automobile-Oriented) and has a Land Use 
Designation of NSC-L (Neighborhood Serving Center or Corridor Low Density). The two parcels 
included in the zone change are currently zoned CCA. The proposed project would involve the 
development of three-story townhomes and a parking lot and the rezone of two parcels 
immediately west of the project site. The proposed project does not include the conversion of 
farmland to non-agricultural uses. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact with 
respect to agricultural zoning or other conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use.  

NO IMPACT 

c. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined 
in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code 
Section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code 
Section 51104(g))?  

d. Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?  

Neither the project site, adjacent Lots 1 and 2, nor the surrounding area are zoned for forest land or 
timberland. Accordingly, the project would not conflict with forest land or timberland zoning. 
Additionally, the project would not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to 
non-forest use. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

e. Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their 
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use? 

The proposed project would involve the development of the three-story townhomes and a parking 
lot and the rezoning of two properties to the immediate east of the project site. The project site 
does not include the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses. Therefore, the proposed 
project would have no impact with respect to agricultural zoning or other conversion of farmland to 
non-agricultural use.  

NO IMPACT 
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3 Air Quality 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of the applicable air quality plan? □ □ ■ □ 

b. Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal 
or state ambient air quality standard? □ □ ■ □ 

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? □ □ ■ □ 

d. Result in other emissions (such as those 
leading to odors) adversely affecting a 
substantial number of people? □ □ ■ □ 

Air Quality Standards and Attainment 
The project site is located in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which is under the jurisdiction of the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). As the local air quality management 
agency, the SCAQMD is required to monitor air pollutant levels to ensure that state and federal 
ambient air quality standards (AAQS) are met and, if they are not met, to develop strategies to meet 
the AAQS.  

Depending on whether or not the AAQS are met or exceeded, the SCAB is designated “attainment,” 
“maintenance,” or “nonattainment.” Under state law, air districts are required to prepare a plan for 
air quality improvement for pollutants for which the district is in non-compliance. The SCAQMD is 
designated nonattainment for the federal AAQS for ozone and PM2.5 and a CO maintenance area. 
Areas of the SCAB located in Los Angeles County are also federally designated nonattainment for 
lead. Under state AAQS, the SCAB is designated nonattainment for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5. The 
SCAB is designated unclassifiable or in attainment for all other federal and state standards. 
Characteristics of O3, CO, NO2, SO2, and particulate matter are described in Table 3. 
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Table 3 Health Effects Associated with Criteria Pollutants 
Pollutant Adverse Effects 

Ozone (1) Short-term exposures: pulmonary function decrements and localized lung edema in 
humans and animals, risk to public health implied by alterations in pulmonary 
morphology and host defense in animals; (2) long-term exposures: risk to public health 
implied by altered connective tissue metabolism and altered pulmonary morphology in 
animals after long-term exposures and pulmonary function decrements in chronically 
exposed humans; (3) vegetation damage; and (4) property damage. 

Carbon monoxide (CO) Reduces oxygen delivery leading to: (1) Aggravation of chest pain (angina pectoris) and 
other aspects of coronary heart disease; (2) decreased exercise tolerance in persons 
with peripheral vascular disease and lung disease; (3) impairment of central nervous 
system functions; and (4) possible increased risk to fetuses. 

Nitrogen dioxide (NO2)  (1) Potential to aggravate chronic respiratory disease and respiratory symptoms in 
sensitive groups; (2) risk to public health implied by pulmonary and extra-pulmonary 
biochemical and cellular changes and pulmonary structural changes; and (3) 
contribution to atmospheric discoloration. 

Sulfur dioxide (SO2) (1) Bronchoconstriction accompanied by symptoms that may include wheezing, 
shortness of breath, and chest tightness during exercise or physical activity in persons 
with asthma. 

Inhalable particulate matter 
(PM10) 

(1) Excess deaths from short-term and long-term exposures; (2) excess seasonal declines 
in pulmonary function, especially in children; (3) asthma exacerbation and possibly 
induction; (4) adverse birth outcomes including low birth weight; (5) increased infant 
mortality; (6) increased respiratory symptoms in children such as cough and bronchitis; 
and (7) increased hospitalization for both cardiovascular and respiratory disease 
(including asthma).a 

Fine particulate matter 
(PM2.5) 

(1) Excess deaths from short- and long-term exposures; (2) excess seasonal declines in 
pulmonary function, especially in children; (3) asthma exacerbation and possibly 
induction; (4) adverse birth outcomes, including low birth weight; (5) increased infant 
mortality; (6) increased respiratory symptoms in children, such as cough and bronchitis; 
and (7) increased hospitalization for both cardiovascular and respiratory disease, 
including asthma.1 

1 More detailed discussion on the health effects associated with exposure to suspended particulate matter can be found in the 
following documents: Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, Particulate Matter Health Effects and Standard 
Recommendations, www.oehha.ca.gov/air/toxic_contaminants/PM10notice.html#may, May 9, 2002; and EPA, Air Quality Criteria for 
Particulate Matter, October 2004. 

Source: U.S. EPA 2015 

Air Quality Management 
Under state law, the SCAQMD is required to prepare a plan for air quality improvement for 
pollutants for which the District is designated nonattainment. The latest Air Quality Management 
Plan (AQMP) from 2016 was adopted on March 3, 2017. It incorporates new scientific data and 
notable regulatory actions that have occurred since adoption of the 2012 AQMP, including the 
approval of the new federal 8-hour ozone standard of 0.070 ppm that was finalized in 2015. The 
Final 2016 AQMP addresses several state and federal planning requirements and incorporates new 
scientific information, primarily in the form of updated emissions inventories, ambient 
measurements, and meteorological air quality models. The Southern California Association of 
Government’s (SCAG) projections for socio-economic data (e.g., population, housing, employment 
by industry) and transportation activities from the 2016 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (2016 RTP/SCS) are integrated into the 2016 AQMP. The 2016 AQMP builds 
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upon the approaches taken in the 2012 AQMP for the attainment of federal PM and ozone 
standards and highlights the significant amount of reductions to be achieved. It emphasizes the 
need for interagency planning to identify additional strategies to achieve reductions within the 
timeframes allowed under the federal Clean Air Act, especially in the area of mobile sources. The 
2016 AQMP also includes a discussion of emerging issues and opportunities, such as fugitive toxic 
particulate emissions, zero-emission mobile source control strategies, and the interacting dynamics 
among climate, energy, and air pollution. The 2016 AQMP also demonstrates strategies for 
attainment of the new federal eight-hour ozone standard and vehicle miles travelled (VMT) 
emissions offsets, pursuant to recent United States Environmental Protection Act (USEPA) 
requirements (Appendix A). 

Air Emission Thresholds 
The SCAQMD recommends quantitative regional significance thresholds for temporary construction 
activities and long-term project operation in the SCAB, shown in Table 4. 

Table 4  SCAQMD Regional Significance Thresholds 
Construction Thresholds  Operational Thresholds 

75 pounds per day of ROG1 
100 pounds per day of NOX 
550 pounds per day of CO 
150 pounds per day of SOX 
150 pounds per day of PM10 
55 pounds per day of PM2.5 

 55 pounds per day of ROG 
55 pounds per day of NOX 
550 pounds per day of CO 
150 pounds per day of SOX 
150 pounds per day of PM10 
55 pounds per day of PM2.5 

Notes: ROG = reactive organic compounds, NOX = nitrogen oxides, CO = carbon monoxide, SOX = sulfur oxides, PM10 = inhalable 
particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less, and PM2.5 = fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less. 
1 Organic compound precursors of ozone are routinely described by a number of variations of three terms: hydrocarbons (HC), organic 
gases (OG), and organic compounds (OC). These terms are often modified by adjectives such as total, reactive, or volatile, and result in 
a rather confusing array of acronyms: HC, THC (total hydrocarbons), RHC (reactive hydrocarbons), TOG (total organic gases), ROG 
(reactive organic gases), TOC (total organic compounds), ROC (reactive organic compounds), and VOC (volatile organic compounds). 
While most of these differ in some significant way from a chemical perspective, two groups are important from an air quality 
perspective: non-photochemically reactive in the lower atmosphere, or photochemically reactive in the lower atmosphere (HC, RHC, 
ROG, ROC, and VOC). SCAQMD uses the term VOC to denote organic precursors. 

Source: SCAQMD 2019 

Localized Significance Thresholds 
In addition to the above regional thresholds, the SCAQMD has developed Localized Significance 
Thresholds (LSTs) in response to the Governing Board’s Environmental Justice Enhancement 
Initiative (1-4), which was prepared to update the CEQA Air Quality Handbook (1993). LSTs were 
devised in response to concern regarding exposure of individuals to criteria pollutants in local 
communities and have been developed for NO2, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. LSTs represent the maximum 
emissions from a project that will not cause or contribute to an air quality exceedance of the most 
stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard at the nearest sensitive receptor, 
taking into consideration ambient concentrations in each source receptor area (SRA), distance to 
the sensitive receptor, and project size. LSTs have been developed for emissions within construction 
areas up to five acres in size. Additionally, LSTs only apply to onsite emissions and are not applicable 
to mobile sources, such as cars on a roadway (SCAQMD 2008). As such, LSTs are typically applied 
only to construction emissions because the majority of operational air quality emissions from 
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residential and retail developments are associated with project-generated vehicle trips. Therefore, 
operational LSTs are not discussed further below. 

LSTs have been developed for emissions within construction areas up to five acres in size. The 
SCAQMD provides lookup tables for project sites that measure one, two, or five acres. The project 
site encompasses 1.1 acres. Therefore, this analysis utilizes the one-acre LSTs. LSTs are provided for 
receptors at a distance of 82 to 1,640 feet from the project site boundary. Construction activity 
would occur approximately 25 feet south from the closest sensitive receptor, which is a single-family 
residential property. According to the SCAQMD’s publication, Final LST Methodology, projects with 
boundaries located closer than 82 feet to the nearest receptor should use the LSTs for receptors 
located at 82 feet. Therefore, the analysis below uses the LST values for 82 feet. 

The project site is located in SRA-4 (South Coastal Los Angeles County). LSTs for construction in SRA-
4 on a 1-acre site with a receptor 82 feet away are shown in Table 5. 

Table 5 SCAQMD LSTs for Construction Emissions 

Pollutant  
Allowable Emissions from a 1-acre 

Site in SRA-4 for a Receptor 82 Feet Away 

Gradual conversion of NOX to NO2 57 

CO 585 

PM10 4 

PM2.5 3 

Source: SCAQMD 2009 

a. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

A project may be inconsistent with the AQMP if it would generate population, housing or 
employment growth exceeding the forecasts used in the development of the AQMP. The 2016 
AQMP relies on local general plans and the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan’s (RTP) forecasts of 
regional population, housing, and employment growth in its own projections for managing air 
quality in the Basin.  

The growth projections used by the SCAQMD to develop the AQMP emissions budgets are based on 
the population, vehicle trends, and land use plans developed in general plans and used by SCAG in 
the development of the regional transportation plans and sustainable communities strategy. As 
such, projects that propose development that is consistent with the growth anticipated by SCAG’s 
growth projections and/or the General Plan would not conflict with the SCAQMD AQMP.  

As mentioned in Section 11, Land Use and Planning, the proposed project involves development of 
18 three-story townhomes. The project site has a Land Use Designation of NSC-L (Neighborhood 
Serving Center or Corridor Low Density). The NSC-L General Plan land use designation encourages 
development of mixed-use smaller scale retail uses and low-density apartment and condominium 
buildings. The proposed project would be consistent with the General Plan designation.  

As discussed in Section 14, Population and Housing, according to the California Department of 
Finance (DOF), the City of Long Beach has an estimated population of 475,013 with an average 
household size of 2.82 persons (DOF 2019). The Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) estimates a population increase to 484,500 by 2040 which is an increase of approximately 
two percent or 9,487 persons (SCAG 2016). Development of 18 new townhomes would increase the 
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existing population by approximately 51 residents (approximately 0.01 percent) to 475,063, which 
would be within SCAG’s 2040 population forecast. In addition, SCAG’s estimate for existing 
households in 2012 is 163,800. SCAG estimates a housing increase to 175,500 by 2040, which is an 
increase of approximately seven percent, or 11,700 housing units (SCAG 2016). Construction of the 
proposed 18 housing units would represent approximately 0.1 percent of the projected housing 
stock increase, which would not exceed SCAG’s 2040 housing units forecast. The City has identified 
that it needs to build approximately 28,000 additional housing units by 2040 (Beacon Economics 
2018). The 18 townhomes proposed by the project would help fill the City’s regional housing 
allocation needs and residents would likely come from within the community, rather than from 
outside the region. 

The project would also include the rezoning of the two properties to the east of the project site 
from CCA (Community Commercial Automobile-Oriented) to R-3-T (Townhomes). The two parcels 
are currently occupied by single-family residences. Under the R-3-T zoning designation the 
maximum density allowed would also be one residential unit per lot. No new development or 
physical or operational changes to the existing buildings are proposed on Lots 1 and 2. The rezoning 
of Lots 1 and 2 would serve to reflect existing conditions on these lots. Therefore, the rezoning of 
these two parcels would not result in a change to population or housing. The potential population 
and housing increase generated by the proposed project would not substantially alter air quality 
conditions in the Basin and would not generate emissions that would adversely affect regional air 
quality; therefore, the project would not conflict with the SCAQMD’s AQMP. Impacts would be less 
than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

b. Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard? 

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3), the SCAQMD’s approach for assessing 
cumulative impacts is based on the AQMP forecasts of attainment of ambient air quality standards 
in accordance with the requirements of the federal and state Clean Air Acts. If the mass regional 
emissions calculated for a project exceed the applicable SCAQMD daily significance thresholds that 
are designed to assist the region in attaining the applicable state and national ambient air quality 
standards, that project can be considered cumulatively considerable. 

While the proposed project includes the rezone of the two properties to the east of the project site, 
no new development or physical changes to the existing buildings are proposed on adjacent Lots 1 
and 2. Therefore, the rezone of the two additional properties to the east of the project site would 
not result in the generation of air quality emissions and thus the focus of this air quality analysis is 
on the proposed residential development.  

Construction Emissions 
Project construction would generate temporary air pollutant emissions during the 17-month 
construction period. These emissions would include fugitive dust, exhaust emissions from heavy 
construction vehicles, as well as off-gassing from the application of architectural coatings and 
paving. Grading, excavation, hauling, and site preparation would generally involve the highest use of 
heavy equipment and the greatest generation of emissions.  
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Project-related air pollutant emissions from construction activities were estimated using the 
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2016.3.2. For the purposes of modeling, it 
was assumed that the project would comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 to reduce fugitive dust and 
Rule 1113 to limit volatile organic compound (VOC) content in architectural coating. Specifically, 
Rule 403, Rule 1113, and other applicable Regulatory Compliance Measures are listed below.  

Table 6 summarizes the estimated maximum daily emissions of pollutants during construction on 
the project site. As shown construction emissions would not exceed SCAQMD regional thresholds or 
LSTs. Therefore, impacts to regional air quality and local receptors due to construction emissions 
would be less than significant.  

Table 6 Construction Emissions 

Construction Phase  

Estimated Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day) 

ROG NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

2020 Maximum (lbs/day) 3.2 35.9 22.3 <0.1 3.8 2.6 

2021 Maximum (lbs/day) 3.7 23.4 23.4 <0.1 1.5 1.2 

SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

Maximum Onsite Emissions (lbs/day) 3.5 34.6 22.8 <0.1 3.7 2.5 

Local Significance Thresholds (LSTs) 
(onsite only) 

N/A 57 585 N/A  4 3 

Threshold Exceeded? N/A No No N/A No No 

See Appendix A for modeling details and CalEEMod results.  

Notes: Emissions presented are the highest of the winter and summer modeled emissions. Due to rounding, numbers may not add up 
precisely to the totals indicated. Emission data is pulled from “mitigated” results, which include measures that will be implemented 
during project construction, such as watering of soils during construction as required under SCAQMD Rule 403. 

Regulatory Compliance Measures 
Compliance with the following SCAQMD standard regulatory requirements was included in 
CalEEMod: 

Demolition, Grading, and Construction Activities: Compliance with Provisions of 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 403 
Rule 403 includes the following provisions: 

 All unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be wetted at least twice daily during 
excavation and construction, and temporary dust covers shall be used to reduce dust emissions 
and meet SCAQMD Rule 403.  

 The construction area shall be kept sufficiently dampened to control dust caused by grading and 
hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of dust caused by wind. 

 All clearing, earth moving, or excavation activities shall be discontinued during periods of high 
winds (i.e., greater than 15 mph), so as to prevent excessive amounts of dust. 
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 All dirt/soil shall be secured by trimming, watering, or other appropriate means to prevent 
spillage and dust. 

 All dirt/soil materials transported off-site shall be either sufficiently watered or securely covered 
to prevent excessive amounts of dust. 

 General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment so as to minimize 
exhaust emissions. 

 Trucks having no current hauling activity shall not idle but be turned off. 
 Exposed unpaved surfaces shall be maintained at a minimum soil moisture of 12 percent and 

vehicle speeds shall be limited to 15 miles per hour on unpaved roads. 

Engine Idling 
In accordance with Section 2485 of Title 13 of the California Code of Regulations, the idling of all 
diesel-fueled commercial vehicles (weighing over 10,000 pounds) during construction shall be 
limited to five minutes at any location.  

Emission Standards 
In accordance with Section 93115 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations, operation of any 
stationary, diesel-fueled, compression-ignition engines shall meet specified fuel and fuel additive 
requirements and emission standards. 

Architectural Coatings 

SCAQMD Rule 1113 limits the volatile organic compound (VOC) content of architectural coatings.  

In addition, the model included project-specific features discussed under Description of the Project, 
above (see page 4 of this report). 

Operational Emissions 
Long-term emissions associated with project operation, as shown in Table 7, would include 
emissions from vehicle trips (mobile sources) and landscape maintenance equipment, consumer 
products, and architectural coating (area sources). The proposed townhomes would not include 
natural gas and would be net zero energy due to the rooftop solar panels; therefore, there would be 
no emissions associated with energy sources. As indicated in Table 7, emissions during operation of 
the proposed project would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds for any criteria pollutant. Therefore, 
operational air quality impacts would be less than significant.  
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Table 7 Project Operational Emissions 

 Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day) 

Emission Source ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Area 0.7 <0.1 1.5 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 

Energy <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 

Mobile  0.1 0.6 1.5 <0.1 0.8 0.2 

Total Project Emissions 0.8 0.6 3.0 <0.1 0.8 0.2 

SCAQMD Regional Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

Notes: Emissions modeling was completed using CalEEMod. See Appendix A for modeling results. Due to rounding, numbers may not 
add up precisely to the totals indicated. Emission data is pulled from “mitigated” results that include compliance with regulations and 
mitigation measures that will be included in the project. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

c. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Local Significance Thresholds (LSTs) 
LSTs were developed in response to environmental justice and health concerns raised by the public 
regarding exposure of individuals to criteria pollutants in local communities. To address the issue of 
localized significance, the SCAQMD adopted LSTs that show whether a project would cause or 
contribute to localized air quality impacts and thereby cause or contribute to potential localized 
adverse health effects. As shown in Table 6, project construction generated emissions would not 
exceed localized significance thresholds. Additionally, no new development or construction is 
proposed on adjacent Lots 1 and 2. Therefore, the project would not expose local sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations from onsite activities during construction. Impacts 
would be less than significant. 

