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Letter P-3: Comment Letter from Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles, National Resources
Defense Council (NRDC), and Housing Long Beach, April 4, 2011
Introduction (pages 1-3: The comment recites many legal requirements of CEQA for an EIR and
the role of the EIR as an informational tool for decision-makers.
Response to Introduction: The Introduction on pages 1-3 of the commenter’s letter do not
include comments on the Draft PEIR and require no response.
Comment P-3.1 (pages 4 -7): The commenter states that the Draft PEIR does not accurately
describe the proposed project. The commenter contends that the Draft PEIR does not accurately
describe the proposed project. The commenter contends that the Draft PEIR, “never considers
whether the lead agency’s assessment of potentially significant environmental impacts changed
with the expanded project area and instead only reviews those impacts originally identified in
the Initial Study.” The commenter identifies an imprecise reference on Page 3-1 of the Draft
PEIR to the northern boundary of the project.
Response to Comment P-3.1: As noted in the comment, the project description in the Initial
Study (released from July 1, 2009 to August 14, 2009 for public review, and provided with
comments received as Appendix A to the Draft PEIR) included development potential under
the plan within a 631-acre project area in the existing PD District 30 as follows:
Approximately 9,200 new residential units
1.5 million square feet of new office, civic, cultural and similar uses
480,000 square feet of new retail, and
3,200 new hotel rooms.
These estimates of the amount of development is likely to occur pursuant to the
Downtown Plan were based on the cumulative potential yield of readily available and
underdeveloped sites located within the then 631-acre Downtown Plan project area, assuming
maximum development as defined by the development standards and guidelines of the
Downtown Plan at that point in time. The Initial Study defined the boundaries of the
Downtown Plan as primarily ending at 10th Street on the North and Alamitos Avenue on the
East, encompassing approximately 631 acres. A draft of the Downtown Plan depicting the 631acre project area was released to the public in Fall 2009.
During subsequent community meetings relating to the initial draft plan, a number of members
of the public expressed concern that the development potential of the Plan was too high, and
suggested a number of additional possible scenarios, including changes to the development
limits, and proposing different ratios of development (e.g., additional retail or fewer residential
units). Prior to the issuance of the Initial Study, the Redevelopment Agency hired a real estate
economist at Strategic Economics, to prepare an absorption study of Downtown. This report
was completed in April 2009. The results of this study indicate a much lower demand for retail
in the foreseeable future, among other recommendations.
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Given the community concerns about the development potential and that the economic analysis
revealed that less development was likely to occur within Downtown, the estimates of future
development potential for build-out of square footage and residential units was reduced. The
DEIR describes this change on Page 2-1, and analyzed development potential under the
Downtown Plan as follows:
Approximately 5,000 new residential units (a 45.7 percent decrease of the originally
proposed 9200 units)
1.5 million square feet of new office, civic, cultural and similar uses (no change)
480,000 square feet of new retail (including 96,000 square feet of restaurant, no change in
total), and
800 new hotel rooms (a 75 percent reduction of the originally proposed 3200 hotel
rooms)
Also, as stated on page 2-1 of the DEIR, changes were also made to the project boundary
between the release of the NOP and the release of the Draft PEIR. The boundary presented and
analyzed in the DEIR encompassed approximately 725 acres, including a portion of PD-29,
Subarea 5, which encompasses the expanded project area north of 10th Street to Anaheim Street.
These changes were in response to public comments about 1) where Downtown begins both
physically and in the public’s perception, and 2) what area the proposed design requirements
and guidelines should apply to in order to ensure future development projects were compatible.
Therefore, although the project boundary was enlarged by 94 acres between the release of the
NOP and the release of the Draft PEIR, the ultimate development potential for the total project
area (631 acres plus the expanded boundary of 94 acres) was reduced by approximately 45
percent for residential units and 75 percent for hotel rooms.
Moreover, modification of a project description during the NOP process in response to public
comments is not only appropriate, but is also expected. As the court stated in Count of Inyo v.
City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 199:
“The CEQA reporting process is not designed to freeze the ultimate proposal in the
precise mold of the initial project; indeed, new and unforeseen insights may emerge
during investigation, evoking revision of the original proposal.”
