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14.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
14.1 CEQA REQUIREMENTS
Before approving a project, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires
the Lead Agency to prepare and certify a Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR).
In accordance with Sections 15120 through 15132, and Section 15161 of the CEQA
Guidelines, the City of Long Beach has prepared an EIR for the Shoreline Gateway
Project (SCH #2005121066). The Response to Comments section, combined with
the Draft EIR, comprise the Final EIR.
The following is an excerpt from the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, Contents of
Final Environmental Impact Report:
The Final EIR shall consist of:
(a) The draft EIR or a version of the draft.
(b) Comments and recommendations received on the draft EIR either
verbatim or in summary.
(c) A list of persons, organizations and public agencies commenting on
the draft EIR.
(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points
raised in the review and consultation process.
(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.
This Comments and Responses section includes all of the above-required
components and shall be attached to the Final EIR. As noted above, the Final EIR
will be a revised document that incorporates all of the changes made to the Draft EIR
following the public review period.

14.2 PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS – DRAFT EIR
The Draft EIR was circulated for review and comment to the public, agencies, and
organizations. The Draft EIR was also circulated to State agencies for review
through the State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research. A notice of
availability was placed in the Press Telegram. The 45-day public review period ran
from June 30, 2006 to August 14, 2006. Comments received during the 45-day
public review period have been incorporated into this section.
During the public review period, the public and local and State agencies submitted
comments on the Draft EIR. During the public review period, 37 written comment
letters on the Draft EIR were received.
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14.3 FINAL EIR
The Final EIR allows the public and Lead Agency an opportunity to review revisions
to the Draft EIR, the responses to comments, and other components of the EIR, such
as the Mitigation Monitoring Program, prior to approval of the project. The Final EIR
serves as the environmental document to support a decision on the proposed
project.
After completing the Final EIR, and before approving the project, the Lead Agency
must make the following three certifications as required by Section 15090 of the
CEQA Guidelines:


The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA;



The Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead
agency, and that the decision-making body reviewed and considered the
information contained in the final EIR prior to approving the project; and



That the final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and
analysis.

Additionally, pursuant to Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, when a Lead
Agency approves a project that would result in significant, unavoidable impacts that
are disclosed in the Final EIR, the agency must submit in writing its reasons for
supporting the approved action. This Statement of Overriding Considerations is
supported by substantial information in the record, which includes the Final EIR.
Since the proposed project would result in significant, unavoidable impacts, the Lead
Agency would be required to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations if it
approves the proposed project.
These certifications, the Findings of Fact, and the Statement of Overriding
Considerations are included in a separate Findings document. Both the Final EIR
and the Findings will be submitted to the Lead Agency for consideration of the
proposed project.

14.4 WRITTEN COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES
Written comments on the Draft EIR were received from the following:
A. Citizens
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
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Dennis Apodaca
Phil Appleby
Stacie Beal
Larry and Pat Bott
Patricia Brockman
William Fahey
Eric Gray
Tammy Holden
Tammy Holden
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10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.

Robert Jackson
Joseph Landau
Heidi Maerker
Tom McCoy
Ana Maria McGuan
William McKinnon
Patricia Paris
Ricardo Pulido
Jeff Rossignol
Gary Shelton
Don Slider
Patrick Thorpe
John Torkelson
Tim Tran
Norman Wiener
Clive Williams
Rose Wray, et. al.
John Carl Brogdon

B. Private Organizations and Interested Parties
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Stephen Breskin, Union Bank of California
Jess Johannsen, International Tower Owners Association
Neighbors on Ocean Boulevard
William Driscoll, Driscoll & Fox Lawyers
Kristen Autry, SaveLBCSkyline
John Thomas, Long Beach Heritage
Sander Wolff, East Village Arts District Board of Directors

C. Public Agencies
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
California Public Utilities Commission
April Grayson, Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
County of Los Angeles Fire Department
Department of Toxic Substances Control
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

D. Petition
1.

Help Save the Long Beach Cafe

All correspondence from those agencies commenting on the Draft EIR is reproduced
on the following pages. Where duplicate comment letters were received from the
same commenter (i.e., via email and mail), only one copy of the comment letter was
included. The individual comments on each letter have been consecutively
numbered for ease of reference. Following each comment letter are responses to
each numbered comment. A response is provided for each comment raising
significant environmental issues. It should be noted that some comments provide
information that does not directly challenge the Draft EIR or provide new
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environmental information. Additionally, some comments may include opinions
regarding approval or disapproval of the project, which are not within the purview of
the EIR. The comments are noted and will be forwarded to decision makers for their
review and consideration.
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A1.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM DENNIS APODACA, DATED
AUGUST 14, 2006.
A1.1

As indicated in Section 5.3, Traffic and Circulation, of the Draft EIR, the
City’s Zoning Regulations determine the number of parking spaces
required based on proposed uses. The parking analysis indicates that
the amount of parking currently proposed would result in a parking deficit
of 107 spaces without shared commercial/residential parking and 73
spaces with shared commercial/residential parking. This includes the
provision of 70 replacement parking spaces for the Artaban and
replacement of 18 on-street parking spaces. The project applicant would
be required to complete a shared parking analysis to determine if the
amount of parking proposed is sufficient. The analysis would require the
approval of the City. If the shared parking analysis determines that the
parking proposed for the project would be sufficient, the applicant would
request a Standards Variance. However, if the shared parking analysis
determines that parking would be insufficient, resulting in a significant
impact, the project would be required to meet the parking requirements, in
accordance with the City’s Zoning Regulations.

A1.2

As indicated in Section 5.8, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR,
the project proposes recreational and leisure amenities for potential
residents including a podium garden with a swimming pool, lawn, garden
alcove and clubhouse. Additionally, the townhouse units fronting the
terrace garden would have private yards. A workout room and gym would
be situated on the first and second floors of the Gateway Tower and a lap
pool and sun deck would be provided on the roof. Additionally, the
project would incorporate passive open space areas, including an
elliptical paseo and forecourt area. Provision of recreational amenities
would reduce the demand on park and recreational facilities in the area.
Although the project does not propose development of a park, the
proposed project would be required to pay park impact fees, as
established by the City, to compensate for the impacts of the proposed
project on park and recreational facilities. Chapter 18.18 of the Long
Beach Municipal Code requires payment of park fees for parkland
acquisition and recreation improvements, prior to the issuance of
certificate of occupancy for residential developments, as defined in the
Municipal Code. The park fee imposed on residential development
projects reflects the specific project’s share of the cost of providing
parkland and improvements to meet the needs created by the residential
development at established City service level standards.

A1.3

The traffic impacts resulting from filming and special events occurring
within the downtown are not within the purview of the EIR. The Parks,
Recreation and Marine Department issue special event permits. The
Public Works Department coordinates with the Parks, Recreation and
Marine Department regarding traffic management during large events.
During construction of the proposed project the Public Works Department
would coordinate with the Parks, Recreation and Marine Department
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regarding special events.
The Downtown Traffic and Parking
Management Organization (PTMO) is a panel consisting of downtown
businesses, organizations, property owners, property managers and other
stakeholders, as well as City staff, which meets once a month to discuss
issues such as special events and filming, which may impact traffic
circulation and parking in the downtown area. Efforts would be made to
minimize the impacts of traffic circulation and parking in the downtown
area during construction of the proposed project through the PTMO.
A1.4

Refer to Response to Comment A1.3.

A1.5

As indicated in Section 5.4, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, the proposed
project would be required to comply with all mitigation measures, which
specify compliance with SCAQMD rules and regulations, as well as
proper consultation with the City prior to grading activities.
Implementation of the recommended mitigation regarding dust control
techniques (e.g., daily watering), limitations on construction hours and
adherence to SCAQMD Rules 402 and 403 (which require watering of
inactive and perimeter areas, track out requirements, etc.) would reduce
impacts of PM10 fugitive dust. If the project is approved, a mitigation
monitoring program would be adopted to ensure compliance with
mitigation measures during project implementation.

A1.6

Comment noted. City of Long Beach decision makers will consider all
comments on the proposed project. No further response is necessary.
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A2.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM PHIL APPLEBY, DATED AUGUST 8,
2006.
A2.1
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Comment noted. The commenter does not raise new environmental
information or directly challenge information provided in the Draft EIR.
City of Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on the
proposed project. No further response is necessary.
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A3.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM STACIE BEAL, DATED AUGUST 10,
2006.
A3.1

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise new environmental
information or directly challenge information provided in the Draft EIR.
Section 5.3, Traffic and Circulation, of the Draft EIR, analyzes the
project’s impacts on traffic and parking within the study area.
City of Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on the
proposed project. No further response is necessary.
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A4.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM LARRY AND PAT BOTT, DATED
AUGUST 12, 2006.
A4.1
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Comment noted. The commenter does not raise new environmental
information or directly challenge information provided in the Draft EIR.
City of Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on the
proposed project. No further response is necessary.
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A5.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM PATRICIA BROCKMAN, DATED
JULY 26, 2006.
A5.1

Comment noted. The comment is an observation of existing aesthetic
and traffic conditions by the comment’s author and does not raise new
environmental information or challenge information presented in the
DEIR. The City of Long Beach will consider all comments on the
proposed project during the decision-making process for the project.
Section 5.2, Aesthetics/Light and Glare, of the Draft EIR evaluates the
impacts of the proposed project on the aesthetic character of the area.
Section 5.3, Traffic and Circulation, of the Draft EIR evaluates the impacts
of the proposed project on the local traffic system in the project vicinity.

A5.2

A traffic impact study was completed to evaluate the impacts of the
proposed project on the local traffic system in the project vicinity. Section
5.3, Traffic and Circulation, of the Draft EIR provides a summary of the
technical traffic analysis. The efficiency of traffic operations at a location
is measured in terms of Level of Service (LOS). LOS is a description of
traffic performance at intersections. It is based on volume-to-capacity
(V/C) ratio. Levels range from A to F with A representing excellent (freeflow) conditions and F representing extreme congestion. The level of
traffic during the peak hours at an intersection (volume) is compared to
the amount of traffic that the intersection is able to carry (capacity).
Intersections with vehicular volumes that are at or near capacity (V/C 
1.0) experience greater congestion and longer vehicle delays.
The traffic analysis conducted for this project analyzed nine intersections
on Ocean Boulevard (refer to Table 5.3-3 of the Draft EIR). The traffic
analysis indicates that the intersection of Alamitos Avenue/Shoreline
Drive and Ocean Boulevard is currently operating at a deficient LOS (LOS
E) for existing conditions. For forecast year 2015, four intersections on
Ocean Boulevard are forecast to operate at a deficient LOS (LOS E or F)
without project conditions (refer to Table 5.3-7 of the Draft EIR). With the
addition of project-generated trips, these four intersections are forecast to
continue to operate at a deficient LOS (LOS E or F) for forecast year
2015 with project conditions (refer to Table 5.3-8). With the exception of
the intersection of Alamitos/Shoreline Drive and Ocean Boulevard, project
related traffic would not contribute a V/C of 0.020 or more to critical
movements, resulting in a less than significant impact at these
intersections.
Project related traffic would contribute a V/C of 0.02 to critical movements
at the intersection of Alamitos/Shoreline Drive and Ocean Boulevard
during the AM peak hour, resulting in greater congestion and longer
vehicle delays at the intersection. Because the Long Beach Passport
utilizes the same roadways as other vehicular traffic on Ocean Boulevard,
it is possible that the Passport could experience similar delays at this
intersection.
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The traffic impact analysis indicates that there are no feasible physical
measures that would mitigate the project’s impact to the Alamitos/
Shoreline Drive and Ocean Boulevard intersection. Therefore, the impact
is considered significant and unavoidable.
A5.3
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Comment noted. Refer to Response to Comment A5.1.
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A6.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM WILLIAM FAHEY, DATED JULY 26,
2006.
A6.1

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise new environmental
information or directly challenge information provided in the Draft EIR.
The City of Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on
the proposed project. No further response is necessary.

A6.2

Comment noted. The comment is an observation of traffic conditions by
the comment’s author and does not challenge information presented in
the Draft EIR. Section 5.3, Traffic and Circulation, of the Draft EIR
evaluates the impacts of the proposed project on the local traffic system
in the project vicinity. No further response is necessary.

A6.3

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) does not require
analysis of economic and social effects of a project (i.e., property values),
except where physical change is caused by economic or social effects of
a project. Property values are influenced by many factors such as
mortgage interest rates, price inflation, supply and demand, cost of new
housing construction, income trends and employment growth rates. The
interaction of these factors can change over time and are not directly
dependent on development of the project site. Section 5.2, Aesthetics/
Light and Glare, of the Draft EIR evaluates the impacts of the proposed
project on the visual character of the site and surrounding area. The
proposed project would be consistent with the General Plan Land Use
designation and zoning, which allows for higher density mixed-uses within
an unlimited height district. The analysis acknowledges that views of and
across the project site would be altered, however, existing views would
not be degraded, as development of high-rise uses would be consistent
with the high-rise development that currently exists within the downtown
area.

A6.4

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise new environmental
information or directly challenge information provided in the Draft EIR.
The City of Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on
the proposed project. No further response is necessary.

A6.5

As indicated in Section 5.1, Land Use and Relevant Planning, of the Draft
EIR, the project site is zoned Downtown Planned Development District
(PD-30) and is located within an unlimited height district of PD-30. The
proposed building heights are consistent with the unlimited height district
and would be consistent with the high-rise development that currently
exists within the downtown area. The City of Long Beach decision
makers will consider all comments on the proposed project.

FINAL  SEPTEMBER 2006

14-19

Comments and Responses

City of Long Beach
Shoreline Gateway Project Environmental Impact Report

A7.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM ERIC GRAY, DATED AUGUST 15,
2006.
A7.1
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Comment noted. The commenter does not raise new environmental
information or directly challenge information provided in the Draft EIR.
City of Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on the
proposed project. No further response is necessary.
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A8.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM TAMMY HOLDEN, DATED AUGUST
8, 2006.
A8.1

The comment is an observation of traffic conditions by the comment’s
author and does not raise new environmental information or challenge
information presented in the Draft EIR. A traffic impact study was
completed to evaluate the impacts of the proposed project on the local
traffic system in the project vicinity. Section 5.3, Traffic and Circulation, of
the Draft EIR provides a summary of the technical traffic analysis. As
indicated in Draft EIR, the Alamitos/Shoreline Drive and Ocean Boulevard
intersection is currently operating at a deficient LOS (LOS E) under
existing conditions. The traffic analysis indicates that the intersection
would operate at a deficient LOS (LOS F) for forecast year 2015 without
project conditions. With the addition of project-generated trips, the
intersection would continue to operate at a deficient LOS (LOS F) for
forecast year 2015. However, project related traffic would contribute a
V/C of 0.02 to critical movements during the AM peak hour, resulting in a
significant impact, according to the City of Long Beach performance
criteria. The analysis indicates that there are no feasible physical
measures that would mitigate the project’s impact to the intersection.
Therefore, the impact is considered significant and unavoidable.
The Pine Avenue and Ocean Boulevard intersection is currently operating
at an acceptable LOS (LOS D or better) under existing conditions. As
indicated in the Draft EIR, the Pine Avenue and Ocean Boulevard
intersection would operate at a deficient LOS (LOS E) during the PM
peak hour for forecast year 2015 without project conditions. With the
addition of project-generated trips, the intersection would continue to
operate at a deficient LOS (LOS E) during the PM peak hour for forecast
year 2015. The project would not contribute a V/C of 0.02 or more to
critical movements; therefore, project impacts would be less than
significant, according to the City of Long Beach performance criteria.