CO Hotspots 
A CO hotspot is a localized concentration of CO that is above a CO one-hour or eight-hour AAQS of 
35.0 parts per million (ppm) and 9.0 ppm, respectively (CARB 2016). Localized CO hotspots generally 
occur at intersections with heavy peak hour traffic. Specifically, hotspots can be created at 
intersections where traffic volumes are high with high congestion.  

The SCAB is a federal CO maintenance area and a state attainment area. CO concentrations have 
been reduced to low levels of the past 10 years such that most air quality monitoring stations in the 
SCAB no longer report CO levels. No stations within the vicinity of the project site have monitored 
CO in the last four years. In 2012, the Long Beach-2425 Webster Street monitoring station detected 
an eight-hour maximum CO concentration of 2.6 ppm, which is substantially below the state and 
federal standard of 9.0 ppm (CARB 2018). Based on the low background level of CO in the project 
area, improving vehicle emissions standards for new cars, and the project’s low level of traffic, the 
project would not create new hotspots or contribute substantially to existing hotspots. Localized air 
quality impacts related to CO hotspots would not occur.  
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Toxic Air Contaminants – Diesel Particulate Matter 

Construction 
Construction of the project is expected to occur over a 17-month period and would result in the 
generation of diesel-exhaust Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM) emissions from the use of off-road 
diesel equipment required for site grading and excavation, paving, and other construction activities 
and on-road diesel equipment used to bring materials to and from the project site.  

According to the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), health risk 
assessments, which determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic emissions, should be 
based on a 30-year exposure period; however, such assessments should be limited to the 
period/duration of activities associated with the project (OEHHA 2015). Thus, if the duration of 
proposed construction activities near any specific sensitive receptor were 17 months, the exposure 
would be approximately five percent of the total exposure period used for health risk calculation. 
Therefore, DPM generated by project construction is not expected to create conditions that expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentration over an extended period of time. 
Additionally, with ongoing implementation of USEPA and CARB requirements for cleaner fuels; off-
road diesel engine retrofits; and new, low-emission diesel engine types, the DPM emissions of 
individual equipment would be substantially reduced. In addition, the project would include the 
rezoning of the adjacent Lots 1 and 2 located to the east of the project site. The two parcels are 
currently occupied by single-family residences. No new development or construction is proposed on 
the adjacent Lots 1 and 2. The maximum density allowed under the R-3-T zoning designation for 
adjacent Lots 1 and 2 would also be one residential unit. Therefore, the rezoning of the two 
properties would not facilitate development at a greater density than what is currently existing. 
Localized air quality impacts from construction related DPM emissions would be less than 
significant. 

Operation 
In addition to criteria pollutant emissions, a project may impact sensitive receptors by emitting toxic 
air contaminants (TAC). The project proposes residential uses, which are not emitters of substantial 
TAC concentrations. The project itself does not include any significant source of TACs that would 
potentially affect sensitive receptors. Land uses surrounding the project are residential 
developments, hotels, and institutional uses. None of these land uses are typically associated with 
the emission of TACs. Additionally, the project would include the rezoning of the adjacent Lots 1 and 
2 located to the east of the project site from CCA (Community Commercial Automobile-Oriented) to 
R-3-T (Townhomes). The two parcels are currently occupied by single-family residences. Under the 
R-3-T zoning designation the maximum density allowed would also be one residential unit per lot. 
No new development or operational changes are proposed on the adjacent Lots 1 and 2. For these 
reasons, exposure of persons on the project site would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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d. Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting 
a substantial number of people? 

The potential for an odor impact is dependent on a number of variables including the nature of the 
odor source, distance between the receptor and odor source, and local meteorological conditions. 
During construction, potential odor sources associated with the project include diesel exhaust 
associated with construction equipment. Diesel exhaust may be noticeable temporarily; however, 
construction activities would be temporary. Therefore, the diesel exhaust odors would result in less 
than significant impacts. 

Common sources of operational odor complaints include sewage treatment plants, landfills, 
recycling facilities, and agricultural uses. The proposed project, and rezone of the two properties to 
the east, would not include any of these uses that are known to generate odors. In addition, solid 
waste generated by the proposed onsite uses would be collected by a contracted waste hauler, 
ensuring that odors resulting from onsite waste would be managed and collected in a manner to 
prevent the proliferation of odors. In addition, no new development or physical or operational 
changes are proposed on adjacent Lots 1 and 2, which are currently occupied by single-family 
residences. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact on operational odors. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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4 Biological Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either 
directly or through habitat modifications, 
on any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, 
or by the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? □ ■ □ □ 

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? □ □ □ ■ 

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on state 
or federally protected wetlands (including, 
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? □ □ □ ■ 

d. Interfere substantially with the movement 
of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? □ □ □ ■ 

e. Conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? □ □ □ ■ 

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? □ □ □ ■ 
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a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special status in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

The project site is presently vacant and is located in an urbanized area in the City of Long Beach. 
Existing vegetation onsite consists of ruderal vegetation. Additionally, the adjacent Lots 1 and 2 
contain ornamental vegetation and mature ornamental trees onsite. The vegetation present on the 
project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 could provide nesting habitat for common resident birds that 
were observed during the field survey. In addition, there are several large ornamental trees on 
adjacent properties that could provide potential habitat for nesting raptors, such as red-tailed hawk 
(Buteo jamaicensis). Nesting birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and 
the California Fish and Game Code (CFGC), and violation of these provisions would be considered a 
potentially significant impact. Although raptor nesting potential occurs outside of the project 
footprint, the project could directly (e.g. vegetation removal) and indirectly (e.g., construction noise 
and motion) affect nesting of these species. Implementation of mitigation measure BIO-1 would 
avoid potential conflicts with the MBTA and CFGC, thereby reducing potential impacts to a less than 
significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 

BIO-1 Nesting Bird Avoidance 
If site preparation/construction activities including vegetation clearing, vegetation trimming, grading 
or other ground disturbing activities are initiated during the nesting bird season (February 1-August 
31 for passerines, January 1 – August 31 for raptors), a preconstruction nesting bird survey shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist to determine the presence/absence, location, and status of any 
active nests onsite or within 100 feet of the site for nesting passerines, or within 250 feet of the site 
for nesting raptors. In areas where site access is limited or prohibited (e.g. private property) the 
area will be surveyed using binoculars. Nesting bird surveys shall be completed not more than 14 
days before the start of construction activities. 

If active nests are discovered on the project site, a qualified biologist will establish a species-specific 
avoidance buffer around the nest where no construction activity is allowed until a qualified biologist 
has determined that the nest is no longer active. Encroachment into the buffer can occur at the 
discretion of the qualified biologist with the City’s consent.  

The City shall be provided with a preconstruction nesting bird survey results report within 48 hours 
of completion of the survey, if required, prior to obtaining the City issued grading permit, or within 2 
weeks if not required for permit issuance. The report shall include date of the survey, date of the 
report, authors and affiliations, contact information, methods, study location, results, and 
discussion/recommendations. If nesting birds are found, a map must be included with locations, 
buffers, and recommended measures to avoid impacts to the nests.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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b. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Plant communities are considered sensitive biological resources if they have limited distributions, 
have high wildlife value, including sensitive species, or are particularly susceptible to disturbance. 
CDFW ranks sensitive communities as “threatened” or “very threatened” and keeps records of their 
occurrences in California Natural Diversity Database. Riparian habitats typically exist to a very 
limited extent along streams and flood channels where disturbance is (City of Long Beach 1973). 
There are no water bodies or riparian habitat on the project site, rezone properties, or in the 
immediate vicinity. The Los Angeles River approximately 0.6 mile to the west and two small man-
made ponds are located in the Virginia Country Club (approximately 0.5 mile southwest of the 
project site) and Sherer Park (approximately 0.3 mile southeast of the project site). According to The 
City of Long Beach’s General Plan and a site visit conducted August 29,2018, no riparian habitats or 
other sensitive natural communities are present in the project site vicinity. Therefore, no impact 
would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

c. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 

No wetlands are located on or adjacent to the project site or adjacent Lots 1 and 2. The project 
would not directly or indirectly have adverse effects on state or federally protected wetlands. No 
impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

d. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

The project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are in an urban area that is not within an established 
native resident or migratory wildlife corridor. The project would not impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

e. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

There are no existing trees located on the project site. Construction of the proposed project is not 
expected to result in the removal of mature trees that are protected by the City’s Tree Protection 
Ordinance. No construction is proposed on the adjacent Lots 1 and 2, which contain mature trees. 
Therefore, no impact would occur.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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f. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 
plan? 

The project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are not located within an adopted Habitat Conservation 
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat 
conservation plan area. No impact would occur.  

NO IMPACT 
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5 Cultural Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? □ □ □ ■ 

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? □ ■ □ □ 

c. Disturb any human remains, including 
those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? □ ■ □ □ 

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? 

The project site is currently vacant and surrounded by a mix of commercial and residential buildings. 
No historic resources are located in the immediate vicinity of the project site (City of Long Beach 
2010). The closest historic structure to the project site that is designated by the City of Long Beach is 
the American Legion Post #560, located 1.6 miles southwest of the project site. Additionally, the 
adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are currently occupied by single-story single-family residential buildings. No 
new development or physical changes to the existing buildings are proposed by the rezoning on 
these two properties. Therefore, no impact would occur.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

b. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

c. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? 

The project site and the adjacent lots 1 and 2 to be rezoned are located in an urbanized area. There 
is no evidence that archaeological resources or human remains are present onsite. No new 
development or changes to the existing buildings are proposed on the rezoned properties. However, 
cultural resources may be encountered during project-related development and ground-disturbing 
activities associated with construction of the townhomes on the project site. Impacts would be 
significant if construction activities result in the destruction, damage, or loss of scientifically 
important cultural or paleontological resources. The activities may include grading, excavation, or 
any other activity that disturbs the surface of the site. As a result of the tribal consultation held on 
November 1, 2018, mitigation measures CR-1 and CR-2 were incorporated into this document. The 
mitigation measures would address the potentially significant impacts relating to the unanticipated 
discovery of archeological or paleontological resources and human remains during project 
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development. These measures would apply to all phases of project construction and would provide 
for the assessment and disposition of resources found onsite. Implementation of mitigation 
measures CR-1 and CR-2 would reduce potential impacts to the unanticipated discovery of 
archeological or paleontological resource and human remains, respectively, to a less than significant 
level.  

Mitigation Measures 

CR-1 Unanticipated Discovery of Archaeological Resources 
If evidence of subsurface archaeological resources is found during construction, excavation and 
other construction activity in that area shall cease and the construction contractor shall contact the 
City of Long Beach Development Services Department. With direction form the Development 
Services Department, an archaeologist certified by the County of Los Angeles shall be retained to 
evaluate the discovery prior to resuming grading in the immediate vicinity of the find. If warranted, 
the archeologist shall collect the resource and prepare a technical report describing the results of 
the investigation. The test-level report shall evaluate the site including discussion of significance 
(depth, nature, condition and extent of the resources), final mitigation recommendations, and cost 
estimates.  

CR-2 Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains 
If human remains are found, the State of California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states 
that no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made a determination of origin 
and disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. In the event of an unanticipated 
discovery of human remains, the County Coroner must be notified immediately. If the human 
remains are determined to be prehistoric, the Coroner will notify the Native American Heritage 
Commission, which will determine and notify a most likely descendant (MLD). The MLD shall 
complete the inspection of the site and provide recommendations for treatment to the landowner 
within 48 hours of being granted access. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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6 Energy 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Result in a potentially significant 
environmental impact due to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption 
of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation? □ □ ■ □ 

b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local 
plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency? □ □ □ ■ 

Electricity and Natural Gas 
In 2018, California used 285,488 gigawatt-hours (GWh) of electricity, of which 31 percent were from 
renewable resources (California Energy Commission [CEC] 2019a). California also consumed 
approximately 23,834.3 million U.S. therms (MMthm) of natural gas in 2018 (U.S. Energy 
Information Administration [EIA] 2020). The project site would be provided electricity by Southern 
California Edison (SCE) and natural gas by Southern California Gas Company (SCG). Table 8 and 
Table 9 show the electricity and natural gas consumption by sector and total for SCE and SCG. In 
2018, SCE provided approximately 29.9 percent of the total electricity used in California. Also, in 
2018, SCG provided approximately 23.2 percent of the total natural gas usage in California.  

Table 8 Electricity Consumption in the SCE Service Area in 2018 
Agriculture 
and Water 

Pump 
Commercial 

Building 
Commercial 

Other Industry 
Mining and 

Construction Residential Streetlight 
Total 
Usage 

2,975.4 31,573.8 4,367.4 13,391.6 2,390.0 29,865.0 496.0 85,276.0 

Notes: Usage expressed in GWh 

Source: CEC 2020a 

Table 9 Natural Gas Consumption in SCG Service Area in 2018 
Agriculture 
and Water 

Pump 
Commercial 

Building 
Commercial 

Other Industry 
Mining and 

Construction Residential Total Usage 

77.6 913.0 74.5 1,714.5 229.2 2,147.4 5,156.1 

Notes: All usage expressed in MMThm 

Source: CEC 2020b 
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Petroleum 
In 2016, approximately 40 percent of the state’s energy consumption was used for transportation 
activities (EIA 2018). Californians presently consume over 19 billion gallons of motor vehicle fuels 
per year (CEC 2018b). Though California’s population and economy are expected to grow, gasoline 
demand is projected to decline from roughly 15.8 billion gallons in 2017 to between 12.3 billion and 
12.7 billion gallons in 2030, a 20 percent to 22 percent reduction. This decline comes in response to 
both increasing vehicle electrification and higher fuel economy for new gasoline vehicles (CEC 
2018b).  

a. Would the project result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or 
operation? 

Construction Energy Demand 
During project construction, energy would be consumed in the form of petroleum-based fuels used 
to power off-road construction vehicles and equipment on the project site, construction worker 
travel to and from the project site, and vehicles used to deliver materials to the site. The project 
would require site preparation and grading, including hauling material off-site; pavement and 
asphalt installation; building construction; architectural coating; and landscaping and hardscaping. 

The total consumption of gasoline and diesel fuel during project construction was estimated using 
the assumptions and factors from CalEEMod used to estimate construction air emissions in the Air 
Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emission Report (Appendix A). Table 10 presents the estimated 
construction phase energy consumption, indicating construction equipment, vendor trips, and 
worker trips would consume approximately 63,535 gallons of fuel over the project construction 
period. Construction equipment would consume an estimated 57,938 gallons of fuel; vendor and 
hauling trips would consume approximately 923 gallons of fuel; and worker trips would consume 
approximately 4,674 gallons of fuel over the combined phases of project construction. 

Table 10 Estimated Fuel Consumption during Construction 

Fuel Type Gallons of Fuel MMBtu4 

Diesel Fuel (Construction Equipment)1 57,938 7,385 

Diesel Fuel (Hauling & Vendor Trips)2 923 118 

Other Petroleum Fuel (Worker Trips)3 4,674 513 

Total 63,535 8,016 

1 Fuel demand rate for construction equipment is derived from the total hours of operation, the equipment’s horse power, the 
equipment’s load factor, and the equipment’s fuel usage per horse power per hour of operation, which are all taken from CalEEMod 
outputs (see Appendix A), and from compression-ignition engine brake-specific fuel consumptions factors for engines between 0 to 
100 horsepower and greater than 100 horsepower (U.S. EPA 2018). Fuel consumed for all construction equipment is assumed to be 
diesel fuel. 
2 Fuel demand rate for hauling and vendor trips (cut material imports) is derived from hauling and vendor trip number, hauling and 
vendor trip length, and hauling and vendor vehicle class from “Trips and VMT” Table contained in Section 3.0, Construction Detail, of 
the CalEEMod results (see Appendix A). The fuel economy for hauling and vendor trip vehicles is derived from the United States 
Department of Transportation (DOT 2018). Fuel consumed for all hauling trucks is assumed to be diesel fuel. 
3 The fuel economy for worker trip vehicles is derived from the U.S. Department of Transportation National Transportation Statistics 
(24 mpg) (DOT 2018). Fuel consumed for all worker trips is assumed to be gasoline fuel. 
4 CaRFG CA-GREET 2.0 fuel specification of 109,786 Btu/gallon used to identify conversion rate for fuel energy consumption for worker 
trips specified above (California Air Resources Board [CARB] 2015). Low-sulfur Diesel CA-GREET 2.0 fuel specification of 127,464 
Btu/gallon used to identify conversion rate for fuel energy consumption for construction equipment specified above (CARB 2015). Due 
to rounding, numbers may not add up precisely to the totals indicated.  
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The construction energy estimates represent a conservative estimate because the construction 
equipment used in each phase of construction was assumed to be operating every day of 
construction. Construction equipment would be maintained to all applicable standards, and 
construction activity and associated fuel consumption and energy use would be temporary and 
typical for construction sites. It is also reasonable to assume contractors would avoid wasteful, 
inefficient, and unnecessary fuel consumption during construction to reduce construction costs. In 
addition, no new development or changes to the existing buildings are proposed on adjacent Lots 1 
and 2. Therefore, the rezone of the two additional properties to the east of the project site would 
not result in construction related energy demand. Therefore, the project would not involve the 
inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary use of energy during construction, and the construction-
phase impact related to energy consumption would be less than significant. 

Operational Energy Demand 
Operation of the project would increase area energy demand from greater electricity, natural gas, 
and gasoline consumption at a currently undeveloped site. Electricity would be used for heating and 
cooling systems, lighting, appliances, water use, and the overall operation of the project. Gasoline 
consumption would be attributed to the trips generated from people employed by the proposed 
project during normal operations, and patrons accessing the site. The estimated number of average 
daily trips associated with the project is used to determine the energy consumption associated with 
fuel use from the operation of the project. The majority of the fuel consumption would be from 
motor vehicles traveling to and from the project site. According to the CalEEMod calculations, the 
project would result in 347,612 annual VMT (Appendix A). Table 11 shows the estimated total 
annual fuel consumption of the project using the estimated trip generation (Appendix H) and VMT 
with the assumed vehicle fleet mix (Appendix A).  