The comment states that the Draft PEIR “only reviews those impacts originally identified in the
Initial Study.” This is incorrect. The Draft PEIR’s analysis is based upon the project area being
725 acres, and it examines the impacts of the development potential described in the Draft PEIR
rather than the potential described in the NOP.
The Draft PEIR's analysis is based upon the project area being 725 acres and examines the
impacts of the development potential described in the Draft PEIR, rather than the potential
described in the NOP. In addition, because the foundation of the analysis in the Draft PEIR is
based on the number of residential units and amount of square footage of various uses, and
because the Draft PEIR used the ultimate Plan build-out numbers throughout the analysis in the
EIR (i.e., 5,000 residential uses, etc.), the Draft PEIR analysis is considered adequate and fulfills
the requirements of CEQA. The Draft PEIR Project Description also describes likely
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development areas (see page 2-10) and notes that individual development projects within the
project area will be subject to their own environmental review under CEQA (see page 2-11).
The environmental review for individual projects will tier off of this Program EIR. The level of
environmental review required for individual development projects will depend on the project
type, size, and location, and whether the project may have significant environmental impacts
beyond those identified in this Program EIR.
The air quality analysis in Section 4.2 of the Draft PEIR addresses the potential environmental
impact of the full build-out potential of the Downtown Plan on the South Coast Air Basin. The
Greenhouse Gas Emissions analysis in Section 4.5 of the Draft PEIR states, “The proper context
for addressing this issue in an EIR is as a discussion of cumulative impacts…” The cumulative
analysis includes the full build-out of the proposed Downtown Plan of 5,000 units, 1.5 million sf
office, civic, cultural type uses, 800 hotel rooms, and 480,000 sf retail (which includes 96,000 sf
restaurants). Other examples include Section 4.8, Land Use and Planning, page 4.8-1, which
clearly addresses the 725-acre expanded study area and both PD-29, Subarea 5, and PD-30.
With respect to the northern boundary reference on Page 3-1, note that the text states that the
north boundary ‘generally’ follows portions of 7th and 10th street. The word generally means "for
the most part". The northern boundary of the project area is not a straight line. It juts southerly
in one segment down to 5th Street to avoid the Wilmore City/Drake Park Historical District. It
juts northward in another segment to Anaheim Street to encompass the area added to project
area after the issuance of the NOP. Approximately 65% of the northern boundary does run
along either 7th Street or 10th Street. Thus "for the most part", the northern boundary does
follow those two streets. Approximately 25% of the northern boundary runs along Anaheim
Street, and approximately 10% runs along 5th Street. In order to be more precise the boundary
reference in the text on Page 3-1 has been expanded in the Final EIR to include Anaheim Street
and 5th Street as defining the northern boundary in addition to 7th and 10th Streets. This
description is consistent with the depiction of the project area on Figures 2-1 through 2-6 and
elsewhere throughout the various chapters the EIR. Please refer to the Addenda Errata for this
specific project description clarification.
The comment also criticizes the omission of a reference to PD-29 under the "Regulatory
Setting section (p. 4.10-1) of Chapter 4.10, Population and Housing. The paragraph at issue is
describing the "primary documents” affecting population and housing in the project area. The
text in the DEIR goes on to state: "Existing zoning regulations, in particular the PD-30 District
regulations, implement the General Plan. Additional information on planning and zoning in
the Plan Project area is provided in Section 4.8, Land Use and Planning, of this PEIR." Readers
wishing to get information on other non-primary zoning documents simply need to turn to the
referenced chapter, where the restrictions of PD-30 and PD-29, Subarea 5, are discussed in detail
on page 4.8-1. As shown in Figure 4.8-1, the vast majority of the project area falls within PD-30.
Given that only a small portion of the Project area falls within PD-29, Subarea 5, it is not
surprising that it is not expressly mentioned as a "primary" regulation that affects the
population and housing in the project area. (Italics and bold added).
In order to provide more detail in this chapter and even though the information appears in
Chapter 4.8, the Addenda Errata to the DEIR includes a reference to PD-29, Subarea 5, on page
4.10-1, and on page 4.10-3, in the discussion of Impact Pop-1.