A8.2
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The comment does not raise new environmental information or challenge
information presented in the Draft EIR. The air quality analysis (Section
5.4 of the Draft EIR) conducted for this project assessed regional and
localized emissions based on project-generated traffic. As shown in
Table 5.4-6 of the Draft EIR, project-related pollutant emissions
associated with vehicular traffic would not contribute to significant
regional emissions. Carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations are usually
indicative for the local air quality generated by a roadway network and are
used as an indicator if its impacts upon the local air quality. A CO
hotspots analysis was conducted at 12 intersections within the project
vicinity based upon SCAQMD criteria. Table 5.4-7 of the Draft EIR
indicates anticipated CO levels within the area. As indicated in Table 5.47, CO levels would be below State and Federal standards with
implementation of the proposed project. Additionally, Table 5.4-8 of the
Draft EIR indicates that CO levels associated with the proposed parking
structure would also be below State and Federal standards.
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A8.3

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise new environmental
information or directly challenge information provided in the Draft EIR.
City of Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on the
proposed project. No further response is necessary.

A8.4

Refer to Response to Comment A8.1.

FINAL  SEPTEMBER 2006

14-25

Comments and Responses

City of Long Beach
Shoreline Gateway Project Environmental Impact Report

A9.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM TAMMY HOLDEN, DATED AUGUST
9, 2006.
A9.1

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise new environmental
information or directly challenge information provided in the Draft EIR.
Section 5.3, Traffic and Circulation, of the Draft EIR analyzes the project’s
impact on parking within the study area. City of Long Beach decision
makers will consider all comments on the proposed project. No further
response is necessary.

A9.2

Section 5.3, Traffic and Circulation, of the Draft EIR analyzes the project’s
impact on traffic within the study area. As indicated in Section 5.3,
implementation of the proposed project would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts to the Alamitos Avenue/7th Street and Alamitos
Avenue/Shoreline Drive and Ocean Boulevard intersections, based on the
City’s performance criteria. City staff has studied potential improvements
to the Alamitos/7th Street and Alamitos/Shoreline Drive and Ocean
Boulevard intersections to determine if physical or significant operational
changes could be made to accommodate additional traffic and/or provide
acceptable future levels of service during peak hours. The proximity of
existing development, one-way streets and spacing between
intersections, limit options for providing additional capacity at the Alamitos
Avenue and 7th Street intersection without significant property acquisition.
At the Alamitos/Shoreline Drive and Ocean Boulevard intersection, the
proximity of existing developments along Alamitos Avenue and Ocean
Boulevard limit the possibility of widening the at-grade intersection without
a significant loss of parking to the east of the intersection or large-scale
property acquisition. Additionally, the City has determined that a grade
separation of the streets (as recommended in the General Plan) would
not be practical due to the proximity of existing uses (i.e., Villa Riviera and
International Tower), as well as the number of access driveways near the
intersection. Therefore, improvements along the Alamitos and Ocean
corridors would be limited to physical changes within the existing right-ofway and operational or policy-based changes.

A9.3

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise new environmental
information or directly challenge information provided in the Draft EIR.
City of Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on the
proposed project. No further response is necessary.

A9.4

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise new environmental
information or directly challenge information provided in the Draft EIR.
City of Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on the
proposed project. No further response is necessary.
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A9.5
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Comment noted. The commenter does not raise new environmental
information or directly challenge information provided in the Draft EIR.
Section 5.7, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR analyzes the proposed
project’s impact on historical resources (also refer to the Revised Historic
Resources Survey Report prepared by Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
(August 2006), which is included in Appendix 15.6 of the Final EIR). City
of Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on the
proposed project. No further response is necessary.

14-29

Comments and Responses

City of Long Beach
Shoreline Gateway Project Environmental Impact Report

A10.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM ROBERT J. G. JACKSON, SR.,
DATED JULY 26, 2006.
A10.1

Development of the project, as proposed, would alter views of and across
the project site. The extent of view alteration would vary depending upon
the proximity of the viewer to the project site. The proposed heights and
orientation of the buildings would provide view corridors between the
buildings. Section 3.0, Project Description and Section 5.2, Aesthetics/
Light and Glare, of the Draft EIR, provide several exhibits illustrating the
proposed project.
As indicated in Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR, it is anticipated that the
proposed project would be completed in one phase with an estimated
demolition time of two months, shoring/excavation time of four months
and an estimated construction time of approximately 24 to 28 months.
Section 5.5, Noise, of the Draft EIR, address short-term construction
noise impacts resulting from grading and construction activities
associated with the proposed project. The project site is surrounded by
residential and commercial land uses.
The nearest residential
development is the Artaban Building, located to the west, which is
approximately 100 feet away. According to Table 5.5-7 of the Draft EIR,
at 100 feet noise levels would be at approximately 86 dBA. This would
exceed the City’s noise standards of 60 dBA at any period of time.
Construction-related noise levels would only occur during daytime hours.
According to Section 8.80.202 of the Municipal Code, during the week
(including Federal holidays) construction activities are limited between the
hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM. On weekends, construction activities are
limited to 9:00 AM and 6:00 PM on Saturdays and are prohibited on
Sundays, unless a City issued Work Permit is authorized.
Implementation of the recommended mitigation (i.e., engine muffling,
placement of construction equipment and strategic stockpiling and
staging of construction vehicles) and compliance with the Municipal Code
requirements, would serve to reduce exposure to significant noise levels.
Although short-term construction noise would be reduced, periodic noise
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable based on the projected
noise levels at residential uses surrounding the project.

A10.2
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Comment noted. No further response is necessary.
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A11.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM JOSEPH K. LANDAU, DATED JULY
31, 2006.
A11.1

Comment noted. The City of Long Beach decision makers will consider
all comments on the proposed project.

A11.2

The comment makes a general statement that the Draft EIR offers no,
weak or ill-prepared mitigation efforts, mostly related to construction
related activities. The following responses address each item identified
by the commenter.

A11.3

Right-turn phasing (giving right-turning traffic a green arrow) can only be
provided if there is a dedicated right-turn lane for the approach. At the
Atlantic Avenue and Ocean Boulevard intersection, only the southbound
approach has a dedicated right-turn lane. In general, a dedicated rightturn lane would allow traffic to be given a right-turn protected overlap
signal (southbound right-turns are signaled to go while the eastbound leftturns have their green arrow), as well as being allowed to turn when the
southbound left-turn traffic has its green signal. Since there is no
dedicated right-turn lane for westbound traffic, no westbound right-turn
signal can be provided. In addition, the westbound right-turn volume is
not significantly increased by the proposed project and the curb lane does
not have the limited queue storage issue as identified with the eastbound
left-turn lane. Since the proposed project does not have a significant
impact on capacity at the Atlantic Avenue and Ocean Boulevard
intersection based on the City's performance criteria, no change to the
existing signal operation for westbound traffic is proposed.

A11.4

Pursuant to Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) has identified a speed limit of 15 miles
per hour (mph) for on-site construction vehicles. This speed limit is
adequate to reduce short-term fugitive dust impacts on nearby sensitive
receptors.
In addition to the speed limit, all non-paved on-site
construction haul routes must be watered twice daily to reduce dust from
moving vehicles. On-site construction mitigation pursuant to Rule 403 are
subject to periodic inspections by both the City and SCAQMD.
A three mph reduction in the on-site speed limit would be nominal and
there is no evidence to indicate that the reduction in speed would result in
a greater reduction of short-term fugitive dust.

A11.5

Refer to Response to Comment A11.4.

A11.6

Pursuant to Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) has identified high winds as winds
greater than 25 mph averaged over one hour. Clearing, grading, earth
moving or excavation activities that are generating dust would be required
to cease during periods of high wind or during Stage 1 or Stage 2 smog
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episodes. The Draft EIR specifically identifies the definition of high winds
as winds greater than 25 mph averaged over one hour.
A11.7
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The City of Long Beach Municipal Code regulates construction activities
within the City.
Section 8.80.202 of the Municipal Code limits
construction activities during the week (including Federal holidays)
between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM. On weekends, construction
activities are limited to between 9:00 AM and 6:00 PM on Saturdays and
are prohibited on Sundays, unless a Work Permit is authorized.
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A12.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM HEIDI MAERKER, DATED JULY 22,
2006.
A12.1

Comment noted. The comment is an observation of traffic conditions by
the comment’s author and does not raise new environmental information
or challenge information presented in the Draft EIR. No further response
is necessary.

A12.2

The comment summarizes findings made within the Draft EIR and does
not raise new environmental information or directly challenge information
presented in the Draft EIR. It should be noted that the Alamitos/Shoreline
Drive and Ocean Boulevard intersection is currently operating at a
deficient LOS (LOS E) under existing conditions. The traffic analysis
indicates that the intersection would operate at a deficient LOS (LOS F)
for forecast year 2015 without project conditions. With the addition of
project-generated trips, the intersection would continue to operate at a
deficient LOS (LOS F) for forecast year 2015. However, project related
traffic would contribute a V/C of 0.02 to critical movements during the AM
peak hour, resulting in a significant impact, according to the City of Long
Beach performance criteria. The analysis indicates that there are no
feasible physical measures that would mitigate the project’s impact to the
intersection.
Therefore, the impact is considered significant and
unavoidable.

A12.3

The comment does not raise new environmental information or directly
challenge information presented in the Draft EIR. The air quality analysis
(Section 5.4 of the Draft EIR) conducted for this project assessed regional
and localized emissions based on project-generated traffic. As shown in
Table 5.4-6 of the Draft EIR, project-related pollutant emissions
associated with vehicular traffic would not contribute to significant
regional emissions. Carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations are usually
indicative for the local air quality generated by a roadway network and are
used as an indicator if its impacts upon the local air quality. A CO
hotspots analysis was conducted at 12 intersections within the project
vicinity based upon SCAQMD criteria. Table 5.4-7 of the Draft EIR
indicates anticipated CO levels within the area. As indicated in Table 5.47, CO levels would be below State and Federal standards with
implementation of the proposed project. Additionally, Table 5.4-8 of the
Draft EIR indicates that CO levels associated with the proposed parking
structure would also be below State and Federal standards.
The noise analysis conducted for this project assessed the increased
traffic noise in the area resulting from the proposed project. The project
would increase noise levels on the surrounding roadways by a maximum
of 4.3 dBA, which is below the established threshold of 5.0 dBA.
Therefore, the project would not result in significant mobile noise impacts
on surrounding roadways.
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The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) does not require
analysis of economic and social effects of a project (i.e., property values),
except where physical change is caused by economic or social effects of
a project. Property values are influenced by many factors such as
mortgage interest rates, price inflation, supply and demand, cost of new
housing construction, income trends and employment growth rates. The
interaction of these factors can change over time and are not directly
dependent on development of the project site.
Quality of life is a general term and is usually based on several factors
that can vary across populations. Typically, quality of life refers to overall
well being with access to goods and services (i.e., transportation, police
and fire services, water, schools) and environmental health (i.e., air
quality, noise).
These issues are addressed throughout the
environmental analysis sections of the Draft EIR.
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A13.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM TOM McCOY, DATED AUGUST 1,
2006.
A13.1

FINAL  SEPTEMBER 2006

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise new environmental
information or directly challenge information provided in the Draft EIR.
City of Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on the
proposed project. No further response is necessary.
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A14.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM ANA MARIA MCGUAN, DATED
AUGUST 13, 2006.
A14.1

The Draft EIR indicates that the intersection of Alamitos Avenue/
Shoreline Drive and Ocean Boulevard is currently operating at a deficient
LOS (LOS E). Although 14 study intersections are forecasted to operate
at a deficient LOS (LOS E or F) for forecast year 2015 without the
proposed project, only the Alamitos Avenue/Shoreline Drive and Ocean
Boulevard and Alamitos Avenue/Broadway intersections would worsen
from LOS E under existing conditions to LOS F. For forecast year 2015
with the proposed project, 14 study area intersections are forecast to
operate at a deficient LOS (LOS E or F). Of the 14 intersections, only the
Lime Avenue and 3rd Street intersection would worsen from LOS E to
LOS F with the proposed project. Based on City of Long Beach
performance criteria, this is not considered a significant impact; also refer
to Response to Comment A14.2.
The traffic analysis for the Shoreline Gateway Project analyzes traffic
impacts at the time the project components are developed and occupied
(year 2015). Future traffic analysis beyond 2015 would be under the
purview of separate future development proposals submitted to the City of
Long Beach.

A14.2

The Draft EIR indicates that the intersection of Alamitos Avenue/
Shoreline Drive and Ocean Boulevard is forecast to operate at a LOS F
for forecast year 2015 without the proposed project. The intersection
would continue to operate at a LOS F for forecast year 2015 with the
proposed project. However, project-related traffic would contribute a V/C
of 0.020 to critical movements (AM peak hour only), resulting in a
significant impact. The intersection of Alamitos Avenue and 7th Street is
forecast to operate at a LOS E for forecast year 2015 without the
proposed project. The intersection is forecast to operate at a LOS F for
forecast year 2015 with the proposed project. Based on City of Long
Beach performance criteria, this is not considered a significant impact.
However, project-related traffic would contribute a V/C of 0.020 to critical
movements (PM peak hour only), resulting in a significant impact.
As indicated in the Draft EIR, City staff has studied potential
improvements to the intersections to determine if physical (structural) or
significant operation changes could be made to accommodate additional
traffic and/or provide acceptable future levels of service during peak
hours. The proximity of existing development, one-way streets and
spacing between intersections, limit options for providing additional
capacity at the Alamitos Avenue and 7th Street intersection without
significant property acquisition. At the Alamitos/Shoreline Drive and
Ocean Boulevard intersection, the proximity of existing developments
along Alamitos Avenue and Ocean Boulevard limit the possibility of
widening the at-grade intersection without a significant loss of parking to
the east of the intersection or large-scale property acquisition.
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Additionally, the City has determined that a grade separation of the
streets (as recommended in the General Plan) would not be practical due
to the proximity of existing uses (i.e., Villa Riviera and International
Tower), as well as the number of access driveways near the
intersections. Therefore, improvements along the Alamitos and Ocean
corridors would be limited to physical changes within the existing right-ofway and operational or policy-based changes.
Operational or policy-based changes may improve overall traffic
conditions, but would not affect the volume-to-capacity calculation on
which the impact criteria are based. Therefore, the project impact cannot
be mitigated based on the City’s analysis criteria.
A14.3

Refer to Response to Comments A14.1 and A14.2. Mitigation requiring
the project applicant to provide a rooftop camera to monitor real-time
traffic operations along the Alamitos Avenue, Shoreline Drive and Ocean
Boulevard corridors has been provided to enhance traffic management
and safety.