Table 11 Estimated Project Annual Transportation Energy Consumption 

Vehicle Type1 
Percent of  

Vehicle Trips2 
Annual Vehicle 
Miles Traveled3 

Average Fuel 
Economy 

(miles/gallon)4 

Total Annual Fuel 
Consumption 

(gallons) 6 

Total Fuel 
Consumption 

(MMBtu)6 

Passenger Cars 55.46 192,781 24.0 8,032.56 881.86 

Light/Medium Trucks 35.96 125,012 17.4 7,184.60 915.78 

Heavy Trucks/Other 8.50 29,554 7.4 3,993.73 509.06 

Motorcycles 0.08 264 44.0 6.02 0.66 

Total 100.0 347,612 – 19,216.91 2,307.36 

1 Vehicle classes provided in CalEEMod do not correspond exactly to vehicle classes in DOT fuel consumption data, except for 
motorcycles. Therefore, it was assumed that passenger cars correspond to the light-duty, short-base vehicle class, light/medium trucks 
correspond to the light-duty long-base vehicle class, and heavy trucks/other correspond to the single unit, 2-axle 6-tire or more class. 
2 Percent of vehicle trips from Table 4.4 “Fleet Mix” in Air Quality and Greenhouse gas Emissions Study, CalEEMod output (see Appendix 
A). 
3 Mitigated annual VMT found in Table 4.2 “Trip Summary Information” in Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Study CalEEMod 
output (see Appendix A). 
4 Average Fuel Economy: U.S. Department of Energy, 2018. 
5 U.S. Department of Transportation 2013 
6 CaRFG fuel specification of 109,786 Btu/gallon used to identify conversion rate for fuel energy consumption gasoline vehicles (CARB 
2015), while one gallon of diesel is equivalent to approximately 127,460 Btu (Schremp 2017).  

Notes: Due to rounding, numbers may not add up precisely to the totals indicated.  
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As shown in Table 11, the project would consume approximately 16,914 gallons of fuel, or 1,915 
MBtu, each year for transportation uses from operation.  

The project includes solar panels, which would provide for all energy used onsite and result in the 
townhomes being net zero energy. Therefore, the project would not consume electricity or natural 
gas in any significant quantities or represent a strain to SCE or SCG. SCE and SCG would have 
sufficient supplies for the project. 

The project would exceed the standards set in California Building Code (CBC) Title 24 by 19 percent, 
which would minimize the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources 
during operation. California’s Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen; California Code of 
Regulations, Title 24, Part 11) requires implementation of energy efficient light fixtures and building 
materials into the design of new construction projects. Furthermore, the 2019 Building Energy 
Efficiency Standards (CBC Title 24, Part 6) requires newly constructed buildings to meet energy 
performance standards set by the Energy Commission. These standards are specifically crafted for 
new buildings to result in energy efficient performance so that the buildings do not result in 
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy. The standards are updated every three 
years and each iteration is more energy efficient than the previous standards. For example, 
according to the California Energy Commission (CEC), residences built with the 2019 standards will 
use about seven percent less energy due to energy efficiency measures versus those built under the 
2016 standards, or 53 percent less energy with rooftop solar, and nonresidential buildings will use 
about 30 percent less energy due mainly to lighting upgrades (CEC 2018a). Furthermore, the project 
would continue to reduce its use of nonrenewable energy resources as the electricity generated by 
renewable resources provided by SCE continues to increase to comply with state requirements 
through Senate Bill 100, which requires electricity providers to increase procurement from eligible 
renewable energy resources to 33 percent of total retail sales by 2020, 60 percent by 2030, and 100 
percent by 2045. 

In conclusion, the construction of the project would be temporary and typical of similar projects, 
and would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy. The 
operation of the project would increase the consumption of fuel, natural gas, and electricity from 
existing conditions of an undeveloped site; however, the increase would be in conformance with the 
latest version of California’s Green Building Standards Code and the Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards. Additionally, the project would include the rezoning of the adjacent Lots 1 and 2 to the 
east of the project site from CCA (Community Commercial Automobile-Oriented) to R-3-T 
(Townhomes). The two parcels are currently occupied by single-family residences. The maximum 
density allowed under the R-3-T zoning designation for adjacent Lots 1 and 2 would also be one 
residential unit per lot. Therefore, the rezoning of the two properties would not facilitate 
development at a greater density than what is currently existing. No new development or 
operational changes to the existing buildings are proposed on adjacent Lots 1 and 2. Therefore, the 
rezoning of the two additional properties to the east of the project site would not result in a change 
to existing operation energy demand.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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b. Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency? 

As discussed above, SB 100 mandates 100 percent clean electricity for California by 2045. Because 
the proposed project would be powered by onsite solar panels, the proposed project would not 
conflict with this statewide plan. Additionally, as discussed under Checklist Item a. above, the 
proposed project would be subject to more stringent energy efficiency standards pursuant to 
updated CALGreen requirements. 

The City of Long Beach has not adopted specific renewable energy or energy efficiency plans with 
which the project could comply; however, a Climate Action and Adaptation Plan (CAAP) is currently 
under development. This plan would provide framework for updating policies, programs, practices, 
and incentives for residents and business to reduce emissions and will likely include various energy 
efficiency measures to that end. As demonstrated further in Section 8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
the proposed project is consistent with and would not conflict with or obstruct the state plan for 
renewable energy; therefore, no impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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7 Geology and Soils 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Directly or indirectly cause potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:     
1. Rupture of a known earthquake 

fault, as delineated on the most 
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or 
based on other substantial evidence 
of a known fault? □ □ □ ■ 

2. Strong seismic ground shaking? □ □ ■ □ 
3. Seismic-related ground failure, 

including liquefaction? □ □ ■ □ 

4. Landslides? □ □ □ ■ 
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the 

loss of topsoil? □ □ ■ □ 
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that 

is unstable, or that become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially 
result in on or offsite landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or 
collapse? □ □ □ ■ 

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined 
in Table 1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial direct or 
indirect risks to life or property? □ □ □ ■ 

e. Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater? □ □ □ ■ 

f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? □ ■ □ □ 
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a.1. Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based 
on other substantial evidence of a known fault? 

The project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are located in a seismically active region of Southern 
California; however, there are no known faults on the project site (City of Long Beach 1988). The 
nearest known active fault is Newport-Inglewood Fault Zone which is approximately 1.38 miles away 
from the project site (California Department of Conservation 2018). Neither the project site nor 
adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are located in an Alquist-Priolo earthquake fault zone as defined by the State 
Geologist (DOC 2018). Furthermore, ground breakage has not been observed along the faults of the 
Newport-Inglewood Zone in historic times. The proposed project would comply with State of 
California standards for building design through the California Building Standards Code (California 
Code of Regulations, Title 24), which requires various measures of all construction in California to 
account for hazards from seismic shaking. Therefore, the proposed project would not directly or 
indirectly cause adverse impacts associated with surface fault rupture. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

a.2. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking? 

The project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are located in the highly seismic Southern California 
region where several fault systems are active or potentially active. Nearby active faults include the 
Newport-Inglewood Fault Zone which is approximately a mile away from the project site (DOC 
2018). The Newport-Inglewood fault zone could create substantial ground shaking if a seismic event 
occurred along that fault. Similarly, a strong seismic event on any other fault system in Southern 
California has the potential to create considerable levels of ground shaking throughout the City. 
However, the project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are not subject to unusual levels of ground 
shaking.  

The California Building Code (CBC) requires structural design and construction methods which will 
be employed to minimize adverse effects of seismic ground shaking. Because the project would 
comply with the CBC, impacts related to seismically induced ground shaking would be less than 
significant and the proposed project would not exacerbate ground shaking conditions.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

a.3. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Liquefaction is a process whereby soil is temporarily transformed to fluid form during intense and 
prolonged ground shaking or because of a sudden shock or strain. Liquefaction typically occurs in 
areas where the groundwater is less than 30 feet from the surface and where the soils are 
composed of poorly consolidated fine to medium sand. As shown in Plate 7, “Liquefaction Potential 
Areas,” of the Seismic Safety Element of the Long Beach General Plan (City of Long Beach 1988), the 
project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are in an area where the liquefaction potential is low. 
Compliance with the CBC would reduce impacts associated with seismic-related ground failure 
including liquefaction to less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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a.4. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides? 

Per the City of Long Beach Seismic Safety Element, the City is relatively flat and characterized by 
slopes that are not high (less than 50 feet) or steep (generally sloping flatter than 1-1/2:1, horizontal 
to vertical). The State Seismic Hazard Zone map of the Long Beach Quadrangle indicates that 
earthquake induced landslide hazard areas are not present on the project site (DOC 1998). 
Additionally, the project site, adjacent Lots 1 and 2 and the surrounding area are flat. Therefore, 
there is no risk of landslides on the site or adjacent Lots 1 and 2.  

NO IMPACT 

b. Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Ground-disturbing activities associated with the project implementation may result in the removal 
of some topsoil in order to construct the three-story townhomes. Standard construction best 
management practices (BMPs) would be implemented in order to avoid or minimize soil erosion 
associated with ground-disturbing activities. As discussed further in Section 10, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, implementation of erosion control measures stated in Chapter 98.02 of the LBMC, as 
well as adherence to requirements provided in the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit for construction activities would avoid or minimize potential impacts. Impacts would 
be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

c. Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on or offsite landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

Per Plate 9, “Slope Stability Study Areas,” the Long Beach General Plan Seismic Safety Element, the 
project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are not located in an area of slope instability (City of Long 
Beach 1988). As discussed above, the project site is also located in an area with low liquefaction 
potential. No impact would occur.  

NO IMPACT 

d. Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 1-B of the Uniform Building 
Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

Expansive soils are clay-based soils that tend to expand as they absorb water and shrink as water is 
drawn away. The project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 consist of loamy materials and Riverwash 
soils (City of Long Beach 1988). The project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 do not consist of 
expansive soils according to the General Plan Conservation Element and no impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

e. Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater? 

The proposed project would not include the installation of new septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems. No impacts would be associated with wastewater conveyance. 

NO IMPACT 
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f. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature? 

The project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are located in an urbanized area. There is no evidence 
that paleontological resources are present onsite. Additionally, no new development or physical 
changes to the existing sing-family residences are proposed on the adjacent Lots 1 and 2. However, 
paleontological resources may be encountered during project-related development and ground-
disturbing activities associated with the proposed townhomes. Impacts would be significant if 
construction activities result in the destruction, damage, or loss of scientifically important 
paleontological resources. The activities may include grading, excavation, or any other activity that 
disturbs the surface of the site. The following mitigation measure would address the potentially 
significant impacts relating to the unanticipated discovery of paleontological resources during 
project implementation. These measures would apply to all phases of project construction and 
would provide for the assessment and disposition of any resources discovered onsite. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would reduce potential impacts to paleontological 
resources to a less than significant level.  

Mitigation Measure 

GEO-1 Unanticipated Discovery of Paleontological Resources 
If evidence of subsurface paleontological resources is found during construction, excavation and 
other construction activity in that area shall cease and the construction contractor shall contact the 
City of Long Beach Development Services Department. With direction from the Development 
Services Department, a paleontologist certified by the County of Los Angeles shall evaluate the find. 
If warranted, the paleontologist shall prepare and implement a standard Paleontological Resources 
Mitigation Program for the salvage and curation of the identified resources. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, 
either directly or indirectly, that may 
have a significant impact on the 
environment? □ □ ■ □ 

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse 
gases? □ □ ■ □ 

Climate change is the observed increase in the average temperature of the Earth’s atmosphere and 
oceans along with other substantial changes in climate (such as wind patterns, precipitation, and 
storms) over an extended period of time. Climate change is the result of numerous, cumulative 
sources of greenhouse gases (GHGs) that contribute to the “greenhouse effect,” a natural 
occurrence that takes place in Earth’s atmosphere to help regulate the temperature of the planet. 
The majority of radiation from the sun hits Earth’s surface and warms it. The surface, in turn, 
radiates heat back towards the atmosphere in the form of infrared radiation. Gases and clouds in 
the atmosphere trap and prevent some of this heat from escaping into space and re-radiate it in all 
directions. However, anthropogenic activities since the beginning of the industrial revolution 
(approximately 250 years ago) are adding to the natural greenhouse effect by increasing the gases 
in the atmosphere that trap heat. Emissions resulting from human activities thereby contribute to 
an average increase in Earth’s temperature. 

The majority of individual projects do not generate sufficient GHG emissions to directly influence 
climate change. However, physical changes caused by a project can contribute incrementally to 
cumulative effects that are significant, even if individual changes resulting from a project are 
limited. The issue of climate change typically involves an analysis of whether a project’s contribution 
towards an impact would be cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” means that the 
incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the 
effects of past projects, other current projects, and probable future projects (CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15064[h][1]). 

In late 2015, the California Supreme Court’s Newhall Ranch decision confirmed that there are 
multiple potential pathways for evaluating GHG emissions consistent with CEQA, depending on the 
circumstances of a given project (Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(2015) 62 Cal. 4th 204). Given the legislative attention and judicial action regarding post-2020 goals 
and the scientific evidence that additional GHG reductions are needed through the year 2050, the 
Association of Environmental Professionals’ (AEP) Climate Change Committee published a white 
paper in October 2016 to provide guidance on defensible GHG thresholds for use in CEQA analyses 
and GHG reduction targets in climate action plans in light of the change in focus on the 2030 
reduction target and questions raised in the Newhall Ranch case (AEP 2016).  
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The AEP Climate Change Committee white paper identified seven thresholds for operational 
emissions. The following four methods described are the most widely used evaluation criteria.1 

(1) Consistency with a Qualified GHG Reduction Plan. For a project located within a jurisdiction 
that has adopted a qualified GHG reduction plan (as defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 
15183.5), GHG emissions would be less than significant if the project is anticipated by the 
plan and fully consistent with the plan. However, projects with a horizon year beyond 2020 
should not tier from a plan that is qualified up to 2020. 

(2) Bright line Thresholds. There are two types of bright line thresholds: 
a. Standalone Threshold. Emissions exceeding standalone thresholds would be considered 

significant. 
b. Screening Threshold. Emissions exceeding screening thresholds would require 

evaluation using a second-tier threshold, such as an efficiency threshold or other 
threshold concept to determine whether project emissions would be considered 
significant. 
However, projects with a horizon year beyond 2020 should take into account the type 
and amount of land use projects and their expected emissions out to the year 2030. 

(3) Efficiency Thresholds. Land use sector efficiency thresholds are currently based on AB 32 
targets and should not be used for projects with a horizon year beyond 2020. For projects 
with a horizon year beyond 2020, efficiency metrics should be adjusted for 2030 and include 
applicable land uses.  

(4) Percent Below “Business as Usual” (BAU). GHG emissions would be less than significant if 
the project reduces BAU emissions by the same amount as the statewide 2020 reductions. 
However, this method is no longer recommended following the Newhall Ranch ruling. 

Operational emissions methods (1), (2), and (4) are not applicable. Method (3) is the most 
appropriate threshold based on guidance from the 2017 Scoping Plan, which identifies 2030 and 
2050 per capita efficiency metrics that can be used to develop locally-appropriate project-specific 
efficiency thresholds (CARB 2017). The City of Long Beach is currently drafting a Climate Action and 
Adaptation Plan (CAAP), which is expected to be adopted by City Council in 2020 (City of Long Beach 
2020). While, the CAAP has not yet been finalized or adopted by the City and cannot be used for 
project tiering, the emissions inventories and targets can be used in the development of a locally-
appropriate project-specific efficiency threshold. 

Efficiency thresholds are quantitative thresholds based on a measurement of GHG efficiency for a 
given project, regardless of the amount of mass emissions. These thresholds identify the emission 
level below which new development would not interfere with attainment of statewide GHG 
reduction targets. A project that attains such an efficiency target, with or without mitigation, would 
result in less than significant GHG emissions.  

 
1 The three other thresholds are best management practices (BMP)/best available mitigation (BAM), compliance with regulations, and a 
hybrid threshold concept: separate transportation and non–transportation threshold. The BMP/BAM concept would require creation and 
implementation of an approved list of BMPs to ensure compliance with statewide reduction targets. No such list has been 
created/approved to date. Compliance with existing regulations is not recommended until the state has developed its regulatory 
framework to meet 2030 GHG reduction targets. Finally, the hybrid transportation and non-transportation thresholds approach is 
generally reserved for residential and/or mixed-use projects qualifying for relief from analysis GHG emissions from cars and light-duty 
trucks. As such, none of these thresholds specifically apply to this project. 
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Accordingly, consistent with the concerns raised in the Golden Door (2018) and Newhall Ranch 
(2015) decisions regarding the correlation between state and local conditions, the 2030 City 
inventory targets were modified to establish a locally appropriate, evidence-based, project-specific 
threshold consistent with California’s GHG reduction targets.  

The Draft Climate Action Plan provides an inventory of the Community wide emissions and breaks 
the energy emissions into residential, commercial sectors, and industrial categories. The City also 
includes aggregated emissions from energy facilities, fugitive natural gas, transportation, and solid 
waste emissions. The aggregated emissions were assigned to the residential or 
commercial/industrial sectors based on SCAG’s 2030 population and employment projections 
included in the 2040 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Plan. Table 12 
summarizes the project specific threshold for this analysis.  

Table 12 2030 GHG Efficiency Thresholds by Land Use for the City of Long Beach 

2030 
Population 

2030 
Employment 

2030 
Emissions 

Residential 
Emissions 

Commercial/ 
Industrial 
Emissions 

Residential 
Threshold 

Commercial/ 
Industrial 
Threshold 

483,355 189,524 3,125,564 
MT CO2e 

1,787,091 
MT CO2e 

1,332,699 
MT CO2e 

3.70 MT CO2e/ 
Resident 

7.03 MT CO2e/ 
Employee 

Source: City of Long Beach 2019; SCAG 2016b 

The proposed project is for the construction of townhomes. Therefore, the residential threshold of 
3.7 MT CO2e per resident is used for assessing the proposed project. In addition, the residential 
threshold of 3.70 MT CO2e is the most stringent locally appropriate GHG emissions threshold and 
therefore represents the most conservative evaluation of project impacts. Emissions associated with 
the project were estimated using CalEEMod, version 2016.3.2. Complete CalEEMod results and 
assumptions can be viewed in Appendix A. 

A project’s service population includes both its residents and employees. The proposed new 
townhomes would serve a population of approximately 51 residents. There would be no permanent 
employees associated with the proposed project.  

a. Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment? 