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Comment P-3.2: The commenter notes that the historic survey upon which the historic resource
analysis is based depicts the original project area boundaries.
Response to Comment P-3.2: The historic survey (see Appendix D of the Draft PEIR) was
commissioned in May 2009, many months prior to the release of the Draft PEIR, and was
prepared on only a portion of the 631-acre original project area, and specifically did not resurvey existing landmarks or historic districts. Historic surveys conducted in Downtown Long
Beach that were used to compile the list of historic properties are listed in Response to P-1.2.
Together, these surveys provide a comprehensive initial review of historic structures in
Downtown, including the approximately 94 acres added to the project area after the release of
the NOP. In response to this and other comments, the list of historically significant properties
contained in Draft PEIR Table 4.3-3 has been augmented to include additional properties (see
the Addenda Errata for the updated table).
Comment P-3.3: The commenter notes that the traffic impact analysis upon which the Draft
PEIR analysis is based depicts the original project area boundaries.
Response to Comment P-3.3: The traffic study (see Appendix F) project description references
the original project area, as noted in the comment. However, the analysis is based upon the
level of development anticipated within the full project area. The study includes intersections
well beyond even the expanded project boundary, including all signalized intersections along
Anaheim Street along and beyond the northern Plan boundary, and along Orange Avenue, well
east of the Plan boundary (see Draft PEIR, p. 4.12-19). The reference on page 4.12-1 in Section
4.12-1, Setting, to the "rough" northerly boundary being 10th Street has been made more precise
in the Final PEIR to reflect that the northerly boundary consists of four different streets, namely
7th Street, 5th Street, 10th Street and Anaheim Street. The project boundary on Figure 4.12-2 is
also corrected in the Final EIR.
In summary, the project description in the Draft PEIR references the change from that provided
in the Initial Study and NOP, and is consistent for the impact areas mentioned. Because the
analysis included the expanded area, or was based on an area beyond the project boundary for
other reasons (e.g., for air quality, the larger air basin was also assessed and for traffic,
development that sends trips into intersections beyond the project boundary that have the
potential for adverse impacts were assessed), no additional analyses of these impacts are
necessary.
The minor errors in boundary notations or figures are corrected in the Addenda Errata to the
Draft PEIR. It should also be noted that CEQA does not require perfection in an EIR. Section
15003(i) of CEQA states,
“CEQA does not require technical perfection in an EIR, but rather adequacy, completeness, and
a good-faith effort at full disclosure. A court does not pass upon the correctness of an EIR's
environmental conclusions, but only determines if the EIR is sufficient as an informational
document. (Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692)”
Comment P-3.4: The commenter notes that the air quality analysis refers to a different project
area boundary than is discussed elsewhere in the Draft PEIR.
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Response to Comment P-3.4: As noted in the comment, Appendix C is an Air Quality Analysis.
It is a detailed technical study that was prepared by AECOM, a firm that specializes in air
quality analysis. It was prepared in April of 2010, eight months prior to the release of the Draft
PEIR. While the diagrams in Appendix C do depict the former project boundary, the analysis is
not dependent on the number of acres identified as being within the project boundary, but
rather upon the physical changes that the project is predicted to cause, namely, the amount of
new development that will be constructed and operated as a result of the project. Importantly,
the analysis is based upon a level of development that exactly matches the project description in
the Draft PEIR.
Because of the regional nature of air quality analysis (see page 4.2-1), the study is based on the
6,600-square mile regional air basin, and accurately references the project area on Page 4.2-13.
Localized air quality impacts, from construction equipment, excavation dust and other similar
impacts are anticipated as future development projects are built, but cannot be pinpointed
within the Downtown Plan project area at the program level. The mitigation measures for air
quality impacts will be applicable to these future development projects.
The fact that the Air Quality Analysis provided in Appendix C prepared many months before
the Draft PEIR was circulated contained the original NOP stage diagram of the project area and
a reference to a lower total number of acres does not affect the analysis or alter the Draft PEIR
conclusions. Also, please see the Response to Comment P-3.1 for further discussion of this
issue.