A14.4

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise new environmental
information or challenge information presented in the Draft EIR. City of
Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on the proposed
project. It should be noted parking impacts would be mitigated to a less
than significant level; refer to Section 5.3, Traffic and Circulation, of the
Draft EIR.

A14.5

Pedestrian improvements are addressed in Section 5.1 of the Draft EIR,
in regards to the project’s consistency with the City’s General Plan and
redevelopment planning documents. As indicated in the Draft EIR, the
project proposes landscaping and pedestrian paths throughout the site,
including transforming the relocated Bronce Way alley into a pedestrian
path connecting proposed walk-up townhouse units to existing residential
uses to the north. The proposed public paseo area would provide
pedestrian access from uses to the north to Ocean Boulevard. The
project would be required to comply with the City’s Zoning Regulations in
regards to providing/maintaining sidewalks for pedestrian use around the
site.

A14.6

The concept of “people friendly” walkability is subjective. The Draft EIR
addresses the project’s impact on pedestrian circulation and accessibility
based on the project’s consistency with the goals and polices established
in the City’s General Plan and redevelopment planning documents. The
project was found to be consistent with the City’s General Plan and
redevelopment planning documents, resulting in a less than significant
impact.

A14.7

Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR addresses on- and off-site parking. The
City’s Zoning Regulations determine the number of parking spaces
required based on proposed uses. The parking analysis indicates that
the amount of parking currently proposed would result in a parking deficit
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of 107 spaces without shared commercial/residential parking and 73
spaces with shared commercial/residential parking. The project applicant
would be required to complete a shared parking analysis to determine if
the amount of parking proposed is sufficient. If the shared parking
analysis determines that parking would be insufficient, the project would
be required to meet the parking requirements, in accordance with the
City’s Zoning Regulations.
A14.8

Comment noted. The comment is a suggestion regarding establishing a
“Parking Mitigation Fund”. City of Long Beach decision makers will
consider all comments on the proposed project. No further response is
necessary.

A14.9

Comment noted. The comment is subjective and addresses the design of
the project.
The commenter does not raise new environmental
information. City of Long Beach decision makers will consider all
comments on the proposed project. Refer to the Revised Historic
Resources Survey Report prepared by Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
(August 2006), which addresses these issues and is included in Appendix
15.6 of the Final EIR). No further response is necessary.
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A15.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM WILLIAM
KRISTEN AUTRY, DATED AUGUST 14, 2006.
A15.1

FINAL  SEPTEMBER 2006

MCKINNON

AND

The correspondence requests confirmation of receipt, however no
comments are provided. No further response is necessary.
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A16.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM PAT PARIS APPLEBY, DATED
AUGUST 8, 2006.
A16.1

FINAL  SEPTEMBER 2006

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise new environmental
information or directly challenge information provided in the Draft EIR.
City of Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on the
proposed project. No further response is necessary.
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A17.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM RICARDO PULIDO, DATED JULY
18, 2006.
A17.1

FINAL  SEPTEMBER 2006

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise new environmental
information or directly challenge information provided in the Draft EIR.
City of Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on the
proposed project. No further response is necessary.
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A18.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM J. ROSSIGNOL, DATED AUGUST
15, 2006.
A18.1

Comment noted. The comment does not raise new environmental
information or directly challenge information presented in the Draft EIR.
Section 5.2, Aesthetics/ Light and Glare, of the Draft EIR evaluates the
impacts of the proposed project on the visual character of the site and
surrounding area. The proposed project would be consistent with the
General Plan Land Use designation and zoning, which allows for higher
density mixed-uses within an unlimited height district. The analysis
acknowledges that views of and across the project site would be altered,
however, existing views would not be degraded, as development of highrise uses would be consistent with the high-rise development that
currently exists within the downtown area; refer to the Revised Historic
Resources Survey Report prepared by Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
(August 2006), which is included in Appendix 15.6 of the Final EIR. The
City of Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on the
proposed project.

A18.2

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise new environmental
information or directly challenge information provided in the Draft EIR.
City of Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on the
proposed project. No further response is necessary.
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A19.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM GARY SHELTON, DATED AUGUST
12, 2006.
A19.1

The cumulative projects list includes past, present and probable future
projects, which would produce related or cumulative impacts, in
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b). Past projects are
represented by projects, which have been constructed, but are not
currently occupied. Present projects are represented by projects, which
are currently under construction, or entitlements are final. Probable future
projects are represented by projects that are in the preliminary stages.

A19.2

The study area for the traffic analysis includes 68 intersections, which
were determined by the City of Long Beach to be most likely to
experience potentially significant impacts from the proposed project. Six
of the study intersections are located east of Alamitos Avenue with two of
the six study intersections located on Ocean Boulevard; refer to Exhibit
5.3-1, Study Area Intersections, of the Draft EIR. Existing intersection
counts were taken in the AM and PM peak-hour period to determine the
existing operation of the study intersections. The intersection counts
represent existing traffic that routes through the study area. Existing
traffic includes traffic generated by occupied development within the study
area.
Traffic conditions for forecast year 2015 without the proposed project
were generated by applying ambient traffic growth to existing traffic
volumes plus growth in traffic volumes generated by the cumulative
projects provided in Section 4.0, Basis of Cumulative Analysis, of the
Draft EIR. To determine the impacts of the proposed project, projectgenerated trips were added to forecast year 2015 without-project traffic
volumes. Therefore, the Draft EIR adequately addresses cumulative
impacts in accordance with CEQA Guidelines.

A19.3

The extent of the impact at the Alamitos/Shoreline Drive and Ocean
Boulevard intersection is adequate, as it appropriately accounts for
cumulative traffic conditions.

A19.4

As indicated in Section 4.0, Basis of Cumulative Analysis, of the Draft
EIR, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b), the discussion of
cumulative impacts shall be guided by the standards of practicality and
reasonableness, and should include the following elements in its
discussion of significant cumulative impacts:
1.

Either:
a. A list of past, present and probable future projects producing
related or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those
projects outside the control of the Agency, or
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b. A summary of projections contained in an adopted General
Plan or related planning document, or in a prior
environmental document which has been adopted or
certified, which described or evaluated regional or area wide
conditions contributing to the cumulative impact.
2.

A summary of the expected environmental effects to be
produced by those projects with specific reference to additional
information stating where that information is available; and

3.

A reasonable analysis of the cumulative impacts of the relevant
projects, including examination of reasonable, feasible options
for mitigating or avoiding the project’s contribution to any
significant cumulative effects.

The Draft EIR adequately addresses cumulative impacts in accordance
with the CEQA Guidelines. The Draft EIR includes a list of past, present
and probable future projects, which were determined to be at least
indirectly capable of interacting with the proposed project. These projects
are in addition to existing development already occurring within the study
area. A discussion of the expected environmental effects and analysis of
cumulative impacts is provided within each environmental issue section.
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A20.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM DONALD C. SLIDER, DATED
AUGUST 13, 2006.
A20.1

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise any new environmental
issues or directly challenge information presented in the Draft EIR.
Section 5.3, Traffic and Circulation, of the Draft EIR analyzes the project’s
impact on traffic and parking within the study area. City of Long Beach
decision makers will consider all comments on the proposed project. No
further response is necessary.

A20.2

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise any new environmental
issues or directly challenge information presented in the Draft EIR.
Quality of life is a general term and is usually based on several factors
that can vary across populations. Typically, quality of life refers to overall
well being with access to goods and services (i.e., transportation, police
and fire services, water, schools) and environmental health (i.e., air
quality, noise).
These issues are addressed throughout the
environmental analysis sections of the Draft EIR. City of Long Beach
decision makers will consider all comments on the proposed project. No
further response is necessary.

A20.3

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise any new environmental
issues related to the Draft EIR. Section 5.3, Traffic and Circulation, of the
Draft EIR analyzes the project’s impact on parking within the study area.
Compliance with recommended mitigation measure TR-4 would ensure
impacts to parking would be less than significant. City of Long Beach
decision makers will consider all comments on the proposed project. No
further response is necessary.

A20.4

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise any new environmental
issues or directly challenge information presented in the Draft EIR. City
of Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on the
proposed project. No further response is necessary.
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A21.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM PATRICK THORPE, DATED
AUGUST 14, 2006.
A21.1

Comment noted. City of Long Beach decision makers will consider all
comments on the proposed project. No further response is necessary.

A21.2

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise any new environmental
issues or directly challenge information presented in the Draft EIR. City
of Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on the
proposed project. No further response is necessary.

A21.3

The comment is unrelated to the proposed project or the Draft EIR. No
further response is necessary.
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A22.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM JOHN P. TORKESON, DATED
AUGUST 14, 2006.
A22.1

In compliance with the CEQA Guidelines, the City of Long Beach
circulated the Initial Study and Notice of Preparation (NOP) for a 30-day
period beginning December 13, 2005 and ending January 13, 2006. The
Initial Study/NOP was made available for review at Long Beach City Hall,
the City of Long Beach Main Library and on the City’s website. A public
scoping meeting was held on January 9, 2006 to solicit comments on the
proposed project.
Section 5.2, Aesthetics/Light and Glare, of the Draft EIR addresses the
project’s impact on the visual character or quality of the site and surround
area as well as light or glare and shade and shadow. As indicated in the
Draft EIR, the proposed project would be consistent with the historically
acceptable forms of high-rise urban development occurring within
downtown Long Beach. However, the increase in building massing and
scale would result in enlarged shade/shadow impacts to residential uses
located north of Bronce Way alley and Medio Street and east of Alamitos
Avenue, to hotel uses north of the project site and to adjacent roadways
(i.e., Lime Avenue, Medio Street, Bronce Way Alley, Atlantic Avenue and
Alamitos Avenue), thus creating a significant and unavoidable impact.
Also, refer to the Revised Historic Resources Survey Report prepared by
Sapphos Environmental, Inc. (August 2006), which addresses these
issues and is included in Appendix 15.6 of the Final EIR.
Section 5.3, Traffic and Circulation, of the Draft EIR addresses the
project’s impact on the local traffic system in the project vicinity. As
indicated in the Draft EIR, the proposed project, along with other
cumulative projects, would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to
the Alamitos Avenue/7th Street and Alamitos Avenue/Shoreline Drive and
Ocean Boulevard intersections, based on the City’s performance criteria.
Additionally, Alamitos Avenue/7th Street and Alamitos Avenue/Shoreline
Drive and Ocean Boulevard are CMP study intersections and would result
in significant and unavoidable impacts, based on CMP performance
criteria.
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) does not require
analysis of economic and social effects of a project (i.e., property values),
except where physical change is caused by economic or social effects of
a project. Property values are influenced by many factors such as
mortgage interest rates, price inflation, supply and demand, cost of new
housing construction, income trends and employment growth rates. The
interaction of these factors can change over time and are not directly
dependent on development of the project site.

A22.2

FINAL  SEPTEMBER 2006

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise any new environmental
issues or directly challenge information presented in the DEIR. City of
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Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on the proposed
project. No further response is necessary.
A22.3

Section 5.0 of the Draft EIR provides a detailed environmental analysis of
project impacts based on environmental issue areas. The radius around
the project site in which impacts are assessed is dependent upon the
environmental issue being analyzed and the project’s ability to impact the
surrounding area. Refer to Sections 5.1 – 5.8 of the Draft EIR for a
detailed description of the methodology utilized for the project impact
analysis.

A22.4

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise any new environmental
issues or directly challenge information presented in the DEIR. City of
Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on the proposed
project. No further response is necessary.
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A23.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM TIM TRAN, DATED JULY 13, 2006.
A23.1

FINAL  SEPTEMBER 2006

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise any new environmental
information or directly challenge information presented in the Draft EIR.
City of Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on the
proposed project. No further response is necessary.

14-70

Comments and Responses

City of Long Beach
Shoreline Gateway Project Environmental Impact Report

A24.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM NORMAN WIENER, DATED
AUGUST 2, 2006.
A24.1

Section 5.2, Aesthetics/Light and Glare, of the Draft EIR evaluates the
impacts of the proposed project on the visual character of the site and
surrounding area. Although not specifically referenced in the Draft EIR,
the Royal Palms Apartments are considered within the surrounding area
of the project site. The analysis acknowledges that views of and across
the project site would be altered, however, existing views would not be
degraded, as development of high-rise uses would be consistent with the
high-rise development that currently exists within the downtown area.
Views of towers south of Ocean Boulevard and portions of the skyline
would be replaced or combined with views of towers within the project
site. The proposed project would be consistent with the General Plan
Land Use designation and zoning, which allows for higher density mixeduses within an unlimited height district. Further, development of the
project at a higher density has been anticipated in various planning
documents for the downtown area (i.e., General Plan, Zoning Code, The
Guide for Development and Strategy for Development) and would be
compatible with existing development along Ocean Boulevard.
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) does not require
analysis of economic and social effects of a project (i.e., property values),
except where physical change is caused by economic or social effects of
a project. Property values are influenced by many factors such as
mortgage interest rates, price inflation, supply and demand, cost of new
housing construction, income trends and employment growth rates. The
interaction of these factors can change over time and are not directly
dependent on development of the project site. The City of Long Beach
decision makers will consider all comments on the proposed project.

A24.2

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise any new environmental
information or directly challenge information presented in the Draft EIR.
City of Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on the
proposed project. No further response is necessary.