Construction activities, energy use, daily operational activities, and mobile sources (traffic) due to 
the proposed project would generate GHG emissions. CalEEMod version 2016.3.2 was used to 
calculate emissions resulting from project construction and long-term operation. Adjustments to the 
CalEEMod model were made based upon project-specific sustainability features and updated 
requirements of Title 24 and other statewide GHG reduction initiatives that standard CalEEMod 
parameters do not account for. These include the following: 

 Electricity emissions are calculated by multiplying the energy use times the carbon intensity of 
the utility district per kilowatt hour (CAPCOA 2017). The project would be served by SCE. 
Therefore, SCE’s specific energy intensity factors (i.e., the amount of CO2, CH4, and N2O per 
kilowatt-hour) are used in the calculations of GHG emissions. The energy intensity factors 
included in CalEEMod are based on 2012 data by default at which time SCE had only achieved a 
20.6 percent procurement of renewable energy. Per SB 100, the statewide Renewable Portfolio 
Standard (RPS) Program requires electricity providers to increase procurement from eligible 
renewable energy sources to 60 percent by 2030. To account for the continuing effects of the 
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RPS, the energy intensity factors included in CalEEMod were reduced based on the percentage 
of renewables reported by SCE.  

 Energy usage for the single-family residences was reduced by seven percent to account for the 
requirements of 2019 Title 24 standards (CEC 2019b). 

 CalEEMod does not incorporate water use reductions achieved by CALGreen (Part 11 of Title 
24). New development would be subject to CalGreen, which requires a 20 percent increase in 
indoor water use efficiency. Thus, in order to account for compliance with CALGreen, a 20 
percent reduction in indoor water use was included in the water consumption calculations for 
new development.  

 According to a CalRecycle report to the Legislature, as of 2013 California had achieved a 
statewide 50 percent diversion of solid waste from landfills through “reduce/recycle/compost” 
programs (CalRecycle 2015). CalEEMod assumes this 50 percent diversion rate. However, as of 
2018, the City of Long Beach has achieved a landfill diversion rate of 70 percent (CalRecycle 
2020). Therefore, the solid waste diversion rate in CalEEMod was adjusted to reflect the City’s 
current diversion rate. 

 Project-specific sustainability features including onsite solar panels that provide 100 percent of 
the project’s operational energy use, low-flow indoor water faucets and toilets, recycled water 
irrigation system, and a 19 percent exceedance of Title 24 were included in CalEEMod. 

Emissions exceeding the 3.70 MT of CO2e per resident threshold would be considered significant.  

Additionally, while the proposed project includes the rezone of the two properties to the east of the 
project site; no new development or physical changes to the existing buildings are proposed on the 
adjacent Lots 1 and 2. Therefore, the rezone of the two additional properties to the east of the 
project site would not result in any new GHG emissions and is no longer evaluated in this GHG 
analysis.  

Construction GHG Emissions 
Although construction activity is addressed in this analysis, AEP does not discuss whether any of the 
suggested threshold approaches adequately address impacts from temporary construction activity). 
Regardless, the SCAQMD has recommended amortizing construction-related emissions over a 30-
year period in conjunction with the proposed project’s operational emissions to measures to be 
applied that can reduce all project related GHG emissions. 

Based on CalEEMod results, construction of the project would generate an estimated 592.9 MT of 
CO2e, as shown in Table 13.  

Table 13 Estimated Construction GHG Emissions 
Year Project Emissions (CO2e) in metric tons 

2020 204.9 

2021 388.0 

Total  592.9 

Total Amortized over 30 Years 19.76 

See Appendix A for CalEEMod model output. 
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Operational GHG Emissions  

The project’s proposed energy use, daily operational activities, and mobile sources (traffic) would 
generate GHG emissions. The project would include solar panels which would generate sufficient 
electricity annually to fully power the project. In addition, green building features such as the use of 
drought tolerant plants in 75 percent of the landscaping, and hot water pipe insulation would be 
included in the proposed project. As shown in Table 14, the project’s emissions would be 
approximately 151.4 MT of CO2e or 2.97 MT CO2e per person, which would not exceed the project 
specific threshold of 3.70 MT CO2e per person. 

Table 14 Combined Annual Emissions of Greenhouse Gases 
Emission Source Annual Emissions (CO2e) in metric tons 

Construction 19.76 

Operational  

Area 0.3 

Energy 0.0 

Solid Waste 2.5 

Water 3.4 

Mobile  

CO2 and CH4 118.3 

N2O 7.1 

Total Emissions 151.4 

Service Population (Residents) 51 

Emissions per Service Population (MT CO2e/SP/year) 2.97 

Project-Specific Efficiency Threshold (MT CO2e/SP/year) 3.70 

Exceed Project-Specific Threshold?  No 

Source: Appendix A (CalEEMod outputs) 

Therefore, the GHG impacts would be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

b. Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose 
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

There are numerous state plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG 
emissions. The principal overall state plan and policy is AB 32, the California Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006, and the follow up, SB 32. The quantitative goal of AB 32 is to reduce GHG 
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 and the goal of SB 32 is to reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent 
below 1990 levels by 2030. Statewide plans and regulations such as GHG emissions standards for 
vehicles (AB 1493), the Low Carbon Fuel Standard, and regulations requiring an increasing fraction 
of electricity to be generated from renewable sources are being implemented at the statewide level; 
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as such, compliance at a project level is not addressed. Therefore, the project does not conflict with 
statewide plans and regulations. 

Senate Bill 375, signed in August 2008, directs each of the State’s 18 major Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPO) to prepare a SCS that contains a growth strategy to meet these emission 
targets for inclusion in the RTP. In April 2016, SCAG adopted the 2016-2040 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy. SCAG’s RTP/SCS includes a commitment to reduce 
emissions from transportation sources by promoting compact and infill development to comply with 
SB 375. The City of Long Beach is developing its first Climate Action and Adaptation Plan (CAAP) 
which will provide a framework for creating or updating g policies, programs, practices, and 
incentives for Long Beach residents and businesses to reduce the City’s GHG footprint.  

Table 15 illustrates the project’s consistency with relevant goals and strategies embodied in Chapter 
5, On the Road to Greater Mobility and Sustainable Growth, of the 2016 RTP/SCS (SCAG 2016). As 
shown in Table 15, the project is consistent with the applicable strategies in the 2016 RTP/SCS. 
Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact. 

Table 15 Consistency with Applicable SCAG RTP/SCS GHG Emission Reduction 
Strategies 

Strategy/Action Project Consistency 

Land Use and Transportation 

Focus new growth around transit. The 2016 RTP/SCS land 
use pattern reinforces the trend of focusing growth in 
the region’s High Quality Transit Areas (HQTAs). 
Concentrating housing and transit in conjunction 
concentrates roadway repair investments, leverages 
transit and active transportation investments, reduces 
regional life cycle infrastructure costs, improves 
accessibility, avoids greenfield development, and has the 
potential to improve public health and housing 
affordability. HQTAs provide households with alternative 
modes of transport that can reduce VMT and GHG 
emissions. 

Consistent. The project would be within 0.25 mile of bus 
stops along Long Beach Boulevard and Del Amo Boulevard. 
The project site is also approximately one mile from the 
Metro Blue Line’s Del Amo Station.  

Plan for growth around livable corridors. The Livable 
Corridors strategy seeks to create neighborhood retail 
nodes that would be walking and biking destinations by 
integrating three different planning components: 
1. Transit improvements 
2. Active transportation improvements (i.e., improved 

safety for walking and biking) 
3. Land use policies that include the development of 

mixed-use retail centers at key nodes and better 
integrate different types of ritual uses. 

Consistent. The project would be within 0.25 mile of bus 
stops along Long Beach Boulevard and Del Amo Boulevard. 
The project site is also approximately one mile from the 
Metro Blue Line’s Del Amo Station. As such, future 
residents would have access to public transit.  



Environmental Checklist 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 
Initial Study – Mitigated Negative Declaration 55 

Strategy/Action Project Consistency 

Provide more options for short trips. 38 percent of all 
trips in the SCAG region are less than three miles. The 
2016 RTP/SCS provides two strategies to promote the 
use of active transport for short trips. Neighborhood 
Mobility Areas are meant to reduce short trips in a 
suburban setting, while “complete communities” support 
the creation of mixed-use districts in strategic growth 
areas and are applicable to an urban setting. 

Consistent. The project would be within 0.25 mile of bus 
stops along Long Beach Boulevard and Del Amo Boulevard. 
The project site is also approximately one mile from the 
Metro Blue Line’s Del Amo Station. As such, alternative 
means of transportation would be available for access to 
and from the project site.  

Protect Natural and Farm Lands. Many natural and 
agricultural land areas near the edge of existing 
urbanized areas do not have plans for conservation and 
they are susceptible to the pressures of development. 
Many of these lands, such as riparian areas, have high 
per-acre habitat values and are host to some of the most 
diverse yet vulnerable species that play an important role 
in the overall ecosystem. 

Consistent. The project would be in an urbanized area 
designated for residential land uses and thus would not add 
pressure to develop natural or agricultural lands.  

Transit Initiatives 

Develop first-mile/last-mile strategies on a local level to 
provide an incentive for making trips by transit, bicycling, 
walking, or neighborhood electric vehicle or other Zero 
Emission Vehicles (ZEV) options. 

Consistent. The project would be within 0.25 mile of bus 
stops along Long Beach Boulevard and Del Amo Boulevard. 
The project site is also approximately one mile from the 
Metro Blue Line’s Del Amo Station. This would incentivize 
greater use of alternative transportation.  

Other Initiatives 

Reduce emissions resulting from a project through 
implementation of project features, project design, or 
other measures. 
Incorporate design measures to reduce energy 
consumption and increase use of renewable energy. 

Consistent. The design and implementation of the 
proposed project would comply with CALGreen Building 
Standards, which includes measures to reduce emissions. 
The project would also comply with SCAQMD Rule 1113 
that limits VOCs from building architectural coatings.  

Source: SCAG 2016 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? □ □ ■ □ 

b. Create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the 
environment? □ □ ■ □ 

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 
0.25 mile of an existing or proposed 
school? □ □ ■ □ 

d. Be located on a site that is included on a 
list of hazardous material sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? □ □ □ ■ 

e. For a project located in an airport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a 
public airport or public use airport, would 
the project result in a safety hazard or 
excessive noise for people residing or 
working in the project area? □ □ □ ■ 

f. Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? □ □ ■ □ 

g. Expose people or structures, either 
directly or indirectly, to a significant risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland 
fires? □ □ □ ■ 
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a. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Project construction would involve the use of potentially hazardous materials such as vehicle fuels 
and fluids that could be released should an accidental leak or spill occur. No new development or 
construction are proposed on adjacent Lots 1 and 2. However, standard construction best 
management practices for the use and handling of such materials would be implemented to avoid 
or reduce the potential for such conditions to occur. Any use of potentially hazardous materials 
utilized during construction of the proposed project would comply with all local, state, and federal 
regulations regarding the handling of potentially hazardous materials. Operation and maintenance 
of the proposed residential project would not involve the routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials. Materials used by the proposed project would be similar to those found in 
common household projects such as surface and floor cleaning products utilized for routine 
janitorial cleaning procedures. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

b. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

As described above, construction of the proposed project would involve the use of potentially 
hazardous materials such as vehicle fuels and fluids that could be released should an accidental leak 
or spill occur. No new development or construction are proposed on adjacent Lots 1 and 2. 
However, standard construction best management practices for the use and handling of such 
materials would be implemented to avoid or reduce the potential for such conditions to occur. The 
transport, use, and storage of hazardous materials during the construction of the project would be 
conducted in accordance with all applicable State and federal laws, such as the Hazardous Materials 
Transportation Act, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, the California Hazardous Material 
Management Act, and the California Code of Regulations, Title 22. Adherence to these requirements 
would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. Additionally, operation of the proposed 
residential project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment and would 
not emit hazardous emissions. Potential impacts associated with upset or accident conditions would 
be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

c. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school? 

The project site is located approximately 100 feet from the Bundle of Joy Daycare across Long Beach 
Boulevard, approximately 330 feet (0.5 mile) from Dorothy Ahrens Nursery School to the north, and 
approximately 1,050 feet (.20 mile) from Dooley Elementary School to the north. During 
construction of the proposed project, hazardous and potentially hazardous materials would be 
utilized for the transport and operation of vehicles and machinery. No new development or 
construction are proposed on adjacent Lots 1 and 2. As discussed above, the transport, use, and 
storage of hazardous materials during the construction of the project would be conducted in 
accordance with all applicable State and federal laws, such as the Hazardous Materials 
Transportation Act, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, the California Hazardous Material 
Management Act, and the California Code of Regulations, Title 22. Additionally, operation of the 
proposed residential project would not involve the use or transport of large quantities of hazardous 
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materials. Therefore, impacts related to hazardous emissions or materials affecting local schools 
would be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

d. Would the project be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous material sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment? 

The following databases and listings compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 were 
checked in September 2018 for known hazardous materials contamination at the project sites and 
adjacent Lots 1 and 2: 

 United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) 
 Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System 

(CERCLIS) / Superfund Enterprise Management System (SEMS)/Envirofacts database search 

 State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)  
 GeoTracker search for leaking underground storage tanks (LUST) and other cleanup sites 

 Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) 
 EnviroStor database for hazardous waste facilities or known contamination sites 
 Cortese List of Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites 

The project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are not located on or directly adjacent to any known 
hazardous or contaminated sites that are actively being monitored. The U.S. EPA is retiring the 
CERCLIS database and is replacing it with SEMS. The SEMS database search did not produce any 
results associated with the project site, indicating that the site is free of known hazards and 
contaminants (U.S. EPA 2020). A search of the EnviroStor database showed that there are no 
contaminated sites within a one-mile radius of the project site (DTSC 2020). The GeoTracker 
database indicates that there are no active cleanup sites within a half-mile radius of the project site 
(SWRCB 2020). Since the proposed project is not located on or in the vicinity of hazardous materials 
sites or contaminated sites and the proposed project would not involve routine use of hazardous 
materials, no impact would occur due to the construction or operation of the proposed project. 

NO IMPACT 

e. For a project located in an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety 
hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area? 

The airport or airstrip nearest to the proposed project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 is the Long 
Beach Airport, located approximately 3.8 miles southeast of the project site. The project is not 
located within two miles of a public use airport or private airstrip and would not introduce 
associated hazards or excessive noise to people residing or working in the area. No impact would 
occur.  

NO IMPACT 
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f. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

The proposed project would not involve the development of structures that could potentially impair 
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan. No new development or changes to the existing single-family residences are 
proposed on adjacent Lots 1 and 2. In accordance with the Public Safety Element of the General 
Plan, emergency response and evacuation procedures would be developed though the City in 
coordination with the police and fire departments. The proposed project would not require the 
development of additional streets or introduce new features that would interfere with or obstruct 
an adopted emergency response plan. Implementation of the project would increase traffic to and 
from the project site; however, the project site is surrounded by major roadways including Long 
Beach Boulevard, which have sufficient capacity to provide access to and from the project site. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

g. Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires? 

The project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are not located in a wildland fire hazard area as defined 
by the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CalFire 2007). The project would not affect the 
potential for wildland fires to occur. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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10 Hydrology and Water Quality 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Violate any water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements or 
otherwise substantially degrade surface 
or ground water quality? □ □ ■ □ 

b. Substantially decrease groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that the 
project may impede sustainable 
groundwater management of the basin? □ □ □ ■ 

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner which 
would:     
(i) Result in substantial erosion or 

siltation on- or off-site; □ □ ■ □ 
(ii) Substantially increase the rate or 

amount of surface runoff in a 
manner which would result in 
flooding on- or off-site; □ □ ■ □ 

(iii) Create or contribute runoff water 
which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or □ □ ■ □ 

(iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? □ □ ■ □ 
d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, 

risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundation? □ □ □ ■ 

e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of a water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management 
plan? □ □ □ ■ 
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a. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or 
otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? 

Long Beach is serviced by three sewage treatment facilities that discharge treated effluent to marine 
waters. The project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are located in an urban area and there are no 
surface water bodies in the project vicinity. The project site consists of five vacant parcels that have 
been previously disturbed and graded. Construction and grading are planned to occur and would 
include residential buildings and parking areas. No new development or construction are proposed 
on the rezoned properties. The proposed project would comply with current National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), which regulates discharges into surface waters, and Los 
Angeles County MS4 permit regulations pertaining to the prevention of erosion and detention of 
site runoff into storm drains and receiving waters and include storm water Low Impact 
Development (LID) Best Management Practices (BMPs). Additionally, Chapter 18.74 of the LBMC 
regulates the implementation of the LIDs and BMPs for projects in the City. Compliance with these 
requirements would reduce potential impacts to local storm water drainage facilities to a less than 
significant level.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

b. Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin? 

The major aquifers beneath Long Beach are known as the 400-foot Gravel, the 200-foot Sand, and 
the Gaspur Zone (City of Long Beach 1973). These aquifers have a capacity for storing approximately 
30 million acre-feet of water. The proposed project would involve construction of residential 
buildings with minimal excavation and includes a zone change for the two properties to the east of 
the project site. As discussed in Utilities and Service Systems, water supply requirements associated 
with the project would not deplete local groundwater supplies. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

c.(i) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 
off-site? 

c.(ii) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner that would substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

c.(iii) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner that would create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

c.(iv) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would impede or redirect flood flows? 
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Development of the proposed townhomes would alter the existing drainage patterns on the 
undeveloped project site by introducing new structures and pervious surfaces, but implementation 
of the project would not alter the course of a stream or river. No new development or construction 
are proposed on the rezoned properties. The project would comply with Chapter 18.74 of the LBMC, 
which requires implementation of standard construction BMPs to avoid or minimize temporary 
adverse effects such as erosion and siltation. A LID Plan shall be prepared to demonstrate the 
following (LBDS 2013): 

1 Stormwater runoff will be infiltrated, evapotranspired, and/or captured and used through 
stormwater management techniques as identified in Section 4.1. The onsite stormwater 
management techniques must be properly sized, at a minimum, to infiltrate, 
evapotranspire, store for use, without any stormwater runoff leaving the site to the 
maximum extent feasible, for at least the volume of water produced by the water quality 
design storm event that results from: 

i. The 85th percentile 24-hour runoff event determined as the maximized capture 
stormwater volume for the area using a 48‐ to 72‐hour drawdown time, from the 
formula recommended in Urban Runoff Quality Management, WEF Manual of Practice 
No. 23/ASCE Manual of Practice No. 87, (1998); or 

ii. The volume of annual runoff based on unit basin storage water quality volume, to 
achieve 80 percent or more volume treatment by the method recommended in the 
California Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbook –Industrial/Commercial, 
(2003); or 

iii. The volume of runoff produced from a 0.75‐inch storm event. 