The purpose and intended uses of the EIR are described on Subsection 1.3.3 of the Draft PEIR,
beginning on page 1-2. The project area boundaries are depicted on figures 1-1 and 1-2 (pages
1-5 and 1-6 of the Draft PEIR).
Comment P-3.5: In footnote 5 on page 7 of the comment letter, the commenter states that there
is an inconsistent reporting of the size of the residential population the Plan will accommodate.
Response to Comment P-3.5: Estimates of population of new residents is a factor of the
multiplier of 2.9 residents per dwelling unit (per SCAG’s Local Profiles Report 2011), applied to
the 5,000 residential units included in the project description. This results in a total of 14,500
persons.
It is noted that Section 4.10, Population and Housing, p. 4.10-3, of the Draft PEIR explicitly
shows the multiplier of 2.9 residents per dwelling unit and 5,000 units, but shows this totals
13,500 persons instead of the correct total of 14,500 persons. This typographical error was
repeated in the Public Services section of the Draft on pages 4.11-7 and 4.11-8, which also state
13,500 persons instead of 14,500 persons. Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, contains
another typographical error using 14,750 residents on pages 4.5-22 and in Table 4.5-2 on page
4.5-30. However, the 14,500 resident number was used in the other sections of the Draft PEIR
and the aforementioned typographical errors do not affect the analysis or conclusions in any
substantive way and have been corrected in the Addenda Errata.
Given the range of housing types, and various occupancy factors that could be associated with
lofts versus 3-bedroom condominiums, for example, that could be built in Downtown over the
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next 25 or more years, the most conservative factor was used for any particular environmental
impact analysis, and the source is cited where applicable. These are best estimates that are
available. As stated in Topical Response #1, population and housing, among other factors, will
be monitored as future development projects are built and become occupied within Downtown.
Comment P-3.6: This comment relates to the Draft PEIR description of the existing physical
conditions. The commenter claims that instead of examining the conditions in 2009 when the
NOP was issued, dates ranging from 2006 to 2010 were used.
Response to Comment P-3.6: Please refer to Response to Comment P-3.1 regarding the project
area and the addition of the area north of 10th Street. The Draft PEIR properly describes
conditions at the time the Draft PEIR was prepared, and makes reference to any changes that
occurred since the issuance of the NOP in July 2009. The examples provided by the commenter
fail to show that the relevant information was missing. Moreover, no major new development
projects or significant changes in the physical environment occurred during the period between
when the Initial Study was issued and when the Draft PEIR was prepared.
The commenter relies on a reference to "LBPD 2006" to suggest that the information in the Draft
PEIR regarding the number of sworn police officers in the City as a whole and in the project
area is somehow flawed.
In response to this comment, the LBPD was again contacted for updated information. Based on
input from the LBPD (Braden Phillips, Administration Bureau Chief), the second paragraph
under “Police Protection Services” on page 4.11-2 of Draft PEIR Section 4.11, Public Services,
has been revised to read as follows:
The LBPD currently maintains 100 40 sworn officers in assigned to the South Patrol
Division in which the Plan area is located and approximately 852 930 sworn officers in
the entire City (LBPD 2011 06). Based on a total population of 492,682 persons for Long
Beach (California Department of Finance 2009), there are approximately 1.73 89 officers
per 1,000 individuals. The LBPD does not use a formula for determining whether
staffing levels are adequate to serve the current population. Rather, staffing needs are
based on calls for service, identification of area-specific requirements, community input,
and other means (LBPD 2011 06). The Patrol Bureau is the department’s largest bureau,
encompassing over 40 percent of the organization’s budget and more than 50 percent of
its personnel. The target response time to priority one (emergency) calls is 5 minutes,
and the average response time for the LBPD is 4.2 minutes (LBPD 2011 06).
In addition, the first sentence under Impact PS-3 in Draft PEIR Section 4.11 has been amended
to read as follows:
The current department ratio of the number of officers to population is approximately
1.73 1.90 officers per 1,000 citizens (LBPD 2011 06).
These changes do not alter the Draft PEIR findings or conclusions.
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Comment P-3.7: The commenter suggests the baseline for the noise analysis is flawed because
the ambient measurements were taken in March of 2010 rather than in 2009.