A24.3

Refer to Response to Comment A24.1

A24.4

The comment is unrelated to the proposed project or the Draft EIR. No
further response is necessary.
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A25.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM CLIVE WILLIAMS, DATED AUGUST
7, 2006.
A25.1

FINAL  SEPTEMBER 2006

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise any new environmental
information or directly challenge information presented in the Draft EIR.
City of Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on the
proposed project. No further response is necessary.
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A26.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM ROSE WRAY, ET.AL., DATED
AUGUST 8, 2006.
A26.1

FINAL  SEPTEMBER 2006

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise any new environmental
information or directly challenge information presented in the Draft EIR.
City of Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on the
proposed project. No further response is necessary.
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A27.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM JOHN CARL BROGDON, NO DATE.
A27.1

Section 5.2, Aesthetics/Light and Glare, of the Draft EIR evaluates the
impacts of the proposed project on the visual character of the site and
surrounding area. Although not specifically referenced in the Draft EIR,
the Royal Palms Apartments are considered within the surrounding area
of the project site. The analysis acknowledges that views of and across
the project site would be altered, however, existing views would not be
degraded, as development of high-rise uses would be consistent with the
high-rise development that currently exists within the downtown area.
Views of towers south of Ocean Boulevard and portions of the skyline
would be replaced or combined with views of towers within the project
site. The proposed project would be consistent with the General Plan
Land Use designation and zoning, which allows for higher density mixeduses within an unlimited height district. Further, development of the
project at a higher density has been anticipated in various planning
documents for the downtown area (i.e., General Plan, Zoning Code, The
Guide for Development and Strategy for Development) and would be
compatible with existing development along Ocean Boulevard.

A27.2

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise any new environmental
information or directly challenge information presented in the Draft EIR.
City of Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on the
proposed project. No further response is necessary.
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B1.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM STEPHEN BRESKIN, TRUST REAL
ESTATE MANAGEMENT, DATED JULY 17, 2006.
B1.1

A traffic impact study was completed to evaluate the impacts of the
proposed project on the local traffic system in the project vicinity. Section
5.3, Traffic and Circulation, of the Draft EIR provides a summary of the
technical traffic analysis. The efficiency of traffic operations at a location
is measured in terms of Level of Service (LOS). LOS is a description of
traffic performance at intersections. It is based on volume-to-capacity
(V/C) ratio. Levels range from A to F with A representing excellent (freeflow) conditions and F representing extreme congestion. The level of
traffic during the peak hours at an intersection (volume) is compared to
the amount of traffic that the intersection is able to carry (capacity).
Intersections with vehicular volumes that are at or near capacity (V/C 
1.0) experience greater congestion and longer vehicle delays. As
indicated in DEIR, the Alamitos/Shoreline Drive and Ocean Boulevard
intersection is currently operating at a deficient LOS (LOS E) under
existing conditions. The traffic analysis indicates that the intersection
would operate at a deficient LOS (LOS F) for forecast year 2015 without
project conditions. With the addition of project-generated trips, the
intersection would continue to operate at a deficient LOS (LOS F) for
forecast year 2015. However, project related traffic would contribute a
V/C of 0.02 to critical movements during the AM peak hour, resulting in
greater congestion and longer vehicle delays. According to the City of
Long Beach performance criteria, this is considered a significant impact.
The analysis indicates that there are no feasible physical measures that
would mitigate the project’s impact to the intersection. Therefore, the
impact is considered significant and unavoidable.
The proposed project would not result in modifications to the existing
ingress and/or egress points of the gas station located at the northeast
corner of Ocean Boulevard and Alamitos Avenue.
Any future
modifications to potential ingress or egress points of the existing gas
station would be unrelated to the proposed project and would be reviewed
by the City of Long Beach.
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B2.

RESPONSES
TO
COMMENTS
FROM
JESS
JOHANNSEN,
INTERNATIONAL TOWER OWNERS ASSOCIATION, DATED JULY 25,
2006 AND JULY 26, 2006.
B2.1

Comment noted. No further response is necessary.

B2.2

As indicated in the Draft EIR, traffic generated by the proposed project
would not result in a significant increase in traffic noise in the area that
would exceed the City’s established standards. The efficiency of traffic
operations at a location is measured in terms of Level of Service (LOS).
LOS is a description of traffic performance at intersections. It is based on
volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio. Levels range from A to F with A
representing excellent (free-flow) conditions and F representing extreme
congestion. The level of traffic during the peak hours at an intersection
(volume) is compared to the amount of traffic that the intersection is able
to carry (capacity). Intersections with vehicular volumes that are at or
near capacity (V/C  1.0) experience greater congestion and longer
vehicle delays. The traffic analysis indicates that the intersection of
Alamitos Avenue/Shoreline Drive and Ocean Boulevard is currently
operating at a deficient LOS (LOS E) for existing conditions. Project
related traffic would contribute a V/C of 0.02 to critical movements at the
intersection of Alamitos/Shoreline Drive and Ocean Boulevard during the
AM peak hour, resulting in greater congestion and longer vehicle delays
at the intersection. Narrowing of the traffic lanes, as suggested, would
result in increased delays at intersections. Potential traffic calming
measures and improvements may be developed in future consultation
with City staff.

B2.3

As indicated in Section 5.8, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR,
the project proposes recreational and leisure amenities for potential
residents including a podium garden with a swimming pool, lawn, garden
alcove and clubhouse. Additionally, the townhouse units fronting the
terrace garden would have private yards. A workout room and gym would
be situated on the first and second floors of the Gateway Tower and a lap
pool and sun deck would be provided on the roof. Additionally, the
project would incorporate passive open space areas, including an
elliptical paseo and forecourt area. Provision of recreational amenities
would reduce the demand on park and recreational facilities in the area.
Although the project does not proposed development of a park, the
proposed project would be required to pay park impact fees, as
established by the City, to compensate for the impacts of the proposed
project on park and recreational facilities. Chapter 18.18 of the Long
Beach Municipal Code requires payment of park fees for parkland
acquisition and recreation improvements, prior to the issuance of
certificate of occupancy for residential developments, as defined in the
Municipal Code. The park fee imposed on residential development
projects reflects the specific project’s share of the cost of providing
parkland and improvements to meet the needs created by the residential
development at established City service level standards.
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B2.4

Comment noted. City of Long Beach decision makers will consider all
comments on the proposed project. No further response is necessary.

B2.5

Comment noted. No further response is necessary.
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B3.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM
BOULEVARD, DATED JULY 26, 2006.

NEIGHBORS

ON

OCEAN

B3.1

The commenter does not raise any new environmental information or
directly challenge information presented in the Draft EIR. Quality of life is
a general term and is usually based on several factors that can vary
across populations. Typically, quality of life refers to overall well being
with access to goods and services (i.e., transportation, police and fire
services, water, schools) and environmental health (i.e., air quality,
noise). These issues are addressed throughout the environmental
analysis sections of the DEIR. City of Long Beach decision makers will
consider all comments on the proposed project. No further response is
necessary.

B3.2

The comment does not raise new environmental information or directly
challenge information presented in the DEIR. The City of Long Beach will
consider all comments on the proposed project during the decisionmaking process for the project. As indicated in Section 5.1, Land Use
and Relevant Planning, of the Draft EIR, the project site is zoned
Downtown Planned Development District (PD-30) and is located within an
unlimited height district of PD-30. The proposed building heights are
consistent with the unlimited height district and would be consistent with
the high-rise development that currently exists within the downtown area.

B3.3

Comment noted. The City of Long Beach decision makers will consider
all comments on the proposed project. No further response is necessary.
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B4.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM WILLIAM P. DRISCOLL, DRISCOLL
& FOX, LAWYERS, DATED JULY 27, 2006.
B4.1

The comment makes a general statement that the Draft EIR for the
project does not meet CEQA standards for adequacy. Refer to the
following responses, which address each item identified as being
inadequate by the commenter.

B4.2

The comment states that the project description is inadequate resulting in
inadequate environmental evaluation in regards to grading and
excavation. The commenter refers to a statement in the Initial Study,
which indicates, “the site is underlain by uncertified or undocumented fill
material, which may be prone to instability”. The discussion of soils in the
Initial Study does identify the site as being located in an area in which the
General Plan identifies as consisting of predominately granular nonmarine terrace deposits overlying Pleistocene granular marine sediments
at shallow depths. This deep marine section is composed of interbedded
units of sandstone, siltstone and shale. The near surface soils on the
terrace consist predominately of cohesionless soils such as sand, silty
sand and sandy silt that are generally medium to very dense. Cohesive
soils such as clayey silt and silty clay, although less dominant are also
present as layers in theses surficial deposits. The consistency of these
units is described as ranging from stiff to hard. Development of the
project would be subject to site-specific geotechnical analysis and would
be designed in compliance with applicable building codes. It should be
noted that grading activities would include the excavation and transport of
approximately 140,000 cubic yards of soil and other materials, as
indicated in Section 5.4, Air Quality and Section 5.5, Nose, of the Draft
EIR.

B4.3

The comment makes a general statement that the Draft EIR does not
provide adequate quantification of project impacts or a clear delineation of
the significance of residual impacts after implementation of the mitigation.
As indicated in Section 5.0, Environmental Analysis, each environmental
issue is addressed in a separate section of the EIR and is organized into
sections. The “Significance Threshold Criteria” provides the thresholds
that are the basis of conclusions of significance, which are primarily the
criteria in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of
Regulations, Sections 15000 – 15387). Primary sources used in
identifying the criteria include the CEQA Guidelines; local, state, federal,
or other standards applicable to an impact category; and officially
established significance thresholds. According to Section 15064.7 (a) of
the CEQA Guidelines, “A threshold of significance is an identifiable
quantitative, qualitative or performance level of a particular environmental
effect, noncompliance with which means the effect will normally be
determined to be significant by the agency and compliance with which
means the effect normally will be determined to be less than significant.”
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The “Impacts” section describes potential environmental changes to the
existing physical conditions, which may occur if the proposed project is
implemented. Within each “Impacts” section, the “Level of Significance
Before Mitigation” identifies the impact significance level prior to analysis
and prior to the imposition of mitigation measures. Evidence, based on
factual and scientific data, is presented to show the cause and effect
relationship between the proposed project and the potential changes in
the environment. The exact magnitude, duration, extent, frequency,
range or other parameters of a potential impact are ascertained, to the
extent possible, to determine whether impacts may be significant. The
impact analysis may be qualitative or quantitative, depending upon the
environmental issue and the significance threshold criteria. If impacts are
determined to be significant, mitigation measures are provided where
feasible. Analysis is provided to determine the level of significance after
the mitigation measure is implemented.
The “Level of Significance After Mitigation” identifies the impacts that will
remain after the application of mitigation measures, and whether the
remaining impacts are or are not considered significant. When these
impacts, even with the inclusion of mitigation measures, cannot be
mitigated to a level considered less than significant, they are identified as
“Unavoidable Significant Impacts.”
“Significant Unavoidable Impacts” describes impacts that would be
significant, and cannot be feasibly mitigated to less than significant, so
would therefore be unavoidable. To approve a project with unavoidable
significant impacts, the lead agency must adopt a Statement of Overriding
Considerations. In adopting such a statement, the lead agency is
required to balance the benefits of a project against its unavoidable
environmental impacts in determining whether to approve the project. If
the benefits of a project are found to outweigh the unavoidable adverse
environmental effects, the adverse effects may be considered
“acceptable.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093[a]).
B4.4

The comment refers to the Initial Study in referencing the topic of traffic
and circulation. However, it is assumed that the commenter is referring to
the Draft EIR based on the commenter’s reference to Section 5.3, which
is the Traffic and Circulation section of the Draft EIR.
The project is comprised primarily of residential uses with a relatively
small component of retail/gallery space. Although the population on the
site would increase with the proposed project, residential uses do not
typically require a large number of service vehicles on a regular basis.
Service vehicles to the site would primarily consist of delivery vans and
parcel delivery trucks. The number of trips associated with these vehicles
would be nominal and would not significantly impact traffic flows in the
surrounding area. Section 5.3, Traffic and Circulation, of the Draft EIR
provides an extensive analysis of the proposed project on the local traffic
system.
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B4.5

The comment refers to the Initial Study in referencing the topic of noise
and vibration. However, it is assumed that the commenter is referring to
the DEIR based on the commenter’s reference to Section 5.5, which is
the Noise section of the Draft EIR.
Section 5.5, Noise, of the Draft EIR, addresses short-term construction
noise impacts, including temporary noise and/or vibration impacts to
nearby sensitive receivers. Table 5.5-7, shows that at 100 feet noise
levels would be at approximately 86 dBA, which would exceed the City’s
noise standards of 60 dBA at any period of time. The analysis indicates
that with implementation of mitigation measures, short-term construction
noise impacts and on-site long-term impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable. As indicated in Section 3.0, Project Description, of the Draft
EIR, the project is anticipated to be completed in one phase. An analysis
of noise and vibration impacts to early occupants is not required, as the
potential for early occupants within the project site would not occur.

B4.6
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Comment noted. The City of Long Beach decision makers will consider
all comments on the proposed project. No further response is necessary.
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B5.

RESPONSES
TO
COMMENTS
FROM
SAVELBCSKYLINE, DATED AUGUST 12, 2006.
B5.1
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KRISTEN

AUTRY,

The comment letter provides notification of the pubic comment period for
the Draft EIR, identifies the contact person to forward comments and
provides the website to access the Draft EIR. The comment letter does
not provide comments related to the Draft EIR. No further response is
necessary.
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B6.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM JOHN THOMAS, VICE PRESIDENT
ADVOCACY, LONG BEACH HERITAGE, DATED AUGUST 14, 2006.
B6.1

The comment reiterates portions of the Draft EIR and the commenter’s
agreement that impacts to historical resources would be potentially
significant prior to mitigation. The commenter does not raise any new
environmental information or directly challenge information presented in
the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary.