The proposed project would alter existing land uses on the project site and would include a site-
specific drainage plan to guide surface water runoff to the existing municipal drainage system. As 
discussed above, the proposed project would comply with NPDES and Los Angeles County MS4 
permit regulations and would comply with the City’s LID BMP Manual. Compliance with these 
requirements would reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, would the project risk release of pollutants due to 
project inundation? 

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), 
the project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are not located in a 100-year flood zone (Map # 
06037C1955F) (FEMA 2018). The dam nearest to the project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 is the 
Sepulveda Dam approximately 36 miles to the northwest. The project site is located 6.2 miles north 
from the Pacific Ocean; however, the project site is not located in an inundation or tsunami zone 
(DOC 2018). Additionally, the project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are not located near a body of 
water that would be subject to seiche and is not located on or near slopes subject to mudflow 
events. The project would not result risk release of pollutants due to project inundation. No impact 
would occur.  

NO IMPACT 
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e. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management plan? 

Potential water quality impacts associated with the proposed project are discussed above under 
checklist question a. and b. The project would not otherwise substantially degrade water quality. No 
impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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11 Land Use and Planning 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Physically divide an established 
community? □ □ □ ■ 

b. Cause a significant environmental impact 
due to a conflict with any land use plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? □ □ ■ □ 

a. Would the project physically divide an established community? 

The proposed project would occur on a vacant site, surrounded by an established community. No 
new development or changes to existing buildings are proposed on the adjacent lots 1 and 2. The 
project does not propose any new roads or infrastructure that has the potential to divide any 
communities. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

b. Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use 
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect? 

The proposed project involves development of 18 three-story townhomes. The project site is 
currently zone CCA (Community Commercial Automobile-Oriented) and has a Land Use Designation 
of NSC-L (Neighborhood Serving Center or Corridor Low Density). The CCA zone permits retail and 
service uses. Multi-family residential uses are not permitted in the CCA zone. The NSC-L General 
Plan land use designation encourages development of mixed-use smaller scale retail and low-
density apartment and condominium buildings. The NSC-L designation allows up to three stories in 
height and residential densities of up to 44 dwelling units per acre (du/acre) depending on lot size. 
As such, the proposed project would not be consistent with the current zoning designation but 
would be consistent with the General Plan designation. Project entitlements include a Zone Change 
to R-4-N (Medium-density Multiple Residential), which would allow for the development of the 
proposed townhomes. The R-4 N zone allows for a high density, multifamily residential district. It is 
intended to meet the demand of a broad segment of the population and provide a diversity of 
housing choices.  

The project also includes the rezoning of the adjacent lots 1 and 2 located immediately to the east 
of the project site. Currently, the two parcels are zoned CCA and have a Land Use Designation of 
NSC-L (Neighborhood Serving Center or Corridor Low Density). As discussed above, the CCA zone 
does not allow for residential uses. The two parcels would be rezoned to the R-3-T (Multi-family 
Residential, Townhouse) designation. The R-3-T zone allows for the development of multi-family 
residential uses. Pursuant to Section 21.31 of the LBMC, “The R-3-T district is a townhouse or row 
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house residential district on small (especially shallow) lots. It is intended for residential lots located 
along significant traffic arteries where a lot line to lot line, high lot coverage, inward-oriented 
dwelling is appropriate. This district is typically appropriate in areas in transition from commercial to 
residential use.” The allowable density under the R-3-T zone would be one unit per lot because both 
lots are less than 3,200 sf. Additionally the height limit for the R-3-T would be 28 feet (two stories), 
which is the same as what is currently allowed under the CCA Zone. The two parcels are currently 
occupied by single-family residences. Under the proposed R-3-T zoning, the maximum density 
allowed would also be one residential unit per lot and no changes to the allowable building height 
would occur. Thus, the rezone of the two properties would not facilitate development a greater 
density or height then what is currently allowed. No new development or changes to operational 
use of the existing single-family residences is currently proposed on these two parcels.  

According to the City’s General Plan Land Use Element, the project site is located within the Addams 
Neighborhood area, which is defined by Market Street to the north, Atlantic Boulevard to the east, 
the Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way on the south and Long Beach Boulevard on the west (City of 
Long Beach 1998). The mixed residential area is an older area where single family houses are the 
most common use, with multifamily housing and commercial uses along major avenues, such as 
Long Beach Boulevard (City of Long Beach 2019b). The Land Use Element identifies the development 
of new multifamily housing along commercial corridors as an important strategy in this area of Long 
Beach (City of Long Beach 2019b). The project would be consistent with the City’s General Plan by 
creating new multifamily housing in the vicinity of commercial uses s and would be consistent with 
the character of surrounding neighborhood. Additionally, as discussed in Section 3, Air Quality, 
Section 7, Geology and Soils, and Section 13, Noise, the project would be consistent with the City’s 
Air Quality, Noise and Seismic Safety Elements, respectively.  

Upon approval of the requested discretionary actions, development of the proposed project would 
be consistent with the current General Plan land use designation, and development would comply 
with City zoning standards, including maximum height limits, yards, and front and side setbacks. The 
proposed project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation. Impacts 
would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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12 Mineral Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Result in the loss of availability of a 
known mineral resource that would be of 
value to the region and the residents of 
the state? □ □ □ ■ 

b. Result in the loss of availability of a 
locally important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan, or other land 
use plan? □ □ □ ■ 

a. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of 
value to the region and the residents of the state? 

b. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? 

The project site, adjacent Lots 1 and 2 and surrounding properties are located in an urban area. The 
California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA) was enacted to promote 
conservation and protection of significant mineral deposits. According to the California Department 
of Conservation Mineral Land Classification Maps, the project site is located in an area with an MRZ-
1 designation, indicating that there is little to no likelihood for the presence of significant mineral 
deposits onsite (DOC 1983). Although oil deposits are abundant in the City of Long Beach, no oil 
extraction occurs on or adjacent to the project site (City of Long Beach 1973). Because there are no 
known mineral resources on the project site or in the vicinity of the site, the project would have no 
impact on the availability or recovery of mineral resources. 

NO IMPACT 
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13 Noise 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project result in: 

a. Generation of a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the vicinity of the project in 
excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? □ ■ □ □ 

b. Generation of excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels? □ □ ■ □ 

c. For a project located within the vicinity 
of a private airstrip or an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? □ □ □ ■ 

General Noise Background 
Noise level (or volume) is generally measured in decibels (dB) using the A-weighted sound pressure 
level (dBA). The A-weighting scale is an adjustment to the actual sound pressure levels to be 
consistent with that of human hearing response, which is most sensitive to frequencies around 
4,000 Hertz (about the highest note on a piano) and less sensitive to low frequencies (below 100 
Hertz). 

Sound pressure level is measured on a logarithmic scale with the 0-dBA level based on the lowest 
detectable sound pressure level that people can perceive (an audible sound that is not zero sound 
pressure level). Based on the logarithmic scale, a doubling of sound energy is equivalent to an 
increase of 3 dBA, and a sound that is 10 dBA less than the ambient sound level has no effect on 
ambient noise. Because of the nature of the human ear, a sound must be about 10 dBA greater than 
the ambient noise level to be judged as twice as loud. In general, a 3 dBA change in the ambient 
noise level is noticeable, while 1-2 dBA changes generally are not perceived. Quiet suburban areas 
typically have noise levels in the range of 40-50 dBA, while areas adjacent to arterial streets are 
typically in the 50 to 60+ dBA range. Normal conversational levels are usually in the 60 to 65 dBA 
range, and ambient noise levels greater than 65 dBA can interrupt conversations. 

Noise from point sources, such from individual pieces of machinery, typically attenuates (or drop 
off) at a rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance from the noise source. Noise levels from lightly 
traveled roads typically attenuate at a rate of about 4.5 dBA per doubling of distance. Noise levels 
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from heavily traveled roads typically attenuate at about 3 dBA per doubling of distance. Noise levels 
may also be reduced by intervening structures. Generally, a single row of buildings between the 
receptor and the noise source reduces noise levels by about 5 dBA, while a solid wall or berm 
reduces noise levels by 5 to 10 dBA (Federal Transit Administration [FTA] 2018). The manner in 
which buildings in California are constructed generally provides a reduction of exterior-to-interior 
noise levels of approximately 20 to 25 dBA with closed windows (FTA 2018).  

In addition to the instantaneous measurement of sound levels, the duration of sound is important 
since sounds that occur over a long period of time are more likely to be an annoyance or cause 
direct physical damage or environmental stress. One of the most frequently used noise metrics that 
considers both duration and sound power level is the equivalent noise level (Leq). The Leq is defined 
as the single steady A-weighted level that is equivalent to the same amount of energy as that 
contained in the actual fluctuating levels over a period of time (essentially, the average noise level). 
Typically, Leq is summed over a one-hour period. Lmax is the highest RMS (root mean squared) 
sound pressure level within the measurement period, and Lmin is the lowest RMS sound pressure 
level within the measurement period. 

The time period in which noise occurs is also important since nighttime noise tends to disturb 
people more than daytime noise. Community noise is usually measured using Day-Night Average 
Level (Ldn), which is the 24-hour average noise level with a 10-dBA penalty for noise occurring 
during nighttime (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) hours, or Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), which 
is the 24-hour average noise level with a 5 dBA penalty for noise occurring from 7:00 PM to 10:00 
PM and a 10 dBA penalty for noise occurring from 10:00 PM to 7:00 PM. Noise levels described by 
Ldn and CNEL typically do not differ by more than 1 dBA. In practice, CNEL and Ldn are often used 
interchangeably.  

The relationship between peak hourly Leq values and associated Ldn/CNEL values depends on the 
distribution of traffic over the entire day. There is no precise way to convert a peak hourly Leq to 
Ldn/CNEL. However, in urban areas near heavy traffic, the peak hourly Leq value is typically 2 to 4 
dBA lower than the daily Ldn/CNEL value (California State Water Resources Control Board [SWRCB] 
1999). The project site is located in an urban area. Therefore, the daily CNEL value at the project site 
would be 2 to 4 dBA higher than the peak hourly Leq.  

Vibration 
Vibration refers to groundborne noise and perceptible motion. Vibration is a unique form of noise 
because its energy is carried through buildings, structures, and the ground, whereas noise is simply 
carried through the air. Thus, vibration is generally felt rather than heard. Some vibration effects 
can be caused by noise; e.g., the rattling of windows from passing trucks. This phenomenon is 
caused by the coupling of the acoustic energy at frequencies that are close to the resonant 
frequency of the material being vibrated. Typically, groundborne vibration generated by manmade 
activities attenuates rapidly as distance from the source of the vibration increases. The ground 
motion caused by vibration is measured as particle velocity in inches per second and is referenced 
as vibration decibels (VdB) in the U.S. 

The background vibration velocity level in residential areas is usually around 50 VdB. The vibration 
velocity level threshold of perception for humans is approximately 65 VdB. A vibration velocity of 75 
VdB is the approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible levels for 
many people. The range of interest is from approximately 50 VdB, which is the typical background 
vibration velocity level, to 100 VdB, which is the general threshold where minor damage can occur 
in fragile buildings (FTA 2018). Most perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources within 
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buildings such as operation of mechanical equipment, movement of people, or the slamming of 
doors. Typical outdoor sources of perceptible groundborne vibration are construction equipment, 
steel wheeled trains, and traffic on rough roads. 

Project Area Noise Conditions 
The primary off-site noise sources in the project area are motor vehicles (e.g., automobiles, buses, 
and trucks), particularly along Long Beach Boulevard. Motor vehicle noise is a concern because it is 
characterized by a high number of individual events that often create sustained noise levels. The 
railroad directly south of the project site would be an additional source of noise, as trains pass at 
various frequencies throughout the day. Ambient noise levels would be expected to be highest 
during the daytime and rush hour unless congestion slows speeds substantially.  

To determine ambient noise levels in the project area, three 10-minute sound level measurements 
were taken using an Extech ANSI Type II sound level meter during morning peak traffic hours 
between 4:00 PM and 5:00 PM on August 29, 2018 (refer to Appendix B for sound measurement 
data). Measurement locations were selected based on the potential exposure of surrounding noise-
sensitive receptors, mainly residences, to noise levels from construction and operation of the 
proposed project. See Figure 9 for the locations of sound measurements. As shown in Table 16, the 
ambient noise level at the project site was measured at a range between 61.7 and 70.0 dBA Leq.  

Table 16 Sound Level Measurement Results 

 Measurement Location 
Primary Source 
of Noise 

Approximate Distance 
to Centerline 

of Roadway (feet) Sample Time Leq[10] (dBA)1 

1 East 49th Street, northern 
boundary of the site 

Vehicles on Long 
Beach Boulevard 

175  4:24 PM – 
4:34 PM 

62.5 

2 Onsite, eastern boundary of 
the site 

Vehicles on Long 
Beach Boulevard 

175  4:37 PM – 
4:47 PM 

61.7 

3 Long Beach Boulevard, 
western boundary of the site 

Vehicles on Long 
Beach Boulevard 

40  4:49 PM – 
4:59 PM 

70.0 

See Figure 9 for a map of sound level measurement locations. See Appendix B for noise monitoring data.  
1 The equivalent noise level (Leq) is defined as the single steady A-weighted level that is equivalent to the same amount of energy as 
that contained in the actual fluctuating levels over a period of time (essentially, the average noise level). For this measurement, the Leq 
was over a 10-minute period (Leq[10]). 

Source: Rincon Consultants, field measurements on August 29, 2018 using ANSI Type II Integrating sound level meter 
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Figure 9 Sound Level Measurement and Sensitive Receptor Locations 
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Sensitive Receptors 
Noise exposure goals for various types of land uses reflect the varying noise sensitivities associated 
with those uses. According to the Noise Element of the Long Beach General Plan (1975), 
noise-sensitive land uses include, but are not limited to, residences, schools, hospitals, and libraries.  

Noise-sensitive receptors closest to the project site include existing multi-family residences 
northeast and east of the project site; the Travel King Motel located 40 feet north across East 49th 
Street; the Shield of Faith church located 185 feet north of the site; Bundle of Joy Daycare, Walls 
Motel Long Beach, and the Word of God Ministries church located 100 feet west of the site across 
Long Beach Boulevard; and single-family residences located 330 feet west of the site (see Figure 9). 
In addition, the proposed residences would also be considered noise-sensitive receptors. 

Regulatory Setting 

State of California 

California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 24 requires that the interior noise level attributable to 
exterior noise sources not exceed a CNEL of 45 dBA in any habitable room with windows closed.  

City of Long Beach Standards 

The City of Long Beach uses the State Noise/Land Use Compatibility Standards, which suggests a 
desirable exterior noise exposure at 65 dBA Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) for sensitive 
land uses such as residences. Less sensitive commercial and industrial uses may be compatible with 
ambient noise levels up to 70 dBA. The City has also adopted a Noise Ordinance (LBMC Chapter 
8.80) that sets exterior and interior noise standards.  

As outlined in Section 8.80.150 of the LBMC, maximum exterior noise levels are based on land use 
districts. According to the Noise District Map of the LBMC, the project site and surrounding area is 
located within District One, which is defined as “predominantly residential uses with other land use 
types also present” (LBMC Section 8.80.160). Sections 8.80.202A through 80.202C of the LBMC 
specifies that no person shall operate tools or equipment used for construction activities or any 
other related building activity between the hours of 7:00 PM and 7:00 AM on weekdays and Federal 
holidays; between the hours of 7:00 PM on Friday and 9:00 AM on Saturday and after 6:00 PM on 
Saturday; or at any time on Sunday. Table 17 summarizes the exterior and interior noise limits for 
District One while Table 18 summarizes interior noise limits based on general land uses.  

Table 17 Exterior Noise Limits 
Time Period Noise Level (dbA)1  

10:00 PM to 7:00 AM 

7:00 AM to 10:00 PM 

45 

50 

1 Cannot be exceeded more than 30 minutes cumulatively in an hour.  

Source: LBMC Section 8.80.160 
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Table 18 Interior Noise Limits 
Receiving Land Use Source Land Use Time Period Noise Level (dBA)1  

All Residential 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM 
7:00 AM to 10:00 PM 

35 
45 

All School 7:00 AM to 10:00 PM 
(while school is in session) 

45 

Hospital, designated quite zones and 
noise sensitive zones 

 Anytime 40 

Source: LBMC Section 8.80.170 
1 Cannot be exceeded by more than five minutes cumulatively in an hour.  

a. Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

Although CEQA does not require analysis of potential impacts of the environment on the proposed 
project, the following impact analysis of the ambient noise environment on future residents at the 
project is provided for informational purposes to disclose existing noise conditions in the project site 
vicinity. The proposed project’s construction and operational noise impacts on adjacent off-site 
noise-sensitive receptors are discussed further below. 

The predominant source of noise on the project site is traffic along Long Beach Boulevard. The 
proposed townhome development would be a noise-sensitive receptor to ambient noise. Existing 
ambient sound levels were measured during a site visit on August 29, 2018 (see Appendix B for 
measurement results and Figure 9 for sound measurement locations in the site vicinity). As shown in 
Table 16, the ambient noise level at the project site is 70.0 dBA Leq. As shown in Table 19, the 
modeled existing ambient noise level in the project area is approximately 71 CNEL.  

According to the City’s land use compatibility standards, 65 CNEL is acceptable for residential 
development. Therefore, assuming a noise exposure level up to 71 CNEL, the proposed townhomes 
would be exposed to noise levels in excess of 65 CNEL. According to project plans, the proposed 
townhomes would include patio areas along Long Beach Boulevard. Although traffic noise levels at 
proposed patios areas would be a potential annoyance for project tenants, passing vehicles would 
generate an intermittent noise source and tenants would have the option of retiring indoors. 
Therefore, exterior noise levels at the project site would be less than significant. Furthermore, the 
manner in which buildings in California are constructed typically provides a reduction of exterior-to-
interior noise levels of up to 25 dBA with closed windows (FTA 2018). Based on an exterior noise 
level up to 71 CNEL, interior noise at would be approximately 46 CNEL and in marginal excess of the 
CCR Title 24 interior noise standard of 45 CNEL. Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would require the 
provision of forced-air mechanical ventilation to enable the retention of adequate air quality with 
closed windows for new residents. In addition, installation of Sound Transmission Class (STC) 30-
rated2 exterior wall assemblies would be required to reduce interior noise in habitable rooms for 
compliance with CCR Title 24 such that the interior noise levels do not exceed a CNEL of 45 dBA.  