Response to Comment P-3.7: The comment incorrectly cites page 4.9-5, but actually quotes text
from page 4.9-4, which states:
"Existing noise levels measurements were conducted on March 4, 2010, and March 5, 2010."
Obviously, it is not physically possible to set up noise monitors to measure past ambient noise
levels. The monitoring equipment measures the levels that exist concurrent with the operation
of the equipment. The CEQA Guidelines provisions relating to the environmental setting and
baseline are not so rigid that they ignore the reality that it takes time to complete the necessary
studies, such as noise and traffic studies. The City must act in a reasonable manner, and it is
reasonable to have collected ambient noise data in March of 2010 for a project where the NOP
was issued in late June 2009. Moreover, there is no reason to conclude that the ambient noise
levels in June 2009 were any different than they were nine months later in March 2011,
particularly in light of the fact that economic activity and population growth have stagnated
over the past few years due to economic conditions.
Comment P-3.8: The commenter states that the Draft PEIR fails to include either in the main
text or as an appendix the land use plans that the Downtown Plan is replacing.
Response to Comment P-3.8: On page 4.8-1, in the "Regulatory Setting" section of the Land Use
and Planning chapter, PD-29 and PD-30 are described, and the regulations are discussed
throughout that chapter. The Downtown Plan itself is provided as an Appendix B of the Draft
PEIR. The specific concerns about the Draft PEIR analysis and mitigation are addressed below.
Comment P-3.9: This comment relates to the air quality and greenhouse gas analyses. The
comment specifically relates back to the commenter's prior comment about the addition of the
geographic area north of 10th Street which occurred after the issuance of the NOP and before the
release of the Draft PEIR, and concludes that it caused an under estimation of impacts. The
commenter also suggests that the Draft PEIR does not include all feasible mitigation.
Response to Comment P-3.9: The level of development projected from the implementation of
the Downtown Plan is based upon the implementation of the Plan in the full 725-acre scenario.
The air quality analysis in Section 4.2 of the Draft PEIR addresses the potential environmental
impact of the full build-out potential of the Downtown Plan on the South Coast Air Basin.
Because of the regional nature of air quality analysis (see page 4.2-1), the study is based on the
6,600-square mile regional air basin, and accurately references the project area on Page 4.2-13.
The greenhouse gas emissions analysis in Section 4.5 of the Draft PEIR states, “The proper
context for addressing this issue in an EIR is as a discussion of cumulative impacts…” The
cumulative analysis considers full buildout of the proposed Downtown Plan of 5,000 units, 1.5
million sf of office, civic, cultural type uses, 800 hotel rooms, and 480 sf of retail (which includes
96,000 sf of restaurant space). Because the analyses are based on the Project Description in
Section 2.0, they do not underestimate the air quality or the greenhouse gas impacts of the
proposed project. To the contrary, by analyzing the entire development envelope envisioned
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throughout the entire the Downtown Plan, the analysis includes all of the future projects
together, thus providing a more comprehensive analysis of long-term air quality impacts.
Section 4.5 of the Draft PEIR includes a range of mitigation measures to reduce the Downtown
Plan’s incremental contribution to global climate change impacts. In addition, the Plan itself
involves infill development and intensification of use within an already urbanized area. This
approach to development, as opposed to low density sprawl in “greenfield” areas, is widely
recognized as reducing per capita greenhouse gas emissions as it generally reduces motor
vehicle use, vehicle miles traveled, and associated emissions. The project’s impact has been
identified as unavoidably significant because of its sheer size, but the approach to
accommodating population growth and economic development facilitated by the Downtown
Plan would generally have positive effects with respect to greenhouse gas emissions.
Comment P-3.10 [p.10, paragraph 2(i)]: The commenter suggests that because the Plan will be
implemented over such a long time period, mitigation needs to allow for technology
advancements. The commenter recommends that measures AQ-1(a) and GHG-1(b) be
amended to specify that the project must comply with SCAQMD’s mitigation recommendations
in SCAQMD’s CEQA Handbook or its Mitigation Measures and Control Efficiencies
recommendations located at the following url:
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/MM_intro.html.