B6.2

The Artaban has been identified as a historical resource pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) by virtue of eligibility for
inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources and
designation as a landmark of the City of Long Beach. CEQA identifies a
“threshold” for significant impacts to historical resources in Section
15064.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines. Specifically, a “substantial adverse
change in the significance of historical resource” must occur as a result of
the proposed project. Substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource is defined under CEQA as physical demolition,
destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate
surroundings such that the significance of a historical resource would be
materially impaired. The significance of a historical resource would be
materially impaired when a project demolishes or materially alters in an
adverse manner those physical characteristics of a historical resource
that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or
eligibility for inclusion in, the California Register, a local register of historic
resources pursuant to Section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code,
or historic resources survey meeting the requirements of Section
5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code. The character-defining features
of the Artaban are the physical characteristics that convey its significance.
Character-defining features of the Artaban include its Ocean Boulevard
location; rectangular massing; flat roof and cornice; exterior materials;
horizontal divisions articulated by the second-story cornice and by
stringcourses; fenestration pattern; window detailing and materials;
primary (west) entry materials, configuration, and detailing; and balconies.
No change to these features would result from implementation of the
proposed project.
Because of its corner location at the intersection of Ocean Boulevard and
Lime Avenue, the two primary, street-facing elevations on the west and
south were the focus of the architectural design. The lack of architectural
detailing and finishes clearly identifies the east and north elevations as
secondary. Primary views of the building, therefore, are obtained from
the west and the south. Historically, a one-story building (the former
Artaban Garage, now referred to as 40 Atlantic Avenue or the Wing
Building) was located directly north of the building and a three-story
apartment building occupied the lot to the south (now the site of the Long
Beach Café). The proposed project would result in the construction of a
two-story podium containing live/workspaces immediately to the south of
the Artaban and the erection of the 12-story Courtyard Tower northeast of
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the Artaban. These new buildings would not result in an impact to views
of the primary elevations of the Artaban from the northwest, west,
southwest, south, or southeast. Views of the east elevation after project
construction would be available from the southeast; post-construction
views would include the upper stories of the east elevation and would be
similar to those available during most of the mid-20th century when the
three-story apartment building was in situ. Views of the rear (north)
elevation would also still be available from the north and the northwest
and would be similar to the current condition.
When it was constructed in 1922, the Artaban, with eight stories, would
have been a noticeable feature on the skyline. However, the erection of
numerous multi-storied buildings from the mid-1960s through the present,
along Ocean Boulevard to the north and south and in downtown to the
northwest, has diminished the presence of the building. Construction of
the three proposed towers may intensify that effect, but would not result in
new, significantly adverse impacts to character defining features such that
the significance of the building would be materially impaired. Therefore,
potential impacts to the Artaban that may result from implementation of
the proposed project would be less than significant, and no mitigation
measures are required.
B6.3

The commenter states their preference for an alternative that would
incorporate rehabilitation of the Wing Building and re-use of its characterdefining features.
(The building’s character defining features are
identified on pages 7-1 and 7-2 of the Revised Historic Resources Survey
Report; refer to Appendix 15.6 of the Final EIR). The Wing Building has
been identified as a significant historical resource pursuant to CEQA by
virtue of its eligibility for designation as a landmark of the City of Long
Beach. The City of Long Beach decision makers will consider all
comments on the proposed project.

B6.4

The commenter states their agreement with the findings of the Draft EIR
regarding 703-705 Medio Street. This property has been identified as a
historical resource pursuant to CEQA by virtue of eligibility for inclusion in
the California Register of Historical Resources. No significant impacts to
historical resources related to this property have been identified.

B6.5

The commenter states their agreement with the findings of the Draft EIR
regarding 711 Medio Street. Although of local interest, this property has
not been identified as a historical resource pursuant to CEQA. No
significant impacts to historical resources related to this property have
been identified.

B6.6

The International Tower has been identified as a historical resource
pursuant to CEQA by virtue of eligibility for inclusion in the California
Register of Historical Resources and potential for designation as a
landmark of the City of Long Beach.
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CEQA identifies a “threshold” for significant impacts to historical
resources in Section 15064.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines. Specifically, a
“substantial adverse change in the significance of historical resource”
must occur as a result of the proposed project. Substantial adverse
change in the significance of a historical resource is defined under CEQA
as physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the
resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of a
historical resource would be materially impaired. The significance of a
historical resource would be materially impaired when a project
demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics of a historical resource that convey its historical
significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for inclusion in, the
California Register, a local register of historic resources pursuant to
Section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code, or historic resources
survey meeting the requirements of Section 5024.1(g) of the Public
Resources Code.
The character-defining features of the International Tower are the
physical characteristics that convey its significance. Character-defining
features of the International Tower include its Ocean Boulevard location
on the bluff overlooking the Shoreline Marina area and the Pacific Ocean;
32-story height; circular massing; reinforced concrete construction; glass
curtain walls with aluminum-framed openings; continuous metal-railed
balconies; and flat roof with penthouse. No change to these features
would result from implementation of the proposed project.
With its arresting shape, height, modern design, and location on Ocean
Boulevard, the International Tower has been a focal point since its
construction in 1964. However, since 1964, numerous high-rise buildings
have been erected to the east and west on both sides of Ocean
Boulevard. Due to its shape and height, the International Tower is still
highly noticeable but is not a lone presence, and now blends into the wall
of buildings established by the row of multi-storied buildings to the west of
it. The alignment of Ocean Boulevard to the east and the existing
improvements on the south side of the street, including the Villa Riviera,
already impede views of the International Tower from the east.
Construction of the 24-story, 284-foot tall Gateway Tower and the 233foot stepped slab building (Terrace Tower) across Ocean Boulevard
would impose some visual intrusion into views of the 27-story
(aboveground levels), 278-foot tall International Tower, but such intrusion
would be localized to views from the north and northeast. A view corridor
will be created along Lime Avenue and will retain a portion of the view
from the north. Although some diminishment of the available views to
and from this 360-degree building will occur, the qualities that convey the
significance of the building will not be materially impaired, and the
building will continue to convey the reasons for its significance.
Therefore, potential impacts to the International Tower that may result
from implementation of the proposed project would be less than
significant, and no mitigation measures are required.
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B6.7

The Villa Riviera has been identified as a historical resource pursuant to
CEQA by virtue of its inclusion in the California Register of Historical
Resources and the National Register of Historic Places, and designation
as a landmark of the City of Long Beach.
CEQA identifies a “threshold” for significant impacts to historical
resources under Section 15064.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines.
Specifically, a “substantial adverse change in the significance of historical
resource” must occur as a result of the proposed project. Substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource is defined
under CEQA as physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration
of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of
a historical resource would be materially impaired. The significance of a
historical resource would be materially impaired when a project
demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics of a historical resource that convey its historical
significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for inclusion in, the
California Register, a local register of historic resources pursuant to
Section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code, or historic resources
survey meeting the requirements of Section 5024.1(g) of the Public
Resources Code.
The character-defining features of the Villa Riviera are the physical
characteristics that convey its significance. Character-defining features of
the Villa Riviera include:
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Prominent location on Ocean Boulevard at the foot of Alamitos
Avenue, and on the bluff overlooking the Pacific Ocean, offering
views of the building from the north, south, east and west; the
location is made more commanding by the alignment of Ocean
Boulevard, which jogs to the north, east of the intersection,
making the Villa Riviera appear to be a terminus when viewing it
from the west;



V-shaped footprint and massing of the apartment building, with the
rectangular garage located to the southeast;



Wedge-shaped corner setback, accommodating a garden area
and a formal driveway, and further opening vistas of the building;



Steeply pitched copper roof and central turret, extensively detailed
with cresting, dormers, gargoyles, and other features;



15-story height, which made it the second tallest building in
Southern California at the time of its construction (the tallest was
Los Angeles City Hall);



Exterior materials and architectural detailing such as cornices,
stringcourses, and decorated friezes;
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Horizontal division of exterior elevations into base, shaft, and
balconied upper stories;



Vertical division of
fenestration; and



Doors and windows, including arched ground level openings and
primary entry.

exterior elevations through bays and

No change to these features would result from implementation of the
proposed project.
Primary vantage points of the Villa Riviera are obtained from the east and
west, along Ocean Boulevard, from the north on Alamitos Avenue and
from the south on Shoreline Drive; refer to Figures 7.2-6, 7.2-7 and 7.2-8,
of Appendix 15.6 (Revised Historic Resources Survey Report prepared by
Sapphos Environmental, Inc.). From the north, east and south, the 284foot tall Gateway Tower would be visible on the northwest corner of
Ocean Boulevard and Alamitos Avenue, and would be taller than the Villa
Riviera. There are numerous buildings of equal or greater height than the
Villa Riviera on Ocean Boulevard, including the International Tower
immediately to the west. The role of the Villa Riviera as the tallest
building on the horizon no longer exists, although its commanding
presence is still visually and physically evident. Construction of the
Gateway Tower would not significantly affect the perception of the Villa
Riviera from these vantage points. From the west, the Gateway Tower
would intrude into the north portion of the vista of the Villa Riviera,
obscuring the northern edge of the building and roof. The effects of this
intrusion could be minimized by design of the project, including:


Siting of the Gateway Tower so as to step back from the corner,
perhaps as an echo of the V-shaped plan of the Villa Riviera; and



Design of the shaft of the Gateway Tower so as to step back in
increments on the upper stories, revealing the upper edge and
roofline of the Villa Riviera.

However, even with the intrusion into the vista from the west that would
result from the project as currently proposed, the significance of the Villa
Riviera would not be significantly impaired, and the property would retain
its listing in the National Register of Historic Places and California
Register of Historical Resources, as well as its status as a landmark of
the City of Long Beach. Therefore, potential impacts to the Villa Riviera
that may result from implementation of the proposed project would be
less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.
B6.8
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The six early-20th-century streetlights on Lime Avenue have been
identified as a historical resource pursuant to CEQA by virtue of eligibility
for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources and
designation as a landmark of the City of Long Beach. Construction of the
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proposed Gateway and Terrace Towers and the vacation of a portion of
Lime Avenue in order to construct a paseo may result in the removal of
the two streetlights located within the proposed project site, or one-third of
the total number of six streetlights in the grouping. This removal would
materially impair the significance of the historical resource as a whole and
the two affected streetlights individually. Therefore, implementation of the
proposed project would cause significant impacts to historical resources,
and mitigation measures are required. Mitigation measure CUL-3 on
page 5.7-34 of Section 5.7, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR
addresses the potential impacts to this historical resource. The mitigation
measure identified in the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR to
address the concerns expressed by Long Beach Heritage, as follows:

CUL-3: The project applicant shall require and be responsible for
ensuring that the two early 20th century streetlights located on
Lime Avenue in the project site shall be documented in place
by 35-mm black-and-white or digital photos and a historical
narrative prior to issuance of any project-related demolition or
grading permits; removed under the supervision of a qualified
historic architect and/or other professional meeting the
Secretary of the Interior’s Profession Qualification Standards
for Historic Architect, History or Architectural History; stored in
a safe pace and manner; and reinstalled either at or near their
current locations or at an appropriate nearby site.
Reinstallation shall utilize the services of a qualified
professional, as referenced above, and any rehabilitation of
the historic streetlights shall be completed in accordance with
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties. Appropriate sites may be determined in
consultation with the City of Long Beach Historic Preservation
Officer. Reinstallation shall occur no later than six months
following completion of the proposed project. Completion of
this mitigation measure shall be monitored and enforced by
the City of Long Beach. The two early 20th century Corsicanstyle street light standards within the project boundary shall be
protected during construction and reused after rehabilitation,
either at or near the current locations, or at appropriate sites
nearby.

The City of Long Beach decision makers will consider all comments on
the proposed project.
B6.9

FINAL  SEPTEMBER 2006

Alamitos Avenue marks the division between the two Spanish and
Mexican era ranchos from which most of present-day Long Beach was
carved. Rancho Los Alamitos to the east and Rancho Los Cerritos to the
west were held by the heirs of Juan Manuel Nieto, who received the
original grant in 1784 from the king of Spain, in the early 19th century.
Subsequent owners included some of the most influential people in the
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development of Southern California, including Abel Stearns, John
Temple, and various members of the Hellman and Bixby families. The
American Colony, planned by William Erwin Willmore on his purchase of
4,000 acres of the Rancho Los Cerritos, represents the founding of the
City of Long Beach. The rancho boundary is commemorated by a bronze
plaque that was set into a boulder located on the south side of Ocean
Boulevard, near the intersection of Ocean Boulevard and Alamitos
Avenue, by the Long Beach Parlor No. 278 of the Native Sons of the
American West.
As a site of previous activity, with no physical traces of the original
setting, and with no feature or association that would set this portion of
the boundary apart from any other, the section of the boundary between
Rancho Los Alamitos and Rancho Los Cerritos located in the area of
potential effects does not meet the criteria for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources and does not qualify for designation as a
landmark of the City of Long Beach. Therefore, the property does not
satisfy the CEQA definition of a historical resource. Therefore, no
impacts to historical resources can occur in relation to this property and
no mitigation measures can be required. The City of Long Beach
decision makers will consider all comments on the proposed project.
B6.10

The Draft EIR identified potential adverse impacts to historical resources
in relation to two properties: 40 Atlantic Boulevard, the “Wing Building,”
and the early-20th century streetlights on Lime Avenue. Three mitigation
measures have been proposed in the Final EIR to minimize the adverse
impacts to the Wing Building, including one measure (CUL-2b) in addition
to those included in the Draft EIR. Mitigation measure CUL-2b was
added to specifically address the impacts posed by the potential
demolition of the character-defining feature of the Wing Building, the
façade designed by prominent Long Beach architects Kenneth S. Wing,
Sr.; Kenneth S. Wing, Jr.; and Wing and Associates. The mitigation
measures on page 5.7-34 of the Draft EIR have been revised in the Final
EIR, as follows:

CUL-1: Although the impacts from demolition of a historical resource
cannot be mitigated to below the level of significance, the
project applicant shall require and shall be responsible for
ensuring
that
comprehensive
data
recording
and
documentation of the Wing Building are completed prior to
issuance of any demolition or grading permits.
The
documentation shall be in the form of a Historic American
Buildings Survey (HABS) Level II and shall comply with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Architectural and
Engineering Documentation. The documentation shall include
large-format photographic recordation, detailed written
description, sketch plan, and compilation of historic
background research. The documentation shall be completed
by a historian or architectural historian meeting the Secretary
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of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for
History and/or Architectural History. The original, archivalquality documentation package shall be deposited with the
City of Long Beach Historic Preservation Office in the
Department of Planning and Building.
Copies of the
documentation on archival-quality paper shall also be
provided to the City of Long Beach Public Library; the library
of California State University, Long Beach; the Kenneth S.
Wing, Sr. archives housed in the Architecture and Design
Collection at the University Art Museum, University of
California at Santa Barbara; the Long Beach Heritage;
Historical Society of Long Beach and the California Office of
Historic Preservation. Completion of this mitigation measure
shall be monitored and enforced by the City of Long Beach.
Prior Demolition and Grading Permit Issuance, a
comprehensive
documentation
program,
including
photographic recordation, detailed written description, scaled
mapping and compilation of historical background pursuant to
the Secretary of Interiors Standards for historical
documentation shall be completed for 40 Atlantic Avenue.
CUL-2a The project applicant shall require and be responsible for the
production and placement of a commemorative plaque
memorializing the association of Kenneth S. Wing, Sr.;
Kenneth S. Wing, Jr.; and the architectural firm of Wing and
Associates with the 40 Atlantic Avenue location. The plaque
shall be placed at or near the site of the existing building.
Completion of this mitigation measure shall be monitored and
enforced by the City of Long Beach. A commemorative
plaque commemorating the association of Kenneth S. Wing,
Sr. to the 40 Atlantic Avenue shall be established at or near
the site of the existing building.
CUL-2b: Within one year of project approval and prior to the issuance
of demolition or grading permits, the project applicant shall
require and be responsible for ensuring that a retrospective
exhibit, brochure, and/or web page documenting the
architectural careers of Kenneth S. Wing, Sr.; Kenneth S.
Wing, Jr.; and the architectural firm of Wing and Associates,
are prepared. Such an exhibit, brochure, or web page shall
be accessible to the general public for a period of at least one
year and shall include both text and historic images. The
history and architecture of the Wing Building shall be included
in the exhibit, brochure, and/or web page. A historian or
architectural historian who meets the Secretary of the
Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for History or
Architectural History shall be engaged to research and write
the exhibit, brochure, and/or web page. The exhibit, brochure,
and/or web page shall be completed within a period of no
more than two years. Completion of the mitigation measure
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shall be monitored and enforced by the City of Long Beach.