 
2 Exterior materials with an STC 30 rating would reduce exterior noise at a 500 Hz frequency by approximately 30 dBA in the interior 
environment. This STC rating is calculated for specific materials in a laboratory setting by measuring sound transmission loss in 1/3 octave 
increments between 125 Hz and 4,000 Hz. Although STC 30-rated materials would not perform equally at all frequencies of ambient noise, 
they would reduce overall exterior noise of up to 71 CNEL by about 30 dBA. 
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The project site is also located approximately 60 feet north of an operational Union Pacific railroad 
that serves passing freight trains. The U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Railroad 
Administration’s (FRA) Crossing Inventory System documents all rail movements and train safety 
throughout the U.S. According to the inventory report for main rail line section directly south of the 
project site, there is generally only one freight train per week that passes the site (FRA 2018). The 
project site would occasionally be exposed to noise associated with passing trains, including blaring 
horns and the movement of steel wheels on tracks. However, such occurrences would remain 
intermittent and, given the predominant source of noise at the project site is vehicle traffic, passing 
trains would not contribute to a perceptible increase in the daily noise level at the project site. 
Furthermore, using guidance from the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual 
(2018) for calculating train vibration, a freight train passing near the site would generate a vibration 
level of 69 VdB at the nearest proposed townhome (refer to Appendix B for the vibration 
calculations). Compared to FTA vibration levels, train vibration at the site would not exceed 75 VdB, 
which is the threshold between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible vibration levels, nor 
would train vibration reach levels that could cause damage (100 VdB) to proposed onsite 
townhomes. While a future increase in train services would potentially increase the number of 
passing trains, such occurrences would remain intermittent and temporary and would not combine 
to increase vibration levels at the project site. Additionally, the proposed project would comply with 
Mitigation Measure NOI-1, which would reduce interior noise in habitable rooms for compliance 
with CCR Title 24 such that the interior noise levels do not exceed a CNEL of 45 dBA. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not be exposed to significant noise or vibration impacts from passing 
freight trains. 

Overall, as a residential project, implementation of the proposed project would not generate noise 
sources that would substantially increase ambient noise levels in the project site vicinity and expose 
future onsite, noise-sensitive residents to new and unusual noise and vibration. Nonetheless, the 
exposure of future onsite residents to ambient noise and vibration is an analysis of potential 
impacts of the environment on the project. Therefore, it is not an impact under CEQA and is only 
discussed in this section for informational purposes. Impacts would be less than significant.  

The proposed project would introduce 18 new townhomes to the project area. Existing noise-
sensitive uses near the project site may be subject to both onsite residential noise sources and off-
site traffic noise associated with operation of the proposed project. The following discussion 
addresses each noise source separately.  

Onsite Operational Noise 
The primary onsite noise sources associated with operation of the proposed project would include 
vehicle circulation noise (e.g., engine startups, alarms, parking) associated with the onsite roads; 
heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment at proposed townhome buildings; 
outdoor recreational noise at common and private open space areas; and use of landscaping 
equipment. However, the project site is located along Long Beach Boulevard and is surrounded by 
single- and multi-family residences, motels, churches, a daycare, and commercial uses. Therefore, 
the project site vicinity is already exposed to typical vehicle circulation noise, HVAC noise, 
recreational noise, and landscape equipment noise associated with existing uses in the project 
vicinity. Operation of the proposed townhomes would not generate sources of noise that are new to 
the existing surrounding area. In addition, the primary off-site noise sources in the project area are 
motor vehicles (e.g., automobiles, buses, and trucks) along Long Beach Boulevard. Given that motor 
vehicle noise is characterized by a high number of individual events that often create sustained 
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noise levels, operational noise of the proposed townhomes would not generate a perceptible 
increase in noise above existing ambient noise. Furthermore, the proposed project would also be 
subject to the City’s noise standards for residential uses, as shown in Table 17 and Table 18. Overall, 
the proposed project would not introduce unusual noise sources new to the project area and all 
noise generated by the project would be subject to the City’s Noise Ordinance standards. Onsite 
operational noise would be less than significant.  

Off-site Traffic Noise 
The dominant source of noise in the project area is traffic on nearby roadways, particularly Long 
Beach Boulevard. The proposed project would generate new vehicle trips and increase traffic on 
area roadways. As discussed in Section 18, Transportation, full buildout of the proposed project 
would generate approximately 105 daily trips, including eight trips during the morning peak hour 
and nine trips during the afternoon peak hour. Access to the project site would be provided via East 
49th Street. However, as the nearest arterial street abutting the project site, Long Beach Boulevard 
would receive the bulk of project-generated vehicle trips. To assess the effect of new vehicle trips 
on roadway noise, Long Beach Boulevard was modeled under Existing and Existing plus Project 
conditions. Based on the City’s most recent available 24-hour traffic counts, Long Beach Boulevard 
between Del Amo Boulevard and Market Street had an average daily trip (ADT) count of 24,500 in 
2014 (City of Long Beach 2014). 

Traffic noise associated with existing and future traffic was estimated using the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Day/Night Noise Level (DNL) Calculator 
(HUD 2018). Traffic noise model data is provided in Appendix B. As shown in Table 19, model 
calculations indicate an existing noise level of approximately 71 dBA CNEL along Long Beach 
Boulevard. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) indicates that modeled noise is 
generally reflective of measured vehicle noise if modeled noise is within 3 dBA of the peak-hour 
measurement (Caltrans 2013). Since modeled results are within 3 dBA of measured noise levels (see 
Table 16), the HUD DNL Calculator appropriately reflects existing traffic noise.  

Table 19 also compares existing and existing plus project-generated traffic noise. Since the City does 
not have a threshold for transportation noise, this analysis uses recommendations in the FTA’s 
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (2018) as guidance to determine whether or 
not a change in traffic would result in a substantial permanent increase in roadway noise. Using the 
FTA criteria, a significant noise exposure increase is 1 dBA CNEL where the existing ambient noise 
level is between 70 and 75 dBA CNEL (FTA 2018). As shown in Table 19 the addition of 105 project-
generated daily trips would not generate a measurable increase of traffic noise. Therefore, the 
project’s impact on traffic noise would be less than significant. 
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Table 19 Comparison of Existing and Existing plus Project Traffic Noise 

Roadway Segment 

Noise Level (dBA, CNEL)  

Existing 
[1] 

Existing Plus 
Project 

[2] 

Change in 
Noise Level 

[2] – [1] 

Significance 
Threshold1  

(dBA, CNEL) Significant 

Long Beach Boulevard between Del 
Amo Boulevard and San Antonio Drive 

71 71 +0 1 No 

Source: City of Long Beach Public Works 2014. See Appendix B for HUD DNL Calculator results. Results are rounded to the nearest 
whole number. 

Temporary noise levels caused by construction activity would be a function of the noise generated 
by construction equipment, the location and sensitivity of nearby land uses, and the timing and 
duration of noise-generating activities. Construction noise was estimated using the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM) Version 1.1. The construction 
equipment included in RCNM are based on standard equipment assumptions for construction of the 
proposed project from CalEEMod (see Section 3, Air Quality, and Appendix A). To determine 
construction noise impacts, noise was modeled at the nearest noise-sensitive receptors, consisting 
of multi-family residences northeast and east of the project site; the Travel King Motel located 40 
feet north across East 49th Street; the Shield of Faith church located 185 feet north of the site; 
Bundle of Joy Daycare, Walls Motel Long Beach, and the Word of God Ministries church located 100 
feet west of the site across Long Beach Boulevard; and single-family residences located 330 feet 
west of the site.  

Modeled construction noise assumes that onsite construction activities would occur, on average, 50 
feet from the project site boundary in order to provide an overall estimate of average hourly 
construction noise. Therefore, modeled distances between construction activity and off-site noise-
sensitive receptors were 50 feet for the adjacent multi-family residences northeast and east of the 
project site; 90 feet for the Travel King Motel; 235 feet for the Shield of Faith church; 150 feet for 
Bundle of Joy Daycare, Walls Motel Long Beach, and the Word of God Ministries church; and 380 
feet for single-family residences west of the site. Table 20 shows the equipment assumed to be used 
during each construction phase, as well as the average hourly noise levels (dBA, Leq) at distances of 
50 feet, 90 feet, 150 feet, 235 feet, and 380 feet from the source. Construction noise estimates are 
based on the assumption that multiple pieces of construction equipment would operate 
simultaneously, and do not account for the presence of intervening structures or topography, which 
could reduce noise at receptor locations. Therefore, the noise levels presented in Table 20 represent 
a reasonably conservative estimate of actual construction noise.  

The City does not have specific quantitative noise standards or limits related to construction noise. 
As shown in Table 16, the ambient noise level at the project site was measured at a range between 
61.7 and 70.0 dBA Leq. As shown in Table 20, construction would generate noise levels of up to an 
estimated 86 dBA Leq during construction of the project at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. 
Although construction would generate temporary noise levels in excess of ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity, construction noise would cease after the completion of the proposed project. In 
addition, Sections 8.80.202A through 80.202C of the LBMC prohibits construction activities between 
the hours of 7:00 PM and 7:00 AM on weekdays and Federal holidays, between the hours of 7:00 
PM on Friday and 9:00 AM on Saturday and after 6:00 PM on Saturday, and any time on Sunday). 
Compliance with the LBMC would limit construction hours so that construction noise does not occur 
during nighttime sleep hours and disturb noise sensitive residential receptors.  



City of Long Beach 
4800 Long Beach Boulevard Project 

 
78 

Table 20 Construction Noise Levels by Phase 

Construction Phase Equipment 

Approximate Leq, dBA 

50 Feet1 90 Feet2 
150 

Feet3 
235 

Feet4 
380 

Feet5 

Site Preparation and 
Grading 

Grader, Tractor, Dozer 85 80 75 71 67 

Building Construction Generator Set, Crane, Forklift, 
Tractor, Welders (3) 

86 81 76 72 68 

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixer, Paver, 
Roller, Tractor, Paving Equipment 

86 80 76 72 68 

Architectural Coating Air Compressor 74 69 64 60 56 

See Appendix B for RCNM data sheets and assumptions.  
1 Modeled distance for adjacent multi-family residences. 
2 Modeled distance for Travel King Motel across East 49th Street. 
3 Modeled distance for Bundle of Joy Daycare, Walls Motel Long Beach, and Word of God Ministries church across Long Beach 
Boulevard.  
4 Modeled distance for Shield of Faith church north of the site.  
5 Modeled distance for single-family residences west of the site. 

Additionally, the project would include the rezoning of the two properties to the east of the project 
site from CCA (Community Commercial Automobile-Oriented) to R-3-T (Townhomes). The two 
parcels are currently occupied by single-family residences. No new development or changes to the 
existing buildings are proposed on the rezoned properties. Therefore, the rezoning of the two 
additional properties to the east of the project site would not result in construction-related noise or 
changes in operation noise as compared to the existing conditions. Additionally, the proposed 
project would implement Mitigation Measure NOI-2 during construction. Temporary construction 
noise would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

NOI-1 Sound Insulation 
The applicant shall install exterior building materials with sufficient Sound Transmission Class (STC) 
ratings to reduce interior noise levels in habitable rooms of all residential units with direct exposure 
to Long Beach Boulevard and the adjacent Union Pacific Railroad to below 45 CNEL, as required by 
CCR Title 24. All residential windows, exterior doors, and exterior wall assemblies that face Long 
Beach Boulevard and the adjacent Union Pacific Railroad, shall meet an STC 30 rating to ensure the 
adequate attenuation of noise at a range of frequencies. The provision of forced-air mechanical 
ventilation, enabling new residents to retain adequate air quality with windows closed, and the 
installation of STC 30-rated residential windows, exterior doors, and exterior wall assemblies would 
substantially reduce interior noise in habitable rooms. Prior to approval of the development, the 
applicant shall demonstrate to the Department of Development Services how construction of the 
proposed residential units and chosen building materials will achieve an interior noise level of 45 
CNEL.  
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NOI-2 Construction Noise 
Prior to Grading Permit issuance, the project applicant shall demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the 
City of Long Beach City Engineer that the project complies with the following: 

 Construction contracts specify that all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, shall be 
equipped with properly operating and maintained mufflers and other state required noise 
attenuation devices.  

 Property owners and occupants located within 200 feet of the project boundary shall be sent a 
notice regarding the construction schedule of the proposed project, at least 15 days prior to 
commencement of construction of each phase. A sign, legible at a distance of 50 feet shall be 
posted at the project construction site. All notices and signs shall be reviewed and approved by 
the City of Long Beach Development Services Department, prior to mailing or posting, and shall 
indicate the dates and duration of construction activities, as well as provide a contact name and 
telephone number where residents can inquire about the construction process and register 
complaints.  

 Prior to issuance of any Grading or Building Permit, the Contractor shall provide evidence that a 
construction staff member will be designated as a Noise Disturbance Coordinator and will be 
present onsite during construction activities. The Noise Disturbance Coordinator shall be 
responsible for responding to any local complaints about construction noise. When a compliant 
is received, the Noise Disturbance Coordinator shall notify the City within 24-hours of the 
complaint and determine the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., starting too early, bad muffler, 
etc.) and shall implement reasonable measures to resolve the complaint, as deemed acceptable 
by the Public Works Department. All notices that are sent to residential units immediately 
surrounding the construction site and all signs posted at the construction site shall include the 
contact name and the telephone number for the Noise Disturbance Coordinator.  

 Prior to issuance of any Grading or Building Permit, the Project Applicant shall demonstrate to 
the satisfaction of the City Engineer that construction noise reduction methods shall be used 
where feasible. These reduction methods include shutting off idling equipment, installing 
temporary acoustic barriers around stationary construction noise sources, maximizing the 
distance between construction equipment staging areas and occupied residential areas, and 
electric air compressors and similar power tools. Construction haul routes shall be designed to 
avoid noise sensitive uses (e.g., residences, convalescent homes, etc.), to the extent feasible.  

 During construction, stationary construction equipment shall be placed such that emitted noise 
is directed away from sensitive noise receivers.  

 Construction activities shall not take place outside of the allowable hours specified by the City’s 
Municipal Code Section 8.80.202, Construction Activity (7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. on weekdays and 
9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays; construction activities are not permitted on Sundays or 
legal holidays).  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

b. Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels? 

Construction activity associated with the project would create groundborne vibration. Operation of 
the proposed project would not generate significant ground-borne vibration as residences would 
not require the use of heavy industrial machinery. Therefore, this analysis considers vibration 
impacts only from project construction. To determine ground-borne vibration impacts, vibration 
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was modeled at the nearest sensitive receptors, consisting of multi-family residences northeast and 
east of the project site; the Travel King Motel located 40 feet north across East 49th Street; the 
Shield of Faith church located 185 feet north of the site; Bundle of Joy Daycare, Walls Motel Long 
Beach, and the Word of God Ministries church located 100 feet west of the site across Long Beach 
Boulevard; and single-family residences located 330 feet west of the site.  

Construction activity would not operate exclusively along the project boundary of the site. Rather, 
stationary construction activity would occur at various locations on the project site and mobile 
construction equipment would operate throughout the site. To provide an overall estimate of 
construction vibration levels, modeled construction vibration assumes that onsite construction 
activities would occur, on average, 50 feet from the project site boundaries; therefore, modeled 
distances between construction activity and off-site noise-sensitive receptors were 50 feet for the 
adjacent multi-family residences northeast and east of the project site; 90 feet for the Travel King 
Motel; 235 feet for the Shield of Faith church; 150 feet for Bundle of Joy Daycare, Walls Motel Long 
Beach, and the Word of God Ministries church; and 380 feet for single-family residences west of the 
site. Vibration levels were calculated at these sensitive receptors using the VdB of the highest 
impact pieces of equipment that would be used during project construction, which are the roller 
and dozer. Table 21 lists ground-borne vibration levels from a roller and dozer at 50 feet, 90 feet, 
150 feet, 235 feet, and 380 feet from the source. 

Table 21 Vibration Levels for Construction Equipment 
 Approximate VdB 

Equipment 50 Feet1 90 Feet2 150 Feet3 235 Feet4 380 Feet5 

Roller 85 78 71 65 59 

Dozer 78 70 64 58 51 

See Appendix B for vibration modeling data sheets.  
1 Modeled distance for adjacent multi-family residences. 
2 Modeled distance for Travel King Motel across East 49th Street. 
3 Modeled distance for Bundle of Joy Daycare, Walls Motel Long Beach, and Word of God Ministries church across Long Beach 
Boulevard.  
4 Modeled distance for Shield of Faith church north of the site.  
5 Modeled distance for single-family residences west of the site.  

As shown in Table 21 operation of a loaded truck, dozer, and roller would generate peak vibration 
levels of approximately 85 VdB at the nearest noise-sensitive receptors. Although vibration would 
exceed 75 VdB (the threshold between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible) such events 
would be intermittent and relatively short in duration. According to Sections 8.80.202A through 
80.202C of the LBMC, construction activities are prohibited between the hours of 7:00 PM and 7:00 
AM on weekdays and Federal holidays, between the hours of 7:00 PM on Friday and 9:00 AM on 
Saturday and after 6:00 PM on Saturday, and any time on Sunday. Compliance with the City’s 
permitted hours of construction would prohibit construction vibration during nighttime sleep hours. 
Furthermore, according to FTA vibration levels, ground-borne vibration would not reach levels that 
could cause damage (100 VdB) to structures in the vicinity of the project site. Therefore, impacts 
from vibration would be less than significant. 

The project would also include the rezoning of the two properties to the east of the project site 
from CCA (Community Commercial Automobile-Oriented) to R-3-T (Townhomes). The two parcels 
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are currently occupied by single-family residences. No new development or physical changes to the 
existing buildings are proposed on adjacent Lots 1 and 2. Therefore, the rezoning of the two 
additional properties to the east of the project site would not result in construction related ground-
borne vibration.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

c. For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? 

As discussed in Section 9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the nearest aircraft facility to the 
project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 is the Long Beach Airport approximately 3.8 miles southeast of 
the project site. According to the County of Los Angeles Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC), the 
project site is outside the noise contours of the airport (ALUC 2003). Although the project site would 
potentially be subject to occasional aircraft overflight noise, such occurrences would be intermittent 
and temporary. In addition, there are no private airstrips in the vicinity of the project site and 
adjacent Lots 1 and 2. Therefore, the project would not result in noise impacts related to airports for 
people residing or working at the project site and its vicinity. Impacts would not occur.  

NO IMPACT 
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14 Population and Housing 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Induce substantial unplanned population 
growth in an area, either directly (e.g., by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (e.g., through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? □ □ ■ □ 

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing 
people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? □ □ □ ■ 

a. Would the project induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly 
(for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

As discussed in Section 14, Population and Housing, according to the California Department of 
Finance (DOF), the City of Long Beach has an estimated population of 475,013 with an average 
household size of 2.82 persons (DOF 2019). The Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) estimates a population increase to 484,500 by 2040 which is an increase two percent or 
9,487 persons (SCAG 2016). Development of 18 new townhomes would increase the existing 
population by approximately 51 residents (approximately 0.01 percent) to 475,063. . In addition, 
SCAG’s estimate for existing households in 2012 is 163,800. SCAG estimates a housing increase to 
175,500 by 2040, which is an increase of approximately seven percent, or 11,700 housing units 
(SCAG 2016). Construction of the proposed 16 housing units would represent approximately 0.1 
percent of the projected housing stock increase, which would not exceed SCAG’s 2040 housing units 
forecast.  