Response to Comment P-3.10: Note that the Air Quality section already includes many
SCAQMD standard mitigation measures. In addition, in response to the letter of comment
received by the SCAQMD (Letter L-5), additional standard measures related to air quality
construction impacts recommended by the SCAQMD have been included (see the Addenda
Errata). In addition, the City concurs with the commenter and has therefore included the
commenter’s recommended language in Mitigation Measure AQ-1(a) and GHG-1(b).
Comment 3.11 [p. 10, paragraph 2(ii): The commenter suggests that the City should include
mitigation measures that would encourage development of housing in the portions of the
project area with the lowest cancer risks and that the Draft PEIR should include
recommendations related to buffers between certain uses.
Response to Comment 3.11: The concern raised in the comment is that as new development
occurs, more residents would be brought into portions of the Downtown with higher cancer
risk levels, and those residents will be subject to higher levels of air pollutants than those in
other areas of the project area. While the exact location of new development within the
Downtown Plan project area is not known at this time, it is most likely that new development
would occur in the core area of Downtown. This area is further away from pollution sources,
such as the Port. Please refer to Topical Response #1 for a table and map of likely development
sites. In addition, new construction would be more energy efficient and more likely to be
equipped with central air conditioning systems that include filtration systems that will filter
toxic air contaminants (TACs) to some degree, that are not available in older residential
dwellings built before air conditioning was more common.
As discussed on pages 4.2-3 and 4.2-4 of the Draft PEIR, The SCAQMD in their MATES-II and
MATES-III (current draft) reports and the ARB in their Diesel Particulate Matter Exposure
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Assessment Study for the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach estimated that elevated levels of
cancer risks due to operational emissions from the POLB and POLA occur within and in
proximity to the two Ports (SCAQMD 2000 and 2008; ARB 2006). MATES-II estimated that
cancer risk from TACs in the SCAB range from 1,120 to 1,740 in a million, with an average of
1,400 in a million (SCAQMD 2000). Based on data from the Long Beach air monitoring station,
ambient risks for the Long Beach area are approximately 1,120 in a million. The draft MATES
III study concludes that the population-weighted risk in the Basin dropped by 17 percent from
2000 levels. However, diesel particulates continue to dominate the risk from air toxics,
accounting for 84 percent of the carcinogenic risk.
The MATES-III Draft Report estimates the cancer risk from toxic air contaminants (TACs) at
1,000 to 2,000 in a million in the San Pedro and Wilmington areas. In particular, according to
the MATES III interactive online map (http://www2.aqmd.gov/webappl/matesiii/), the map
quadrants that constitute the Downtown Plan project area have a risk of 2,358 additional cancer
cases per 1 million individuals for the area south of 9th Street and west of Long Beach
Boulevard, 2,904 additional cancer cases per 1 million individuals for the area east of Long
Beach Boulevard, 1,815 additional cancer cases per 1 million individuals in the area north of 9th
Street west of Long Beach Boulevard to the northern project boundary, and 1,749 additional
cancer cases per 1 million individuals for those portions of the Downtown Plan project area
north of 9th Street and east of Long Beach Boulevard.
Regarding non-cancer effects, the ARB identifies that elevated levels of air pollution that can
occur within the Ports region are associated with adverse health effects, including asthma,
bronchitis, reduced lung function, and increased mortality and morbidity (ARB, 2006). Based
on this information, the existing and future baseline airborne cancer and non-cancer conditions
within the Project region are cumulatively significant, as identified in the Draft PEIR.
The Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles have completed the San Pedro Bay Standards, which
establish standards and provide data regarding health risks. This information quantifies the
cumulative health effects from existing and proposed emission sources within the San Pedro
Bay Ports. These data are described in the Baywide Health Risk Assessment (HRA) that was
conducted as part of the process. The Baywide HRA evaluates emission scenarios for years
2014 and 2023 that include implementation of applicable Port’s Clean Air Action Plan (CAAP)
measures to many of the Ports’ projects. In place of a quantitative cumulative HRA, the
following qualitatively describes cumulative health impacts that would occur from the effects of
the Ports in combination with the proposed Downtown Plan and cumulative projects.