However, CEQA recognizes that impacts resulting from demolition of a
historical resource cannot be mitigated to below the level of significance1,
thereby resulting in the finding that implementation of the project as
proposed would result in “significant and unavoidable impacts” to
historical resources.
One mitigation measure has been recommended in response to potential
adverse impacts to the 20th-century streetlights on Lime Avenue and
noted in Response to Comment B6.8. Implementation of this mitigation
measure, as revised, would reduce impacts to the streetlights to below
the level of significance.
B6.11

As defined by CEQA, “a cumulative impact consists of an impact which is
created as a result of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other
projects causing related impacts.”2 After implementation of the proposed
mitigation measures, one significant adverse impact, the demolition of 40
Atlantic Avenue, the “Wing Building,” would result from implementation of
the proposed project. The Wing Building is significant for its Mid-century
modern style façade, which was designed by prominent Long Beach
architect Kenneth S. Wing, Sr.; Kenneth S. Wing, Jr.; and Wing and
Associates. Although no related projects are known that may cause
adverse impacts to the significance of other Wing designs in the City, the
loss of any historical resource contributes to the overall loss of historic
fabric in the City of Long Beach. Therefore, the impact of the demolition
of 40 Atlantic Avenue is considered to be cumulatively significant. Page
5.7-35 of the Draft EIR, has been revised in the Final EIR, as follows:

5.7.4

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
 DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED
PROJECT AND OTHER RELATED CUMULATIVE
PROJECTS WOULD NOT RESULT IN CUMULATIVELY
CONSIDERABLE CULTURAL RESOURCES IMPACTS.
Level of Significance Prior to Mitigation: Potentially Less
Than Significant Impact.
Impact Analysis: After implementation of proposed mitigation
measures, one significant adverse impact, demolition of 40
Atlantic Avenue, would result from implementation of the
proposed project. Although, no related projects are known
that may cause adverse impacts to the significance of other

1

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4(b)(2).

2

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130(a)(1).
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Wing designs in the City, the loss of any historical resource
contributes to the overall loss of historic fabric in the City of
Long Beach. Therefore, the impact of the demolition of 40
Atlantic Avenue is considered to be cumulatively significant.
Potential impacts from development of related cumulative
projects would be site and project area specific and an
evaluation of potential impacts would be conducted on a
project-by-project basis. Each incremental development would
be required to comply with all applicable City, State and
Federal regulations concerning preservation, salvage, or
handling of cultural resources. In consideration of these
regulations, pPotential cCumulative impacts upon cultural
resources would not be considered significant and
unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures: Refer to mitigation measures CUL-1
through CUL-3.
No additional mitigation measures are
recommended. No mitigation measures are recommended.
Level of Significance After Mitigation:
Unavoidable Impact Not applicable.

Significant and

The comment regarding development of a master plan in the proposed
project area is noted, and will be forwarded to the City of Long Beach for
their consideration.
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B7.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM SANDER WOLFF, EAST VILLAGE
ARTS DISTRICT BOARD OF DIRECTORS, DATED AUGUST 14, 2006.
B7.1

The Alternatives analysis conducted in the Draft EIR is in accordance with
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), which requires that an
EIR analyze a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project,
which could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the proposed
project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the proposed project. The analysis focuses on alternatives
capable of avoiding significant environmental effects or reducing them to
less than significant levels, even if these alternatives would impede, to
some degree, the attainment of the proposed project objectives.

B7.2

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise any new environmental
information or directly challenge information presented in the Draft EIR.
No further response is necessary.

B7.3

Comment noted. In compliance with the CEQA Guidelines, the City of
Long Beach circulated the Initial Study and Notice of Preparation (NOP)
for a 30-day period beginning December 13, 2005 and ending January
13, 2006. The Initial Study/NOP was made available for review at Long
Beach City Hall, the City of Long Beach Main Library and on the City’s
website. A public scoping meeting was held on January 9, 2006 to solicit
comments on the proposed project. The City of Long Beach decision
makers will consider all comments on the proposed project. No further
response is necessary.

B7.4

Comment noted. The City of Long Beach decision makers will consider
all comments on the proposed project. No further response is necessary.
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C1.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM RUTH I. FRAZEN, COUNTY
SANITATION DISTRICTS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY, DATED JULY 26,
2006.
C1.1

The comment provides updated flow and treatment information for the
Joint Water Pollution Control Plan (JWPCP). The corrections do not alter
the impact conclusions identified in the DEIR. Paragraph 3 on Page 5.811 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR, as follows:

Wastewater generated from the project area is treated at the Joint
Water Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP) located in the City of Carson.
The JWPCP is the largest of the Districts’ wastewater treatment plants,
providing advanced primary and partial secondary treatment with a
design capacity of 385 mgd of wastewater. The plant currently
processes an average flow of 324.9 316.1 mgd of wastewater.

C1.2

The comment provides expected wastewater flow from the project site
based on the Districts’ average wastewater generation factors. The
Districts anticipate an average increase of 43,608 gallon per day (gpd) or
a total of 60,255 gpd of wastewater flow with development of the
proposed project. Table 5.8-11 of the Draft EIR calculates expected
wastewater flow from the project site based on demand factors provided
in the LBWD’s Comprehensive Sewer System Master Plan and
Management Program. The LBWD anticipates an average increase of
59,171 gpd or a total of 78,966 gpd of wastewater flow with development
of the proposed project. The generation factors utilized within the Draft
EIR provide a more conservative assessment of potential wastewater
flows with project implementation. Impacts to wastewater facilities and
services were determined to be less than significant within the Draft EIR.
Therefore, the projected increase in average wastewater flow provided by
the Districts would not change the impact conclusion.

C1.3

Comment noted. No further response is necessary.
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C2.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM ROSA MUNOZ, PE, CALIFORNIA
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, DATED AUGUST 9, 2006.
C2.1

FINAL  SEPTEMBER 2006

The project site is not located adjacent to the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority’s Blue Line right-of-way. The Metro
Blue Line runs south via Long Beach Boulevard to the Long Beach
Transit Mall.
Implementation of the project would not result in
development adjacent to the rail corridor.
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C3.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM APRIL GRAYSON, ASSOCIATE
REGIONAL PLANNER, SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF
GOVERNMENTS, DATED AUGUST 10, 2006.
C3.1

FINAL  SEPTEMBER 2006

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) has
reviewed the project and determined the Shoreline Gateway Project is not
regionally significant per SCAG Intergovernmental Review (IGR) Criteria
and California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (Section 15206). No
further response is necessary.
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C4.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM DAVID R. LEININGER, CHIEF,
FORESTRY DIVISION, PREVENTION SERVICES BUREAU, COUNTY OF
LOS ANGELES FIRE DEPARTMENT, DATED AUGUST 3, 2006.
C4.1

The Los Angeles County Fire Department has determined that the project
site is within the City of Long Beach and is not part of the emergency
response area of the Consolidated Fire Protection District. No further
response is necessary.

C4.2

The Los Angeles County Fire Department has determined that the project
site is within the City of Long Beach and although the project site is
located in close proximity to the jurisdictional area of the County of Los
Angeles Fire Department, the project is not likely to have an impact that
necessitates comments concerning general requirements from the Land
Development Unit of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department. No
further response is necessary.

C4.3

The comment provides the statutory responsibilities of the Los Angeles
County Fire Department, Forestry Division and states that areas germane
to the statutory responsibilities have been addresses. No further
response is necessary.
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C5.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM GREG HOLMES, UNIT CHIEF,
DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL, DATED AUGUST
10, 2006.
C5.1

Section 5.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR evaluates
impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials based on information
contained the Phase I Environmental Assessment prepared by SCS
Engineers (August 2005). As indicated in Section 5.6, a former service
station was located within the project site, at 725 East Ocean Boulevard.
The property is listed as a UST site, therefore, the potential that adverse
environmental conditions were created by this previous use is considered
high. LBFD files indicate that four USTs were removed from this address.
However, no additional records could be located for this address.
Implementation of mitigation requiring verification of any releases that
may have occurred from these tanks and to identify and comply with
appropriate remediation, if applicable, would reduce impacts to a less
than significant level.

C5.2

As indicated in Section 5.6 of the Draft EIR, a Phase I Environmental
Assessment was prepared by SCS Engineers (August 2005). As part of
the Phase I, a database search for sites listed on various Federal and
State databases was conducted. The purpose of the search was to
determine if sites are located within the project site boundaries or within a
0.25-mile radius that have been reported as contaminated or that
generate hazardous materials. A listing of the databases searched is
provided in the Draft EIR (refer to page 5.6-4 through 5.6-9). One
regulatory site was identified within the project site (725 East Ocean
Boulevard). Refer to Response to Comment C5.1. Six regulatory sites
were identified within a 0.25-mile radius of the project site. The Draft EIR
evaluates whether conditions at each site pose a threat to human health
or the environment.
One site (805 East Ocean Boulevard) has
experienced several releases from USTs that have impacted soils and
groundwater beneath the site. Implementation of mitigation including
review of files by a qualified hazardous materials consultant to delineate
the vertical and lateral extent of contamination relevant to the project site
would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.

C5.3

Refer to Response to Comments C5.1 and C5.2. Additionally, mitigation
measures have been identified in the Draft EIR in the event unknown
hazardous materials or unknown wastes or suspect materials are
encountered within the project site or are discovered during construction.
Identification of hazardous materials and results of sampling (if
necessary) shall indicate the appropriate level of remediation efforts that
may be required. Compliance with the mitigation measures would reduce
impacts to a less than significant level.

C5.4

The project site is currently developed with residential, retail, restaurant
and parking uses. The site is not being used for agricultural purposes.
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C5.5

As indicated in Section 5.6 of the Draft EIR, public records identified one
listed regulatory site within the project site and six regulatory sites within a
0.25-mile radius of the project site. A summary of the findings and
remediation, if applicable, has been provided in the Draft EIR. Refer to
Response to Comment C5.3.

C5.6

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise any new environmental
information or directly challenge information presented in the Draft EIR.
No further response is necessary.

C5.7

Refer to Response to Comment C5.2. The commenter does not raise
any new environmental information or directly challenge information
presented in the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary.

C5.8

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise any new environmental
information or directly challenge information presented in the Draft EIR.
Section 5.6 of the Draft EIR provides mitigation measures in the event
hazardous materials are discovered during demolition and construction
activities. Any remediation would be required to comply with State law.

C5.9

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise any new environmental
information or directly challenge information presented in the Draft EIR.
No further response is necessary.

C5.10

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise any new environmental
information or directly challenge information presented in the Draft EIR.
No further response is necessary.

C5.11

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise any new environmental
information or directly challenge information presented in the Draft EIR.
No further response is necessary.

C5.12

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise any new environmental
information or directly challenge information presented in the Draft EIR.
No further response is necessary.

C5.13

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise any new environmental
information or directly challenge information presented in the Draft EIR.
Section 5.6 of the Draft EIR identifies mitigation measures to determine if
soil and/or groundwater contamination exits and compliance with State
and Federal regulatory requirements.
If hazardous materials or
contamination is verified or discovered during construction, sampling
would indicate the appropriate level of remediation efforts that may be
required.

C5.14

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise any new environmental
information or directly challenge information presented in the Draft EIR.
No further response is necessary.
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C6.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM STATE OF CALIFORNIA
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH, DATED
AUGUST 15, 2006.
C6.1

FINAL  SEPTEMBER 2006

The State Clearinghouse has indicated that no state agencies submitted
comments by the close of the review period and acknowledges
compliance with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuant to CEQA. No further response is
necessary.
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D1.

RESPONSES TO PETITION TO “HELP SAVE THE LONG BEACH CAFÉ”,
NO DATE.
D1.1

FINAL  SEPTEMBER 2006

A petition entitled “Help Save the Long Beach Café”, consisting of 29
pages with 605 signatures was received. The petition does not include
any comments introducing new environmental information or directly
challenging information presented in the Draft EIR. No further response
is necessary.
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14.5 ERRATA FOR FINAL EIR
The Final EIR will be a revised document that incorporates all of the changes made
to the Draft EIR in order to provide clarification or corrections that have been
identified during the public review period. Added or modified text is double
underlined (example) while deleted text is struck out (example).

Section 2.0 Executive Summary
Section 2.0, Executive Summary, of the Draft EIR provides a summary of the
document, including the project description, impacts, mitigation measures and levels
of significance after mitigation and project alternatives. Changes made in the
following sections of the Draft EIR, as a result of corrections or responses to
comments received on the Draft EIR have been incorporated in this section of the
Final EIR.

Section 3.0 Project Description
Page 3-1, second paragraph, third sentence of the Draft EIR has been revised in the
Final EIR, as follows:

Uses west of Video Choice, between Lime Street Avenue and Broadway Court,
include a 3-story 30-unit apartment building, a 2- to 3-story 33-unit apartment
building and two surface parking lots.

Page 3-14 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR to add the following
project objective:



Provide high density residential within the downtown area to accomplish,
among other things, a reduction in traffic and air quality impacts caused by
commuters.

Section 5.1 Land Use and Relevant Planning
Page 5-1.1, second paragraph, fifth sentence of the Draft EIR has been revised in
the Final EIR, as follows:

West of Video Choice, between Lime Street Avenue and Broadway Court, is a
three-story apartment building, a 2- to 3-story apartment building and two surface
parking lots.
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Page 5-1.1, fourth paragraph of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR, as
follows:

RELEVANT PLANNING DOCUMENTS
Development in the City is subject to the policies and development guidelines
contained within several planning policy documents. A project is considered to
have a significant impact on land use and relevant planning, due to inconsistency
with planning documents, only if the project is determined to be inconsistent with
the Long Beach General Plan or the Long Beach Zoning Code. Relevant planning
policy documents related to land uses for the project are described below.

Page 5.1-14, Table 5.1-1, second row and second column of the Draft EIR has been
revised in the Final EIR, as follows:

Consistent. The project proposes a variety of residential uses (i.e., live/work
spaces, townhomes, one to three bedroom apartments and penthouse units) and
retail/gallery uses within the downtown area. The project would also provide a
variety of park/recreation open space uses in the form of open paseos, roof top
gardens and other open spaces. The project would be required to pay park impact
fees, which would be used for the development of parkland in the City (refer to
Section 5.8, Public Services and Utilities).