The project would also include the rezoning of the two properties to the east of the project site 
from CCA (Community Commercial Automobile-Oriented) to R-3-T (Townhomes). The two parcels 
are currently occupied by single-family residences. Under the R-3-T zoning designation the 
maximum density allowed on each of the rezone parcels would also be one residential unit per lot. 
No new development or physical changes to the existing buildings are proposed on the rezoned 
properties. Therefore, the rezoning of these two parcels would not result in a change to population. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not cause a substantial increase in population nor induce 
unplanned population growth. Impacts would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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b. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

Because the project site is vacant, the proposed project would not displace existing housing or 
people and would not necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Additionally, 
the project includes the rezoning of the two parcels located immediately to the east of the project 
site. The two parcels are currently each occupied by a single-family residence. No new development 
or physical changes to the existing buildings are proposed on the adjacent Lots 1 and 2. Therefore, 
the rezone of these two parcels would not result in a change to housing and no impact would occur.  

NO IMPACT 
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15 Public Services 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a. Would the project result in substantial 
adverse physical impacts associated with 
the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, or the need for 
new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental impacts, 
in order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the 
public services:     

1 Fire protection? □ □ ■ □ 

2 Police protection? □ □ ■ □ 

3 Schools? □ □ ■ □ 

4 Parks? □ □ ■ □ 

5 Other public facilities? □ □ ■ □ 

a.1. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered fire protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered 
fire protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives? 

Fire protection is provided by the Long Beach Fire Department (LBFD). The nearest fire station to the 
project site is LBFD Station No. 11 located at 160 East Market Street, approximately one mile north. 
As identified in Chapter 18.48 of the LBMC, the City of Long Beach has adopted the California Fire 
Code (2016 edition). The Fire Code contains regulations related to construction, maintenance and 
design of buildings and land uses. The proposed project would be required to adhere to all Fire Code 
requirements.  

The proposed project would involve construction of 16 residential townhomes in an urbanized area. 
Additionally, the project would include the rezoning of the two properties to the east of the project 
site from CCA (Community Commercial Automobile-Oriented) to R-3-T (Townhomes). The two 
parcels are currently occupied by single-family residences. No new development or changes to the 
existing buildings are proposed on the rezoned properties. The proposed project would increase 
development intensity on the project site, which would incrementally increase demand for fire 
protection services. However, the proposed project is an infill development within the existing 
service area of the LBFD. Additionally, the project site is not located in a Fire Hazard Severity Zone 
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and thus would not be exposed to an increased risk of wildfires (Cal Fire 2007). The proposed 
project would not place an unanticipated burden on fire protection services and would therefore 
not affect response times or service ratios such that new or expanded fire facilities would be 
needed. Additionally, the LBFD would be required to sign off on project activities prior to 
implementation of the portions project that are in their respective jurisdictions. Based on verbal 
communication with the LBFD Fire Prevention Division, LBFD has adequate capabilities to serve the 
proposed townhomes (LBFD 2018). Therefore, the project would not create the need for new or 
expanded fire protection facilities. Impacts would be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

a.2. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered police protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered 
police protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives? 

Police protection services in Long Beach are provided by the Long Beach Police Department (LBPD). 
LBPD consists of approximately 800 sworn police officers and total staffing of over 1,200 employees 
(LBPD 2018). Based on a current total population of 478,561 (DOF 2018), the current officer to 
population ratio is 1.7 sworn officers per 1,000 residents. The Patrol Bureau includes one specialized 
Field Support Division and three geographical divisions: North, East and West. The project site and 
adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are served by the LBPD North Division Station, located at 4891 Atlantic 
Avenue, approximately 0.5 mile east of the project site. The proposed townhomes would add an 
estimated 45 new residents to the City population. No new development or changes to the existing 
buildings are proposed on the rezoned properties. Based on verbal communication with LBPD Crime 
Prevention Division, the LBPD would have adequate capabilities to serve the proposed townhomes 
(LBPD 2018). The proposed project would not cause substantially delayed response times, degraded 
service ratios or necessitate construction of new facilities, due to the relatively small size of the 
development and the location in an already developed and well served area. Impacts would be less 
than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

a.3. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered schools, or the need for new or physically altered schools, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives? 

The project site and rezoned properties are served by Long Beach Unified School District (LBUSD). 
LBUSD operates 85 facilities serving grade levels pre-K through high school and has a current 
enrollment of 72,000 students (LBUSD 2018a). Schools serving the project site include Dooley 
Elementary, located at 5075 Long Beach Boulevard, which serves grades K through 5th, Lindsey 
Academy, located at 5075 Daisy Avenue, which serves grades 6th through 8th, and Jordan High 
School, located at 6500 Atlantic Avenue, which serves grades 9th through 12th (LBUSD 2018b).  

The proposed project would involve the construction of 18 new townhomes. A conservative 
assumption of one student per household was used to determine that the proposed project would 
generate approximately 18 additional students that would attend the schools within the LBUSD. No 
new development or changes to the existing buildings are proposed on adjacent Lots 1 and 2. Based 
on verbal and written communication with LBUSD Facilities Development & Planning Department, 
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LBUSD has adequate capabilities to serve the proposed project (LBUSD 2018c). As shown in Table 22 
below, enrollment for the schools serving the project site is below capacity. Therefore, the 
incremental increase in the number of students generated by the proposed townhomes would not 
result in the need for new or physically altered school facilities as sufficient capacity is available. 

Table 22 Enrollment and Capacity at School Serving the Project Site 
School Enrollment Capacity 

Dooley Elementary School 903 956 

Perry Lindsey Middle School 769 1,002 

Jordan High School  2,449 4,038 

Source: LBUSD Facilities Development & Planning Department, 2018 

In accordance with State law, the applicant would be required to pay school impact fees. Pursuant 
to Section 65995 (3)(h) of the California Government Code (Senate Bill 50, chaptered August 27, 
1998), the payment of statutory fees “...is deemed to be full and complete mitigation of the impacts 
of any legislative or adjudicative act, or both, involving, but not limited to, the planning, use, or 
development of real property, or any change in governmental organization or reorganization.” Thus, 
payment of development fees is considered full mitigation for the modified project's impacts under 
CEQA.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

a.4. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered parks, or the need for new or physically altered parks, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives? 

Recreational amenities in the City of Long Beach include 170 parks and 26 community centers, 
providing more than 3,100 acres of developed for recreational space (DPRM 2018). Based on a 
population of 478,561 residents, the City’s current parkland ratio is approximately 6.5 parkland 
acres per 1,000 residents. The desired standard stated in the 1975 Quimby Act is 3 acres of parkland 
per 1,000 residents. By this guideline standard, the City of Long Beach has an adequate amount of 
open space on a per population basis. The project site is located approximately 0.2 mile north of 
Scherer Park, which is a 26-acre park that includes a community center, picnic area, playground, 
basketball courts, tennis courts, and volleyball courts, and would serve residents associated with the 
proposed project. 

The proposed townhomes would generate an estimated 51 residents and would incrementally 
increase the demand for usage of existing parks in the City. The proposed project would include 
10,880 sf of open space, which would offset some demand on park and recreational facilities in the 
City. No new development or changes to the existing buildings are proposed on the rezoned 
properties. However, since the City is well served by open space on a per population basis, the 
proposed townhomes would not create unanticipated demand on city parks. Additionally, in 
accordance with the Quimby Act, the City assesses open space development fees for new residential 
development. Pursuant to Chapter 18.18 of the LBMC, all residential development is required to pay 
a park fee prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy. This fee is intended to be used for the 
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acquisition, improvement, and expansion of public parks and/or recreational facilities. The proposed 
project would be subject to park land dedication fees. Impacts would be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

a.5. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of other new or physically altered public facilities, or the need for other new or physically 
altered public facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives? 

Implementation of the proposed townhomes would increase the local population by approximately 
51 residents. No new development or changes to the existing buildings are proposed on the rezoned 
properties. The proposed project would contribute incrementally toward impacts to City public 
services and facilities such as storm drain usage (discussed in Section 10, Hydrology and Water 
Quality), public parks, solid waste disposal (discussed in Section 19, Utilities and Service Systems), 
water usage and wastewater disposal (discussed in more detail in Section 19, Utilities and Service 
Systems), and libraries. The project’s contribution would be offset through payment of fees that are 
used to fund storm drain improvements, and school facility expansions, as well as by the project-
specific features described in the individual resource section analyses described in this Initial Study. 
Additionally, the proposed project would be served by the Michelle Obama Public Library located at 
5870 Atlantic Ave, approximately 1.7 miles north east of the project site. The Michelle Obama 
Neighborhood Library opened in September 2016 and includes a 24,655-sf facility with state-of-the-
art amenities. The building also has three public community meeting spaces. The new library has 
expanded resources and programs to serve the community of north Long Beach (LBPL 2018). 
Therefore, increased demand would be nominal, and the addition of the Michelle Obama Library 
would continue to accommodate the needs of the residents. Overall, impacts to other public 
facilities would be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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16 Recreation 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a. Would the project increase the use of 
existing neighborhood and regional parks 
or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated? □ □ ■ □ 

b. Does the project include recreational 
facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which 
might have an adverse physical effect on 
the environment? □ □ ■ □ 

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or 
be accelerated? 

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

As discussed above under Section 15, Public Services, recreational amenities in the City of Long 
Beach include 170 parks and 26 community centers, providing more than 3,100 acres of developed 
for recreational space (DPRM 2018). Based on a population of 478,561 residents, the City’s current 
parkland ratio is approximately 6.5 parkland acres per 1,000 residents. The desired standard stated 
in the 1975 Quimby Act is three acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. By this guideline standard, 
the City of Long Beach has an adequate amount of open space on a per population basis. The 
project site is located approximately 0.2 mile north of Scherer Park, which is a 26-acre park that 
includes a community center, picnic area, playground, basketball courts, tennis courts, and 
volleyball courts, and would serve residents associated with the proposed project. 

The proposed project would generate an estimated 51 residents and would incrementally increase 
the demand for usage of existing parks in the City. The proposed project would include 10,880 sf of 
open space, which would offset some demand on park and recreational facilities in the City. 
Additionally, the project would include the rezoning of the two properties to the east of the project 
site from CCA (Community Commercial Automobile-Oriented) to R-3-T (Townhomes). The two 
parcels are currently occupied by single-family residences. Under the R-3-T zoning designation the 
maximum density allowed on each of the rezoned parcels would also be one residential unit per lot. 
No new development or changes to the existing buildings are proposed on adjacent Lots 1 and 2. 
Because the City is well served by open space on a per population basis, the proposed project would 
not create unanticipated demand on city parks or cause substantial deterioration of existing parks 
such that new park facilities would be needed. Additionally, in accordance with the Quimby Act, the 
City assesses open space development fees for new residential development. Pursuant to Chapter 
18.18 of the LBMC, the project would require a park fee prior to the issuance of a certificate of 
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occupancy. This fee is intended to be used for the acquisition, improvement, and expansion of 
public parks and/or recreational facilities. The proposed project would be subject to park land 
dedication fees. Impacts would be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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17 Transportation 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance 
or policy addressing the circulation 
system, including transit, roadway, 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities? □ □ ■ □ 

b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision 
(b)? □ □ □ ■ 

c. Substantially increase hazards due to a 
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible use (e.g., farm equipment)? □ □ □ ■ 

d. Result in inadequate emergency access? □ □ □ ■ 

a. Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation 
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

Construction of the proposed project would generate traffic for deliveries of equipment and 
materials to the project site and construction worker traffic. However, construction traffic would be 
temporary, and the movement of construction equipment would be limited to the project site for 
most of the construction period. Therefore, construction traffic would not substantially interfere 
with the City’s circulation system. Additionally, the project would include the rezoning of the two 
properties to the east of the project site from CCA (Community Commercial Automobile-Oriented) 
to R-3-T (Townhomes). The two parcels are currently occupied by single-family residences. The 
maximum density allowed under the R-3-T zoning designation for the rezoned properties would also 
be one residential unit per lot. Therefore, the rezoning of the two properties would not facilitate 
development at a greater density than what is currently existing. No new development or changes 
to the existing buildings are proposed on the rezoned properties. 

Operation of the proposed project would generate new vehicle trips on the surrounding circulation 
system. Trip generation estimates were developed utilizing trip generation rates from the Institute 
of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation 10th Edition. According to ITE rates for residential 
condo/townhouse, the proposed project would generate approximately 100 daily trips, including six 
AM peak hour trips and eight PM peak hour trips. Project-generated vehicle trips would 
incrementally increase existing traffic volumes of the surrounding circulation system.  

Access to the project site would be provided via East 49th Street. However, as the nearest arterial 
street abutting the project site, it is reasonable to assume that Long Beach Boulevard would receive 
the bulk of project-generated vehicle trips. The City’s most recent available 24-hour traffic counts 
for Long Beach Boulevard (between Del Amo Boulevard and Market Street) had an average daily trip 
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(ADT) count of 24,500 in 2014 (City of Long Beach 2014). Therefore, assuming all daily trips 
generated by the proposed project occur on Long Beach Boulevard, the addition of 100 daily trips 
generated by the proposed project would represent an increase of 0.4 percent above existing daily 
trip conditions. Such an increase would not affect service levels in a manner that would conflict with 
City plans or policies related to transportation system performance. Impacts would be less than 
significant.  

The proposed project would be limited to site-specific improvements and would not damage the 
performance or safety of any public transit, bikeway or pedestrian facilities. Sidewalks are provided 
along all key roadways in the project site vicinity and pedestrian crosswalks with signalized 
intersections in the project area. The project would include a 13-foot dedication along Long Beach 
Boulevard and an eight-foot dedication along 49th Street for future street widening. Sidewalk 
improvements shall be in accordance with Public Works requirements. Existing transit lines along 
Long Beach Boulevard include Long Beach Transit, Metro and Orange County Transit Authority. The 
project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, 
bikeways, or pedestrian facilities, and would not otherwise substantially reduce the performance or 
safety of such facilities. Therefore, there would be no impact of the proposed project.  

Additionally, the Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program (CMP) requires an analysis 
of all arterial segments and arterial monitoring intersections on the CMP roadway network where 
the project adds 50 or more peak hour trips. In addition, the CMP requires evaluation of all mainline 
freeway-monitoring locations where the project adds 150 or more peak hour trips. The project 
would generate approximately six AM peak hour trips and eight PM peak hour trips. Therefore, it 
would not generate traffic exceeding CMP thresholds or otherwise conflict with the CMP. Impacts 
would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

b. Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision 
(b)?? 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) identifies appropriate criteria for evaluating transportation 
impacts. It states that land use projects with vehicle miles traveled (VMT) exceeding an applicable 
threshold of significance may indicate a significant impact, and that projects that decrease VMT 
compared to existing conditions should be presumed to have a less than significant transportation 
impact. Section 15064.3(c) states that the requirement to use these criteria only applies on and 
after July 1, 2020. The proposed project would be infill development, which generally generates 
lower VMT than “greenfield” development (new development in rural or agricultural areas on the 
periphery of communities, or lands otherwise not previously planned for development).  

As discussed in Section 11, Land Use and Planning, project entitlements include a Zone Change to 
R-4-N (Medium-density Multiple Residential), which would allow for the development of the 
proposed townhomes. The R-4 N zone allows for a high density, multifamily residential district. It is 
intended to meet the demand of a broad segment of the population which provides a diversity of 
housing choices.  

Additionally, the project includes the rezoning of the two parcels located immediately to the east of 
the project site. Currently, the two parcels are zoned CCA and have a Land Use Designation of 3A 
(Townhomes). The two parcels would be rezoned to the R-3-T (Multi-family Residential, Townhouse) 
designation. The rezoned properties are currently occupied by single-family residences. No new 
development or changes to the existing buildings are proposed on the rezoned properties. 
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Development of the proposed project would place high density multi-family residences near 
commercial uses located to the west and south of the project site, across Long Beach Boulevard. 
Additionally, the project would be developed within a quarter mile of bus stops along Long Beach 
Boulevard and Del Amo Boulevard. The project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are also approximately 
one mile from the Metro Blue Line’s Del Amo Station. The proposed project would therefore reduce 
VMT by developing high-density residential uses in walking distance to commercial uses and 
employment opportunities, and near public transit options. In addition, according to the Governor’s 
Office of Planning and Research (OPR) Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in 
CEQA (2018), land use projects such as the proposed project “that generate or attract fewer than 
110 trips per day generally may be assumed to cause a less-than significant transportation impact.” 
For these reasons, the proposed project would not conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b), and there would be no impact. 

NO IMPACT 

c. Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible use (e.g., farm equipment)? 

No roads would be permanently closed as a result of construction or operation of the proposed 
project and rezone of the properties to the east of the project site. During operation of the project, 
each of the proposed residences would have an individual access driveway leading to an internal 
driveway located off 49th Street. The proposed project would not result in inadequate emergency 
access or introduce any design features or incompatible uses, such as sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections, that would substantially increase hazards at the site and no impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

d. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

The proposed project, and rezone of the two properties to the east of the project site, would not 
result in inadequate emergency access because it would be subject to the Long Beach Fire 
Department review and acceptance of site plans, and structures prior to occupancy to confirm that 
required fire protection safety features, including adequate driveway access to buildings and 
adequate emergency access, are implemented. Consequently, there would be no impact. 

NO IMPACT 
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18 Tribal Cultural Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource, defined in a Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, or 
cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, 
sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

a. Listed or eligible for listing in the 
California Register of Historical 
Resources, or in a local register of 
historical resources as defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 5020.1(k), or □ ■ □ □ 

b. A resource determined by the lead 
agency, in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant 
pursuant to criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code 
Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria 
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead 
agency shall consider the significant of 
the resource to a California Native 
American tribe. □ ■ □ □ 

As of July 1, 2015, California Assembly Bill 52 of 2014 (AB 52) was enacted and expands CEQA by 
defining a new resource category, “tribal cultural resources.” AB 52 establishes that “A project with 
an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource 
is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment” (PRC Section 21084.2). It further 
states that the lead agency shall establish measures to avoid impacts that would alter the significant 
characteristics of a tribal cultural resource, when feasible (PRC Section 21084.3).  

PRC Section 21074 (a)(1)(A) and (B) defines tribal cultural resources as “sites, features, places, 
cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American 
tribe” and is: 

1. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register 
of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 

2. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.1. In applying these criteria, the lead agency shall consider the significance of 
the resource to a California Native American tribe. 
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AB 52 also establishes a formal consultation process for California tribes regarding those resources. 
The consultation process must be completed before a CEQA document can be certified. Under AB 
52, lead agencies are required to “begin consultation with a California Native American tribe that is 
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project.” Native 
American tribes to be included in the process are those that have requested notice of projects 
proposed within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.  