Emissions of TACs from construction and operation of the mitigated Project would reduce
cancer risks to all receptor types within the Project region compared to the Baseline. Emissions
of TACs from construction and operation of the Port complex CAAP and standard mitigation
imposed on future development projects within the Downtown Plan would reduce non-cancer
health effects to all receptor types within the Project area compared to the CEQA Baseline. As a
result, air quality experienced by future residents within the project area is expected to improve
over time throughout the planning horizon of the Downtown Plan, produce less than
cumulatively considerable exposure to non-cancer effects under CEQA. However, since Port
projects would increase chronic non-cancer effects in the Downtown Plan project area in the
near term, it would produce a cumulatively considerable and unavoidable contribution of
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airborne non-cancer effects to occupational receptors under CEQA, as noted in the Draft PEIR.
These increased non-cancer effects could include asthma, bronchitis, reduced lung function, and
increased mortality and morbidity.
Money from the Schools and Related Sites Grant Program and Healthcare and Seniors’ Facility
Grant Program is used to help address the cumulative impacts of Port projects. Specifically, this
money is to be used for mitigation projects and prevention programs for people sensitive to air
pollutants, as well as certain noise mitigation projects. Funding established by the approval of
the Middle Harbor Project, Desmond Bridge replacement project and other recent Port projects,
would enable the expeditious implementation of many cumulative impact mitigation projects
and health-related prevention programs in the areas most directly affected by port area sources.
These measures are designed to supplement source-reduction measures in the near term when
cumulative impact are predicted to be highest.
There is uncertainty regarding the methodology and outcome of the MATES III study. One
source of uncertainty is that currently there is no technique to directly measure diesel
particulates, the major contributor to risk in this study, so indirect estimates based on
components of diesel exhaust must be used. The method chosen to estimate diesel particulate is
the Chemical Mass Balance (CMB) source apportionment model. This method is a weighted
multiple linear regression model based on mass balance of each chemical species applied to
apportion contributions to ambient particulates using measured source profiles. The CMB
method accounts for major source categories and geographic differences in source
contributions. It is generally considered to be the most appropriate method to estimate the
ambient levels of diesel particulate matter.
The estimates of health risks are based on the state of current knowledge, and the process has
undergone extensive scientific and public review. However, there is uncertainty associated
with the processes of risk assessment. This uncertainty stems from the lack of data in many
areas necessitating the use of assumptions. The assumptions are consistent with current
scientific knowledge, but are often designed to be conservative and on the side of health
protection in order to avoid underestimation of public health risks.
As noted in the OEHHA risk assessment guidelines, sources of uncertainty, which may either
overestimate or underestimate risk, include: (1) extrapolation of toxicity data in animals to
humans, (2) uncertainty in the estimation of emissions, (3) uncertainty in the air dispersion
models, and (4) uncertainty in the exposure estimates. Uncertainty may be defined as what is
not known and may be reduced with further scientific studies. Extrapolating from high-dose
short-term laboratory studies to low-dose long-term exposures in the environment adds to this
uncertainty. In addition to uncertainty, there is a natural range or variability in the human
population in such properties as height, weight, and susceptibility to chemical toxicants.
Thus, the risk estimates should not be interpreted as actual rates of disease in the exposed
population, but rather as estimates of potential risk, based on current knowledge and a number
of assumptions. However, a consistent approach to risk assessment is useful to compare
different sources and different substances to prioritize public health concerns.
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Compared to previous studies of air toxics in the Basin, this study found a decreasing risk for
air toxics exposure, with the estimated Basin-wide population-weighted risk down by 8% from
the analysis done for the MATES II time period. The ambient air toxics data from the ten fixed
monitoring locations also demonstrated a reduction in air toxic levels and risks.
The on-going improvements in Port operations to control emissions will affect an area much
larger than the Downtown Plan project area, and will be closely monitored by the public and
local governmental entities during the planning horizon of the Downtown Plan.
More information about the MATES III Study can be found on the SCAQMD website
(http://www.aqmd.gov/prdas/matesIII/matesIII.html).
Comment P-3.12 (p. 11, paragraph 2(iii)). The commenter suggests adoption of LEED-ND for
development in the Downtown Plan project area.