Section 5.2 Aesthetics/Light and Glare
Exhibits 5.2-2a, 5.2-2b, 5.2-2c and 5.2-2d, which illustrate exiting shadow patterns
and Exhibits 5.2-8a, 5.2-8b, 5.2-8c and 5.2-8d, which illustrate proposed shadow
patterns in the Draft EIR were created with two different base maps, resulting in
different shadow patterns during the same time periods (i.e., summer, winder, vernal
and autumnal) for buildings surrounding the project site. For consistency purposes,
the exhibits have been revised in the Final EIR. Shadows cast by the proposed
project would not change with the revised exhibits. Therefore, the conclusion that
development of the proposed project would introduce significant shade and shadow
impacts onto adjacent buildings in the Draft EIR would remain the same in the Final
EIR. Shade and shadow impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.

Section 5.3 Traffic and Circulation
Page 5.3-40 in the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR, as follows:

Alamitos/Shoreline/Ocean Intersection
The analysis indicates that the project impact at the Alamitos/Shoreline/Ocean
intersection cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level, based on the City’s
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analysis criteria. Imposition of the grade separated intersection improvement is
infeasible because it would require the creation of an additional lane of travel,
necessitating the acquisition of property from the intersection eastward for a great
distance. This would entail: (1) the condemnation of at least two historically
significant buildings (the Villa Riviera and the Green and Green residential
structure at 920 East Ocean Boulevard) resulting in an unavoidable significant
impact to historical resources; and (2) the condemnation of at least thirty other
multiple family condominium buildings resulting in the loss of hundreds of
individually owned residential units. However, traffic management and safety can
be enhanced through the installation of a monitoring camera(s) at the intersection
to provide real-time information on traffic conditions at the intersection and the
nearby roadways. The camera would be mounted on the top of the building tower
located the closest to the intersection. A fiber-optic cable would connect the
camera to a junction box located at the intersection and would be connected back
to the City’s Traffic Management Center (TMC).
The project would not produce a significant impact at the Lime Avenue and 3rd Street
intersection based on the City’s significance criteria. Mitigation measure TR-3 of the
Draft EIR, which requires the project applicant to install a traffic signal at the
intersection has been removed in the Final EIR. The City of Long Beach
Redevelopment Agency will be responsible for the installation of a traffic signal at the
Lime Avenue and 3rd Street intersection when traffic counts warrant. Page 5.3-40 of
the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR, as follows:

Lime Avenue Corridor
Several intersections along the Lime Avenue corridor do not have traffic signals.
Three of the intersections with Lime Avenue (7th Street, 3rd Street, and Broadway)
currently or are projected to operate at failing levels of service. Although the
proposed project does not have a significant impact at these intersections, based
on the significance criteria, the City wants to install traffic signals at all of the
intersections along Lime Avenue as a part of completing the traffic signal grid
system in the downtown area. In order to complete this effort, the City is
developing plans to install a traffic signal at the intersection of Lime Avenue with
Broadway. The proposed project and the Long Beach Redevelopment Agency will
be responsible for providing the traffic signals at the intersections of Lime Avenue
with 7th Street and Lime Avenue with 3rd Street, respectively. The installation of
traffic signals at these intersections will provide acceptable operating conditions at
all three locations. A summary of the operating conditions with the proposed
mitigation measures is listed in Table 5.3-9, Year 2015 With Project Intersection
Operating Conditions with Mitigation.

Page 5.3-42 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR, as follows:

TR-3
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Lime Avenue and 3rd Street. While the project would not produce a
significant impact at this intersection based on the significance criteria,
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it would experience an increase in delay with the full development of all
cumulative projects referenced in the analysis. In order to improve
traffic operations and safety at this intersection, the project applicant
shall be responsible for the installation of a traffic signal.

The remaining Traffic and Circulation mitigation measures in the Draft EIR have
been renumbered in the Final EIR to reflect the above correction.
Page 5.3-48 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR, as follows:

Mitigation Measures: Refer to mitigation measures TR-1 through TR-3 TR-4. No
additional mitigation measures are recommended.

Section 5.4 Air Quality
Page 5.4-13, last paragraph of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR, as
follows:

The SCAQMD Handbook provides significance thresholds for both construction
and operation of projects within its jurisdictional boundaries. Exceedance of the
SCAQMD thresholds could result in a potentially significant impact; however,
although the SCAQMD recommends that these thresholds be used by lead
agencies in making a determination of significance, ultimately the lead agency
determines the thresholds of significance for impacts, pursuant to Section
15064(B) of the CEQA Guidelines.

Page 5.4-26 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR, as follows:

Cumulative Operational Emissions
Implementation of the proposed project would result in an increase in emissions,
which would contribute to region-wide emissions on a cumulative basis. Although
the project would not result in exceedances of criteria pollutants for long-term
operational impacts and would be consistent with the City’s General Plan and the
Redevelopment Plan, implementation of the project in combination with other
developments within the City would result in an increase in criteria pollutants. As
the Basin is in Non-attainment for CO, O3 and PM10, the project’s contribution to
region-wide emissions would result in a significant cumulative air quality impact.
Although the implementation of Mmitigation Mmeasures AQ-6 through AQ-8 would
lessen the project’s contributeion to the regional pollutant burden, the project’s
cumulative operational air quality impacts are concluded to be significant and
unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures: Refer to Mmitigation Mmeasures AQ-1 through AQ-8. No
FINAL  SEPTEMBER 2006
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additional mitigation measures are recommended.
Level of Significance After Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable Impact.

Section 5.5 Noise
Page 5.5-21 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR, as follows:

Level of Significance After Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable Impact.

Page 5.5-27 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR, as follows:

Level of Significance After Mitigation: Less Than Significant Impact.

Page 5.5-27 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR, as follows:

ON-SITE LONG-TERM (MOBILE) NOISE IMPACTS


TRAFFIC NOISE GENERATED BY THE PROPOSED PROJECT MAY
CONTRIBUTE TO EXISTING TRAFFIC NOISE IN THE AREA AND EXCEED
THE CITY’S ESTABLISHED STANDARDS.

Page 5.5-30 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR, as follows:

LONG-TERM (STATIONARY) NOISE IMPACTS


THE PROPOSED PROJECT HAS THE POTENTIAL TO RESULT IN AN
INCREASE IN AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS DUE TO THE GENERATION OF
ON-SITE NOISE.

Level of Significance Prior to Mitigation: Less Than Significant Impact.

Page 5.5-32 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR, as follows:

Level of Significance After Mitigation: Less Than Significant Impact.
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Section 5.7 Cultural Resources
Concurrent with the 45-day public review period of the Draft EIR, a peer review of the
Historical Resources Survey Report (CRM Tech, June 2006) was conducted by
Sapphos Environmental Inc. (August 2006). The purpose of the peer review was to
provide clarifications and refinements to the existing Historical Resources Survey
Report, as well as to provide supplemental information for the administrative record
and to confirm compliance with CEQA with respect to historic resources. Sapphos
Environmental Inc. concluded that the findings of historic significance presented in
the Draft EIR were accurate. Therefore, the findings of historic significance in the
Draft EIR have not been altered.
Page 5.7-1, first paragraph of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR, as
follows:

The purpose of this section is to identify historic, archaeological and
paleontological resources existing in the project area and to assess the
significance of such resources. The analysis in this section has been prepared in
accordance with Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, which considers
potential impacts on prehistoric, and historic and paleontological resources. This
section is based upon the information contained in the Historic-Period Building
Survey conducted by CRM Tech (June 2006) and the Revised Historic Resources
Survey Report prepared by Sapphos Environmental, Inc. (August 2006), which is
and included in Appendix 15.6, Historical Resources Survey Reports and included
in Appendix 15.

Page 5.7-31, last paragraph, first sentence of the Draft EIR has been revised in the
Final EIR, as follows:
In addition to these “historical resources,” three other properties, including the
building at 711 Medio Street, the boundary between Rancho Los Alamitos and
Rancho Los Cerritos, and the early 20th century street light standards on Lime
Street Avenue, warrant special consideration in local planning due to their local
historic value.

Page 5.7-32 through Page 5.3-35, of the Draft EIR have been revised in the Final
EIR, as follows:

10 Atlantic Avenue (The Artaban Apartments). The historic significance of the
Artaban Apartment stems primarily from its association with a pattern of historic
events that was important in local history and secondarily from its architectural
merit and its long presence as a familiar visual feature in the neighborhood. The
building retains excellent integrity in the aspects of location, design, materials,
workmanship, and association, which would not be directly or indirectly affected by
the proposed project since it stands outside the project boundaries. Character
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defining features of the Artaban include its Ocean Boulevard location; rectangular
massing; flat roof and cornice; exterior materials; horizontal divisions articulated by
the second story cornice and by stringcourses; fenestration pattern; window
detailing and materials; primary (west) entry materials, configuration and detailing;
and balconies. No direct impacts to character-defining features such as demolition
or physical alteration would result from implementation of the project.
The current project plan calls for the construction of a 12-story building to the
northeast of the Artaban Apartments. The presence of this new building would
have a visual and atmospheric effect on the Artaban Apartments integrity in terms
of setting and feeling. The Artaban is urban in its placement, with the building
sitting directly on the sidewalk with no setbacks or garden. Because of its corner
location at the intersection of Ocean and Lime Avenue, the two primary, streetfacing elevations on the west and south were the focus of the architectural design.
Lack of architectural detailing and finishes clearly identifies the east and north
elevations as secondary. However, these aspects of the Artaban Apartments’
integrity have been significantly compromised in the past, now that it is surrounded
on all sides by modern or modern looking buildings. Furthermore, The placement
of the proposed new building would avoid visual intrusion on the Artaban’s
Apartment’s more ornate western and southern façades, which contain essentially
all of its character-defining architectural elements.
When it was constructed in 1922, the Artaban, with eight stories, would have been
a noticeable feature on the skyline. However, the erection of numerous multistoried buildings along Ocean Boulevard has diminished the presence of the
building. Construction of the proposed project may intensify that effect, but would
not result in new, significantly adverse impacts to character defining features such
that the significance of the building would be materially impaired. Therefore,
potential impacts to the Artaban that may result from the implementation of the
proposed project would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are
required. The indirect effects of the proposed project on the Artaban Apartments,
therefore, is not considered a substantial adverse change in its significance and
integrity. No mitigation measures are recommended for this “historical resource.”
40 Atlantic Avenue. Based on the CRM Tech study results, the historic
significance of the building is embodied primarily in the modern-style façade that
was designed and implemented by famed local architect Kenneth S. Wing, Sr., in
1967, around the time when Mr. Wing moved his architectural design studio to this
location. The remainder of the otherwise unremarkable structure, although more
than 40 years old, contributes little to the significance of this property.
The project plan calls for the demolition of this building, which clearly constitutes “a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.”
Recommended mitigation includes a comprehensive documentation program
(including photographic recordation), a detailed written description, scaled
mapping, and compilation of historical background be completed for this building
prior to the commencement of the project. A commemorative plaque identifying
the association of Kenneth S. Wing, Sr., to this location is also to be established at
or near the site of the building. However, the implementation of these mitigation
measures would not reduce project effects to a level less than significant. If
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demolition or other substantial physical alterations to the building is to occur,
particularly to the Kenneth Wing-era façade, the project would have a significant
and unavoidable effect on a “historical resource.”
Preservation of the building (including preservation of the façade of the building
only) is infeasible because doing so would eliminate the required project access
(including access to underground parking) from Atlantic Avenue. The building is
situated so close to Atlantic Avenue that a ramp to the underground parking
garage cannot be constructed without demolishing the building’s façade. Nor can
access on Atlantic Avenue be moved to another location. Moving the access
southward would result in the demolition of a portion of the Artaban building, which
is a building with substantially more historic significance than 40 Atlantic Avenue.
Nor is it feasible to forego project access and egress on Atlantic Avenue. To do so
would create significant and unavoidable traffic impacts. In order to better
preserve the integrity of this “historical resource,” a project alternative should be
considered so that the building, or at a minimum, the existing façade, which is the
most important character-defining feature of the structure, be retained,
rehabilitated as necessary, and incorporated into the project. If demolition of or
other substantial physical alterations to the façade can be avoided, the project’s
potential effect to this “historical resource” would be reduced.
703-705 Medio Street. The historic significance of this building is derived primarily
from its outstanding architectural merit and secondarily from its long presence as a
familiar visual feature in the neighborhood. Since it is located outside the project
boundaries, the proposed development would not have a direct impact on the
building’s architectural integrity and its character-defining features. As a threestory structure located in a mixed-use area with several existing high-rise buildings
and parking lots at the former sites of demolished buildings, the original setting of
this building, as related to its period of origin in the 1920s, is no longer intact. The
implementation of the proposed project would not further compromise the setting
and feeling of this “historical resource,” nor would the potential visual and
atmospheric intrusion significantly affect the view of this building as a localized
neighborhood landmark. Therefore, the proposed project would not cause a
substantial adverse change in its significance and integrity, and no mitigation
measures are recommended.
711 Medio Street. The significance of this building lies in its notable architectural
design by the firm of Killingsworth, Brady, and Smith. Located adjacent to the
building at 703-705 Medio Street, this building would not be adversely affected by
the proposed project for the same reason discussed above. No mitigation
measures are recommended for this property.
700 E. Ocean Boulevard (International Tower). The International Tower attains its
historic significance through its architectural merit, especially in the aspect of
technological innovation, and through its widely recognized status as a prominent
physical landmark. Character-defining features of the building include its Ocean
Boulevard location on the bluff overlooking the Shoreline Marina area and the
Pacific Ocean; 32-story height; circular massing; reinforced concrete construction;
glass curtain walls with aluminum-framed openings; continuous metal-railed
balconies; and flat roof with penthouse. Since it is located outside the project
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boundaries, no direct impacts to the proposed project would not have any effect on
the character-defining features, such as demolition or physical alteration would
result from implementation of the proposed project. The building may be subject
to indirect effects to its setting. architectural and technological characteristics of
the International Tower, or any other direct impact.
The construction of the 21-story, 233-foot stepped slab building and the 12-story,
124-foot building across Ocean Boulevard would impose some visual affect on the
view of the 27-story (above-ground), 278-foot International Tower, but such affect
would be localized to views from the north and northeast certain directions. Most
importantly, the new buildings would not block the primary vantages along Ocean
Boulevard and Lime Avenue, which according to the project plan would be vacated
for the construction of a landscaped paseo. Based on these considerations, the
CRM Tech study concludes that the proposed project’s potential indirect effect on
this “historical resource” would not constitute a substantial adverse change in its
significance and integrity since the qualities that convey the significance of the
building would not be materially impaired, and the building would continue to
convey the reasons for its significance. Therefore, potential impacts to the
International Tower that may result from implementation of the proposed project
would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are recommended.
800 E. Ocean Boulevard (Villa Riviera). The Villa Riviera is listed in the National
Register of Historic Places under Criterion C for its architectural design, and is a
designated City of Long Beach landmark, eligible not only for its architecture but
also for its role as “an established and familiar visual feature of a neighborhood or
community due to its unique location or specific distinguishing characteristics.
Similar to the International Tower, the Villa Riviera would not receive any direct
impacts to the character-defining features such as demolition or physical alteration
that would result from implementation of effect from the proposed project. Primary
vantage points of the Villa Riviera are obtained from the east and west, along
Ocean Boulevard, from the north on Alamitos Avenue and from the south on
Shoreline Drive. Also aAs in the case of the International Tower, the construction
of a 22-story, 284-foot residential tower on the northwestern corner of Alamitos
Avenue and Ocean Boulevard would bring about some visual affect to the Villa
Riviera, but would not affect the primary vantages from either of the two main
thoroughfares. There are numerous buildings of equal or greater height than the
Villa Riviera existing on Ocean Boulevard, including the International Tower,
immediately to the west. The role of the Villa Riviera as the tallest building on the
horizon no longer exists, although its commanding presence is still visually and
physically evident. Construction of the Gateway Tower would not significantly
affect the perception of the Villa Riviera from these vantage points. From the west,
the Gateway Tower would intrude into the north portion of the vista of the Villa
Riviera, obscuring the northern edge of the building and roof. The effects of the
intrusion could be minimized by design of the project including siting of the
Gateway Tower so as to step back from the corner, perhaps as an echo of the Vshaped plan of the Villa Riviera or design of the shaft of the Gateway Tower so as
to step back in increments on the upper stories, revealing the upper edge and
roofline of the Villa Riviera.
However, even with the intrusion into the vista from the west that would result from
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the project as currently proposed, the significance of the Villa Riviera would not be
significantly impaired, and the property would retain its listing in the National
Register of Historic Places and California Register, as well as its local landmark
status. Therefore, the project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance and integrity of the Villa Riviera this “historical resource,” and no
mitigation measures are recommended.
Street Lights. As stated above, two of the six early 20th century street light
standards noted in the study area are located within the project boundaries, on the
west side of Lime Avenue. Character-defining features of this historical resource
include their regular placement in the parkway or sidewalk in proximity to each
other; cast-iron square bases, fluted shafts and ornamental capitals; and single,
acorn-shaped luminaries. At the present time, the proposed project plan is unclear
as to the future disposition of these two light standards, and the implementation of
the project may have an adverse effect on these historic features. Removal would
materially impair the significance of the historical resource as a whole and the two
affected streetlights individually. Therefore, implementation of the proposed
project could cause significant impacts to historical resources. The other four light
standards in the study area, however, would not be affected. Mitigation measures
for the two light standards that would be affected has been identified.
Rancho Boundary. As a symbolic site with no physical components, this historic
site of local historic interest would receive no effect from the proposed project. No
mitigation measures are recommended.
Summary of Conclusion
As stated above, among the five properties that constitute “historical resources”
under CEQA provisions and the three that warrant special consideration in local
planning, the building at 40 Atlantic Avenue would be adversely affected by the
proposed project, and two of the six street light standards noted in the study area
may be affected. Although mitigation measures are recommended, the impact to
40 Atlantic Avenue would remain significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures:
CUL-1
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Although the impacts from demolition of a historical resource cannot
be mitigated to below the level of significance, the project applicant
shall require and shall be responsible for ensuring that comprehensive
data recording and documentation of the Wing Building are completed
prior to issuance of any demolition or grading permits.
The
documentation shall be in the form of a Historic American Buildings
Survey (HABS) Level II and shall comply with the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Architectural and Engineering Documentation.
The documentation shall include large-format photographic
recordation, detailed written description, sketch plan, and compilation
of historic background research.
The documentation shall be
completed by a historian or architectural historian meeting the
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for
History and/or Architectural History. The original, archival-quality
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documentation package shall be deposited with the City of Long Beach
Historic Preservation Office in the Department of Planning and
Building. Copies of the documentation on archival-quality paper shall
also be provided to the City of Long Beach Public Library; the library of
California State University, Long Beach; the Kenneth S. Wing, Sr.
archives housed in the Architecture and Design Collection at the
University Art Museum, University of California at Santa Barbara; the
Long Beach Heritage; Historical Society of Long Beach and the
California Office of Historic Preservation. Completion of this mitigation
measure shall be monitored and enforced by the City of Long Beach.
Prior Demolition and Grading Permit Issuance, a comprehensive
documentation program, including photographic recordation, detailed
written description, scaled mapping and compilation of historical
background pursuant to the Secretary of Interiors Standards for
historical documentation shall be completed for 40 Atlantic Avenue.
CUL-2a