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 that is listed or eligible for listing in 
the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as 
defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)? 

b. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 that is a resource determined by 
the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant 
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1? 

Tribal cultural resources are defined in Public Resources Code 21074 as sites, features, places, 
cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American 
tribe that are either: 

 Included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical 
Resources 

 Included in a local register of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of Section 5020.1 

As part of the process of identifying tribal cultural resources in or near the project site, the City sent 
letters inviting tribes to consult with the City on August 21, 2018. The City requested a response 
within 30 days of receipt as specified by AB 52. The City received a request for consultation from the 
Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians on August 30, 2018. Consultation was held on November 1, 
2018. 

As discussed in Section 5, Cultural Resources, the project site is currently vacant and disturbed. 
There is no evidence that archaeological resources are present onsite or on the rezoned properties. 
No new development is proposed on the rezoned properties. Although it is not anticipated that 
intact tribal cultural resources are present in the project site there is the potential for the recovery 
of buried cultural materials during project construction activities associated with the proposed 
townhomes. Mitigation measures CR-1 and CR-2 and GEO-1 would address the potentially 
significant impacts relating to the unanticipated discovery of archeological or paleontological 
resources and human remains during project development. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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19 Utilities and Service Systems 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Require or result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment or storm water 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the 
construction or relocation of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? □ □ ■ □ 

b. Have sufficient water supplies available 
to serve the project and reasonably 
foreseeable future development during 
normal, dry and multiple dry years? □ □ ■ □ 

c. Result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider which 
serves or may serve the project that it 
has adequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition to 
the provider’s existing commitments? □ □ ■ □ 

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or 
local standards, or in excess of the 
capacity of local infrastructure, or 
otherwise impair the attainment of solid 
waste reduction goals? □ □ ■ □ 

e. Comply with federal, state, and local 
management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? □ □ ■ □ 

a. Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

Water 
The Long Beach Water Department (LBWD) primarily relies upon groundwater extracted locally 
from the Central Basin to meet customer water demands. Additionally, LBWD purchases imported 
water from Metropolitan Water District (MWD) to make up the difference between demand and 
groundwater supplies. LBWD also provides recycled water to an increasing number of customers to 
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replace the use of potable water (LBWD 2015). The City of Long Beach’s 2015 Urban Water 
Management Plan (UWMP) reports total citywide water demand for 2015 at 55,206 acre feet. This is 
projected to increase by 3,900 acre feet (or 7.1 percent) to 59,106 acre feet in 2040. According to 
the Long Beach UWMP, the City expects to meet project demand needs for the next 25 years (LBWD 
2015). The proposed project would demand an estimated 0.74 million gallons (2.3 acre-feet [AFY]) 
of water per year according to CalEEMod estimates (See Appendix A). Project water demand would 
represent approximately 0.05 percent of the projected increase in water demand of 3,900 AFY for 
2040.  

The project would also include the rezoning of the two properties to the east of the project site 
from CCA (Community Commercial Automobile-Oriented) to R-3-T (Townhomes). The two parcels 
are currently occupied by single-family residences. Under the R-3-T zoning designation the 
maximum density allowed on each of the rezoned parcels would also be one residential unit per lot. 
No new development or changes to the existing buildings are proposed on the rezoned properties. 
As such, no change with respect to water demand would occur of these parcels. Therefore, the 
proposed project’s projected water demand is within forecasted water supply and would not 
require the construction of new water supply facilities, or expansion of existing facilities. Impacts 
would be less than significant. 

Wastewater 
A majority of the City’s wastewater is delivered to the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP) 
of the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts (LACSD). The remaining portion is delivered to the 
Long Beach Water Reclamation Plant (LBWRP) of the LACSD. The JWPCP provides advanced primary 
and partial secondary treatment for 260 million gallons of wastewater per day (MGD), with a 
permitted capacity for 400 MGD of wastewater (LACSD 2018a), resulting in an available capacity of 
140 MGD. The LBWRP provides primary, secondary, and tertiary treatment for 25 MGD of 
wastewater (LACSD 2018b).  

The proposed project would create demand for an estimated 0.74 million gallons of water per year 
according to CalEEMod estimates (see Appendix A). Assuming that 100 percent of this water use 
would be treated as wastewater, 0.74 million gallons per year (2,027 gallons per day or 0.002 MGD) 
represents less than 0.01 percent of the remaining daily capacity of 140 MGD of wastewater at the 
JWPCP. Additionally, no new development or changes to the existing buildings are proposed on the 
adjacent Lots 1 and 2. As such, no change with respect to wastewater generation would occur of 
these parcels. The proposed project would not require the construction of new treatment facilities 
because the JWPCP would have adequate capacity to treat the wastewater produced by the 
proposed project. Impacts would be less than significant.  

Stormwater Drainage As discussed in Section 10, Hydrology and Water Quality, the proposed 
project would comply with current NPDES and Los Angeles County MS4 permit regulations 
pertaining to the retention of erosion and detention of site runoff into storm drains and receiving 
waters and include storm water Low Impact Development (LID) Best Management Practices (BMPs). 
Additionally, the Chapter 18.74 of the LBMC regulates the implementation of the LIDs and BMPs for 
projects in the City. Compliance with these requirements would reduce potential impacts to local 
stormwater drainage facilities to a less than significant level.  

Electric Power, Natural Gas, Telecommunications  
The project site, and adjacent Lots 1 and 2, are located in the existing developed area of the City of 
Long Beach, which has existing infrastructure for electric power, natural gas, and 
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telecommunications services. The proposed project would be infill development consistent with 
long-range plans for the area (see Section 11, Land Use and Planning). The proposed project would 
not cause substantial unplanned population growth (see Section 14, Population and Housing), and 
would not result in wasteful or inefficient use or energy (see Section 6, Energy), nor would the 
project require or result in the construction of new electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunication facilities or expansion of existing facilities. Additionally, no new development or 
changes to the existing buildings are proposed on adjacent Lots 1 and 2. As such, although the 
proposed project would create an incremental increase in demands on these facilities, this impact 
would be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

b. Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

As shown in Table 23, LBWD projects that water supplies will be sufficient to meet all demands 
through the year 2040 during normal, single dry year, and multiple dry year hydrologic conditions.  

Although historical precedent has consistently proven that water demands decrease in dry years 
due to voluntary and mandatory water use restrictions and a general increase in public awareness 
of the need for water conservation, the 2015 UWMP takes a conservative approach to planning by 
assuming that water demand will remain steady rather than decrease during dry years. LBWD 
supplies are projected to significantly exceed demands through 2040 even in future dry years if 
customers do not reduce their demand as they have done in recent droughts (LBWD 2015). 

The proposed project would demand an estimated 0.74 million gallons (2.3 acre-feet [AFY]) of water 
per year according to CalEEMod estimations (See Appendix A).The proposed project would 
represent approximately 0.02 percent of the 15,154 AF surplus of water supply during normal, 
single and multiple dry year conditions for year 2040.  

The project would also include the rezoning of the two properties to the east of the project site 
from CCA (Community Commercial Automobile-Oriented) to R-3-T (Townhomes). The two parcels 
are currently occupied by single-family residences. Under the R-3-T zoning designation the 
maximum density allowed on each of the rezone parcels would also be one residential unit per lot. 
No new development or changes to the existing buildings are proposed on the rezoned properties. 
As such, no change with respect to water demand would occur of these parcels. Because sufficient 
water is available to serve the project during normal, single and multiple dry year conditions, new 
sources of water would be not required to meet project water needs. The impact would be less than 
significant. 
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Table 23 Water Supply and Demand in Single and Multiple Dry Years (AF) 
Year-Type 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

Normal Year 

Total Supplies 77,291 77,791 78,291 78,791 79,291 

Total Demands 63,643 63,410 63,454 63,609 64,137 

Surplus 13,648 14,381 14,836 15,182 15,154 

Single Dry Year 

Total Supplies 77,291 77,791 78,291 78,791 79,291 

Total Demands 63,643 63,410 63,454 63,609 64,137 

Surplus 13,648 14,381 14,836 15,182 15,154 

Multiple Dry Year 1st, 2nd, and 3rd Year Supply 

Total Supplies 77,291 77,791 78,291 78,791 79,291 

Total Demands 63,643 63,410 63,454 63,609 64,137 

Surplus 13,648 14,381 14,836 15,182 15,154 

Units in acre-feet (AF) 

Source: LBWD 2015 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

c. Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves 
or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand 
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

As discussed above, the proposed project would create demand for an estimated 0.74 million 
gallons of water per year according to CalEEMod estimations (see Appendix A). Assuming that 100 
percent of this water use would be treated as wastewater, 0.74 million gallons per year (2,027 
gallons per day or 0.002 MGD) represents less than 0.01 percent of the remaining daily capacity of 
140 MGD of wastewater at the JWPCP. As discussed above under Checklist Item a., no new 
development or changes to the existing buildings are proposed on the rezoned properties; 
therefore, no change with respect to waste water generation would occur on these properties. The 
proposed project would not require the construction of new treatment facilities as the JWPCP 
would have adequate capacity to treat the wastewater produced by the proposed project. Impacts 
would be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

e. Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste? 

The Long Beach Environmental Services Bureau and private permitted waste haulers provide solid 
waste service for the City. Waste generated from the Project Site would be disposed at various 
facilities based on the contract made between a permitted waste hauler and the building occupant. 
One such facility is the Republic Services Bel Art Transfer station located approximately three miles 
north of the project site. Additionally, as reported in the County of Los Angeles 2016 Countywide 
Integrated Waste Management Plan, 47 percent of the waste received at the Southeast Resource 
Recovery Facility is generated by the City of Long Beach (County of Los Angeles Department of 
Public Works [DPW] 2017). Materials leaving transfer stations could be transported to a variety of 
destinations. Savage Canyon (Class III) Landfill is the nearest to the project site, although this would 
not necessarily be the landfill accepting materials generated by the project site, as that would be 
determined in part by a contract with a waste hauler. The Savage Canyon landfill is located 
approximately 19 miles north east of the project site. The landfill has a 350 ton per day maximum 
permitted throughput capacity and receives approximately 293 tons per day. Additionally, the 
landfill has a remaining capacity of 4.89 million tons and an estimated remaining life of 39 years 
(DPW 2017).  

According to CalEEMod (see Appendix A), the proposed project would generate about 4.97 tons of 
solid waste per year (0.01 tons per day). The 0.01 tons of solid waste generated by the project 
would be approximately 0.02 percent of the available daily capacity of 57 tons at the Savage Canyon 
landfill. Additionally, the project would include the rezoning of the two properties to the east of the 
project site from CCA (Community Commercial Automobile-Oriented) to R-3-T (Townhomes). The 
two parcels are currently occupied by single-family residences. Under the R-3-T zoning designation 
the maximum density allowed on each of the rezone parcels would also be one residential unit per 
lot. No new development or changes to the existing buildings are proposed on the rezoned 
properties and as such, no change with respect to waste generation would occur of these parcels. 
The proposed project would comply with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste and recycling, such as AB 939 and SB 1383, through participation in existing City waste 
diversion programs. As there is adequate remaining daily landfill capacity in the region to 
accommodate project-generated waste, impacts related to solid waste and waste facilities would be 
less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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20 Wildfire 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project: 

a. Substantially impair an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? □ □ □ ■ 

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other 
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks and 
thereby expose project occupants to 
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire 
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? □ □ □ ■ 

c. Require the installation or maintenance 
of associated infrastructure (such as 
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water 
sources, power lines or other utilities) 
that may exacerbate fire risk or that may 
result in temporary or ongoing impacts 
to the environment? □ □ □ ■ 

d. Expose people or structures to significant 
risks, including downslopes or 
downstream flooding or landslides, as a 
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, 
or drainage changes? □ □ □ ■ 

a. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

The project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are located in an urban area of the City of Long Beach. 
Undeveloped wildland areas are not located in proximity to the project site. According to CalFire the 
project site is not located in a “Fire Hazard Severity Zone” or “Very High Hazard Severity Zone” for 
wildland fires (CalFire 2007). Therefore, the project site is not located near a state responsibility 
area or classified as having a high fire hazard. 

As discussed in Section 15, Public Services, the LBFD provides fire prevention, fire protection, and 
emergency response for the project site and the surrounding Long Beach area. According to the 
City’s General Plan Public Safety Element, the Department of Emergency Preparedness has prepared 
and adopted citywide emergency procedures (City of Long Beach 1975c). In order to comply with 
these procedures, all development including the proposed project, in the City of Long Beach would 
consider existing emergency routes, response procedures and action plans. Construction of the 
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proposed project would maintain emergency access to the site and on area roadways and would not 
interfere with an emergency response plan or evacuation route as described in the Public Safety 
Element of the City’s General Plan. No new development or construction are proposed on the 
adjacent Lots 1 and 2. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

b. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire 
risks and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

d. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslopes 
or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or 
drainage changes? 

Long Beach is located directly east of the Palos Verdes Peninsula, and has a mostly south facing 
coastline along the Pacific Ocean. The city is largely characterized by flat topography, with the Palos 
Verdes hills to the west that generally block strong west to east wind patterns. Prevailing winds in 
the city and at the project site are influenced mainly by hilly terrain to the west and the coastline to 
the south, resulting in wind mostly from the west from February through November and from the 
north from November through January. The project site, adjacent Lots 1 and 2, and the surrounding 
area are not at risk to high windspeeds or slopes that may exacerbate wildfire risk. 

There are no streams or rivers located on or adjacent to the project site, and the project site and 
surrounding areas are not at high risk of downslope or downstream flooding or landslides. The 
project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are located in an urbanized area and is not located in a high 
fire hazard severity zone (CalFire 2007). Therefore, wildfire risks would not be exacerbated and risks 
to people or structures due to runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes would not 
occur. Residents and visitors of the project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 would not be exposed to 
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. No impact would 
occur. 

NO IMPACT 

c. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure 
(such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may 
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 

The project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are located in an urbanized area and are not located in or 
near a state responsibility area or land classified as a very high fire hazard severity zone (CalFire 
2007). The project includes the development of 16 townhomes and would not require the 
installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk. Additionally, 
no new development or changes to the existing buildings are proposed on the adjacent Lots 1 and 2. 
project site would be adequately served by existing facilities and utilities. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not require additional roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or 
other utilities that would exacerbate fire risk and no temporary or ongoing impacts to the 
environment would occur.  

NO IMPACT 
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21 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Does the project: 

a. Have the potential to substantially 
degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish 
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, substantially reduce 
the number or restrict the range of a rare 
or endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or 
prehistory? □ ■ □ □ 

b. Have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that 
the incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the 
effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects)? □ □ ■ □ 

c. Have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? □ □ ■ □ 

a. Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population 
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? 

As discussed in Section 4, Biological Resources, the project site and adjacent Lots 1 and 2 are not 
included in any mapped essential habitat connectivity areas in the immediate vicinity. In addition, 
regional wildlife movement is restricted given the built-out nature of the project area surroundings, 
and no native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or native wildlife nursery sites exist on the project site. However, the project site 
currently has existing vegetation that would be removed for project construction, which may 
contain nesting or breeding birds. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would 
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require nesting bird surveys to be completed prior to construction activities and, therefore, would 
reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level.  

Furthermore, as discussed in Section 5, Cultural Resources, Section 7, Geology and Soils, and Section 
18, Tribal Cultural Resources, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact on 
unanticipated cultural resources, paleontological resources, and tribal cultural resources with 
implementation of mitigation measures CR-1, CR-2 and GEO-1, which would require adherence to 
existing local, State and federal regulations and specific monitoring procedures related to the 
discovery of any unanticipated cultural resources, paleontological resources, tribal cultural 
resources, and human remains during construction activity. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable 
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects)? 

As concluded in Sections 1 through 20, the project would have no impact, a less than significant 
impact, or a less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated with respect to all 
environmental issues considered in this document. Within a 1.5-mile radius of site, there are eight 
planned and pending projects as shown in Table 24 

Table 24 Cumulative Projects List 
Project No. Project Location1 Land Use  Description2  

1 5100 Long Beach Blvd. Multi-Family Residential 38 three-story townhomes 

2 5721 Lime Ave. Multi-Family Residential 14 new residential units with 1 very low-
income unit  

3 4700 Cherry Ave. Commercial 5,300 sf commercial building 

4 3849 Atlantic Ave. Commercial 5,000 sf retail building 

5 4251 Long Beach Blvd. Commercial 8,559 sf commercial shell building 

6 4747 Daisy Ave. Multi-Family Residential 131 single-family residential units  

7 3701 Pacific Place Industrial 147,917 sf, 3-story self-storage facility and 
onsite, at grade RV parking storage 

8 4000 Via Oro Ave. Industrial 517,037 sf distribution center/warehouse 
1,2Cumulative project details were sourced from the City of Long Beach in March 2020 

sf = square feet 

The planned projects closest to the project site are the multifamily residential project at 5100 Long 
Beach Boulevard, approximately 0.31 miles north of the site, and the single-family residential 
subdivision located at 4747 Daisy Avenue approximately a half mile to the southwest of the project 
site. Cumulative impacts of several resource areas have been addressed in the individual resource 
sections, including Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, and Noise. As discussed in Sections 1, Air Quality, 
the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts with respect to air quality 
emissions with incorporation of mitigation measures. As discussed in Sections 8, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts with respect to 
greenhouse gas emissions. Therefore, the project would not contribute to cumulative impacts 
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related to these issues. The noise and traffic analyses (see Sections 13 and 17, respectively) both 
consider increases in transportation noise under Existing plus Project conditions. As discussed in 
Section 13, Noise, the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts with 
incorporation of mitigation measures. Section 17, Transportation, concluded that impacts would be 
less than significant. Some of the other resource areas (agricultural and mineral) were determined 
to have no impact in comparison to existing conditions. As such, the project would not contribute to 
cumulative impacts related to these issues. Other issues (e.g., geology, hazards, and hazardous 
materials) are by their nature project specific and impacts at one location do not add to impacts at 
other locations or create additive impacts. As such, cumulative impacts would be less than 
significant (not cumulatively considerable). 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

c. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly?  

In general, impacts to human beings are associated with air quality, hazards and hazardous 
materials, and noise impacts. As detailed in analyses for air quality, hazards and hazardous 
materials, and noise, the proposed project would not result, either directly or indirectly, in adverse 
hazards related to air quality, hazardous materials or noise. Compliance with applicable rules, 
regulations, and recommended mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts on human 
beings to a less than significant level. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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