The project applicant shall require and be responsible for the
production and placement of a commemorative plaque memorializing
the association of Kenneth S. Wing, Sr.; Kenneth S. Wing, Jr.; and the
architectural firm of Wing and Associates with the 40 Atlantic Avenue
location. The plaque shall be placed at or near the site of the existing
building. Completion of this mitigation measure shall be monitored and
enforced by the City of Long Beach. A commemorative plaque
commemorating the association of Kenneth S. Wing, Sr. to the 40
Atlantic Avenue shall be established at or near the site of the existing
building.

CUL-2b

Within one year of project approval and prior to the issuance of
demolition or grading permits, the project applicant shall require and
be responsible for ensuring that a retrospective exhibit, brochure,
and/or web page documenting the architectural careers of Kenneth S.
Wing, Sr.; Kenneth S. Wing, Jr.; and the architectural firm of Wing and
Associates, are prepared. Such an exhibit, brochure, and/or web page
shall be accessible to the general public for a period of at least one
year and shall include both text and historic images. The history and
architecture of the Wing Building shall be included in the exhibit,
brochure, and/or web page. A historian or architectural historian who
meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification
Standards for History or Architectural History shall be engaged to
research and write the exhibit, brochure, and/or web page. The
exhibit, brochure, and/or web page shall be completed within a period
of no more than two years. Completion of the mitigation measure shall
be monitored and enforced by the City of Long Beach.

CUL-3

The project applicant shall require and be responsible for ensuring that
the two early 20th century streetlights located on Lime Avenue in the
project site shall be documented in place by 35-mm black-and-white or
digital photos and a historical narrative prior to issuance of any projectrelated demolition or grading permits; removed under the supervision
of a qualified historic architect and/or other professional meeting the
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Secretary of the Interior’s Profession Qualification Standards for
Historic Architect, History or Architectural History; stored in a safe pace
and manner; and reinstalled either at or near their current locations or
at an appropriate nearby site. Reinstallation shall utilize the services
of a qualified professional as referenced above, and any rehabilitation
of the historic streetlights shall be completed in accordance with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties. Appropriate sites may be determined in consultation with
the City of Long Beach Historic Preservation Officer. Reinstallation
shall occur no later than six months following completion of the
proposed project. Completion of this mitigation measure shall be
monitored and enforced by the City of Long Beach. The two early 20th
century Corsican-style street light standards within the project
boundary shall be protected during construction and reused after
rehabilitation, either at or near the current locations, or at appropriate
sites nearby.
Level of Significance After Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable Impact.

5.7.4

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
 DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED
PROJECT AND OTHER RELATED CUMULATIVE PROJECTS
WOULD NOT RESULT IN CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE
CULTURAL RESOURCES IMPACTS.
Level of Significance Prior to Mitigation:
Significant Impact.

Potentially Less Than

Impact Analysis:
After implementation of proposed mitigation
measures, one significant adverse impact, demolition of 40 Atlantic
Avenue, would result from implementation of the proposed project.
Although, no related projects are known that may cause adverse
impacts to the significance of other Wing designs in the City, the loss of
any historical resource contributes to the overall loss of historic fabric in
the City of Long Beach. Therefore, the impact of the demolition of 40
Atlantic Avenue is considered to be cumulatively significant. Potential
impacts from development of related cumulative projects would be site
and project area specific and an evaluation of potential impacts would
be conducted on a project-by-project basis.
Each incremental
development would be required to comply with all applicable City, State
and Federal regulations concerning preservation, salvage, or handling
of cultural resources. In consideration of these regulations, pPotential
cCumulative impacts upon cultural resources would not be considered
significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures: Refer to mitigation measures CUL-1 through
CUL-3. No additional mitigation measures are recommended. No
mitigation measures are recommended.
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Level of Significance After Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable
Impact Not applicable.

5.7.5

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS
Despite recommended mitigation measures, the demolition of the 40
Atlantic Avenue building on the project site and cumulative impacts to
historic resources have has been concluded to be significant and
unavoidable.
If the City of Long Beach approves the Shoreline Gateway Project, the
City shall be required to adopt findings in accordance with Section
15091 of the CEQA Guidelines and prepare a statement of overriding
considerations in accordance with Section 15093 of the CEQA
Guidelines.

Section 5.8 Public Services and Utilities
Page 5.8-10 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR, as follows:

The project proposes the development of 358 residential units and 13,561 square
feet of retail/gallery space. The project would not demand an amount of water
equivalent to or greater than the amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit
project. Therefore, the proposed project would not be subject to SB 610 or SB
221.

Section 7.0 Alternatives to the Proposed Project
Exhibit 7-1, Reduced Project Alternative Aerial Map, of the Draft EIR incorrectly
illustrates the boundaries of the Office/Hotel Alternative. Exhibit 7-1 has been
revised in the Final EIR. The description of the alternative and impact comparison to
the proposed project is correct in the Draft EIR and does not require revision.
Exhibit 7-2, Office/Hotel Alternative Aerial Map, of the Draft EIR incorrectly illustrates
the boundaries of the Reduced Project Alternative. Exhibit 7-2 has been revised in
the Final EIR. The description of the alternative and impact comparison to the
proposed project is correct in the Draft EIR and does not require revision.

Section 8.0 Inventory of Mitigation Measures
Page 8-3 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR, as follows:

TR-3
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Lime Avenue and 3rd Street. While the project would not produce a
significant impact at this intersection based on the significance criteria, it
would experience an increase in delay with the full development of all
cumulative projects referenced in the analysis. In order to improve traffic
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operations and safety at this intersection, the project applicant shall be
responsible for the installation of a traffic signal.

The remaining Traffic and Circulation mitigation measures in this section of the Draft
EIR have been renumbered in the Final EIR to reflect the above correction.
Page 8-8 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR, as follows:

CUL-1

Although the impacts from demolition of a historical resource cannot be
mitigated to below the level of significance, the project applicant shall
require and shall be responsible for ensuring that comprehensive data
recording and documentation of the Wing Building are completed prior
to issuance of any demolition or grading permits. The documentation
shall be in the form of a Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS)
Level II and shall comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
for Architectural and Engineering Documentation. The documentation
shall include large-format photographic recordation, detailed written
description, sketch plan, and compilation of historic background
research. The documentation shall be completed by a historian or
architectural historian meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualification Standards for History and/or Architectural
History. The original, archival-quality documentation package shall be
deposited with the City of Long Beach Historic Preservation Office in
the Department of Planning and Building. Copies of the documentation
on archival-quality paper shall also be provided to the City of Long
Beach Public Library; the library of California State University, Long
Beach; the Kenneth S. Wing, Sr. archives housed in the Architecture
and Design Collection at the University Art Museum, University of
California at Santa Barbara; the Long Beach Heritage; Historical
Society of Long Beach and the California Office of Historic
Preservation. Completion of this mitigation measure shall be monitored
and enforced by the City of Long Beach. Prior Demolition and Grading
Permit Issuance, a comprehensive documentation program, including
photographic recordation, detailed written description, scaled mapping
and compilation of historical background pursuant to the Secretary of
Interiors Standards for historical documentation shall be completed for
40 Atlantic Avenue.

CUL-2a

The project applicant shall require and be responsible for the
production and placement of a commemorative plaque memorializing
the association of Kenneth S. Wing, Sr.; Kenneth S. Wing, Jr.; and the
architectural firm of Wing and Associates with the 40 Atlantic Avenue
location. The plaque shall be placed at or near the site of the existing
building. Completion of this mitigation measure shall be monitored and
enforced by the City of Long Beach. A commemorative plaque
commemorating the association of Kenneth S. Wing, Sr. to the 40
Atlantic Avenue shall be established at or near the site of the existing
building.
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CUL-2b

Within one year of project approval and prior to the issuance of
demolition or grading permits, the project applicant shall require and be
responsible for ensuring that a retrospective exhibit, brochure, and/or
web page documenting the architectural careers of Kenneth S. Wing,
Sr.; Kenneth S. Wing, Jr.; and the architectural firm of Wing and
Associates, are prepared. Such an exhibit, brochure, or web page shall
be accessible to the general public for a period of at least one year and
shall include both text and historic images. The history and architecture
of the Wing Building shall be included in the exhibit, brochure, and/or
web page. A historian or architectural historian who meets the
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for
History or Architectural History shall be engaged to research and write
the exhibit, brochure, and/or web page. The exhibit, brochure, and/or
web page shall be completed within a period of no more than two
years. Completion of the mitigation measure shall be monitored and
enforced by the City of Long Beach.

CUL-3

The project applicant shall require and be responsible for ensuring that
the two early 20th century streetlights located on Lime Avenue in the
project site shall be documented in place by 35-mm black-and-white or
digital photos and a historical narrative prior to issuance of any projectrelated demolition or grading permits; removed under the supervision
of a qualified historic architect and/or other professional meeting the
Secretary of the Interior’s Profession Qualification Standards for
Historic Architect, History or Architectural History; stored in a safe pace
and manner; and reinstalled either at or near their current locations or
at an appropriate nearby site. Reinstallation shall utilize the services
of a qualified professional as referenced above, and any rehabilitation
of the historic streetlights shall be completed in accordance with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties. Appropriate sites may be determined in consultation with
the City of Long Beach Historic Preservation Officer. Reinstallation
shall occur no later than six months following completion of the
proposed project. Completion of this mitigation measure shall be
monitored and enforced by the City of Long Beach. The two early 20th
century Corsican-style street light standards within the project
boundary shall be protected during construction and reused after
rehabilitation, either at or near the current locations, or at appropriate
sites nearby.

Cumulative Impacts
Refer to Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-3. No additional mitigation
measures are recommended. No mitigation measures are recommended.
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Section 9.0 Level of Significance After Mitigation
Page 9-2 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR, as follows:

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Despite recommended mitigation measures, the demolition of the 40 Atlantic
Avenue building on the project site and cumulative impacts to historic resources
have has been concluded to be significant and unavoidable.
If the City of Long Beach approves the Shoreline Gateway Project, the City shall
be required to adopt findings in accordance with Section 15091 of the CEQA
Guidelines and prepare a statement of overriding considerations in accordance
with Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines.
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