Response to Comment P-3.12: LEED-ND is one of the newest classifications in the sustainable
development accreditation system and is being evaluated by the City’s Office of Sustainability
and other City departments. If the LEED-ND standard is adopted by the City, it would be
citywide, or for a certain subset of neighborhoods citywide, not just for Downtown. In the past,
LEED certification or equivalent has been the standard the City has adopted, seeking
sustainable and efficient construction without requiring all of the reporting requirements
involved with LEED certification.
As stated on page 4.5-8 of Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft PEIR, the City
Council adopted the Long Beach Sustainable City Action Plan on February 2, 2010, which
includes measurable goals and actions intended to be challenging, yet realistic. The initiatives
and goals are listed on pages 4.5-8 through 4.5-11 of the Draft PEIR. Those on page 4.5-8
include specific LEED goals, such as, at least 5 million sf of privately developed LEED certified
(or equivalent) green buildings by 2020, and 100% of major City facilities are LEED certified or
equivalent by 2020). In addition, Mitigation GHG-2(b) includes a measure that requires
applicants to indicate the extent to which replacement of CCR Title 24 with the California Green
Building Standards Code or other similar requirements will result in new buildings being more
energy efficient, prior to receiving discretionary approval (see p. 4.5-25, second bullet).
Comment P-3.13, (p. 11-12, paragraph 2(iv)): The commenter contends that the Draft PEIR
unlawfully defers mitigation for Greenhouse Gas Emissions, needs to explain why all of the
measures included in certain documents were not included in the Draft PEIR, and specifically is
concerned about the exclusion from the Draft PEIR of Objective LU-2 from CAPCOA 2009.
Response Comment P-3.13, (p. 11-12, paragraph 2(iv)): Greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions/global climate change, as noted in the comment, is an evolving field of
environmental analysis. The City is an active participant in climate registries and SB 375
discussions at the subregional level through the Gateway Cities Council of Governments
(COG). At present there are no statewide or region-wide standards by which the individual
projects can be evaluated. When those standards are implemented, future development projects
that are proposed after the standards become effective will be subject to those requirements,
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even if the project is within the development envelope of the Downtown Plan and does not
require any supplemental CEQA analysis.
As the commenter notes, given the long duration of the Plan the City must include mitigation
that allows for technology advancements. That was the intent behind Mitigation GHG 2(b).
The comment quotes only a small portion of that measure. The comment leaves out important
components of the measure which in large part address the points made in the comment.
Please refer to the entirety of the mitigation measure, which is provided on pages 4.5-23
through 4.5-27 of the Draft PEIR.
Draft PEIR Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, includes a range of mitigation measures that
would reduce GHG emissions related to both temporary construction activity and long-term
operation of project area developments. The proposed measures encompass various
recommendations of the Attorney General, Climate Action Team, and Office of Planning and
Research. For example, construction measures include use of fuel efficient construction
equipment, use of alternative fuels, recycling of construction debris, and use of EPA-certified
SmartWay trucks. Operational measures include improvements in energy and water efficiency,
solid waste reduction measures, and measures to reduce emissions associated with
transportation and motor vehicle use.
The only specific measure that the commenter states concern about is Objective LU-2 from
CAPCOA's 2009 publication. As an initial matter, it is important to note that the
CAPCOA 2009 publication recommends policies for city and county general plans. Moreover,
CAPCOA noted that it was not intending to dictate how local agencies address GHG emissions.
Specifically the publication states:
“This paper is intended as a resource, not a guidance document. It is not intended, and should not be
interpreted to dictate the manner in which a city or county chooses to address greenhouse gas
emissions in the context of its General Plan.”
With regard to Objective LU-2, the Downtown Plan is specifically intended to promote infill,
mixed-use, and higher density development by providing a vision for the enhancement and
redevelopment of Downtown Long Beach. By promoting redevelopment and intensification of
Downtown Long Beach, the Downtown Plan is expected to reduce development pressure in
“greenfield” areas and to provide for a mix of uses in close proximity to one another that
facilitate walking, bicycling, transit use, and reduce vehicle miles traveled. Thus, the
Downtown Plan is consistent with CAPCOA Objective LU-2. By providing for a variety of
housing types within the Downtown area, the Downtown Plan also promotes mixing of
affordable and market rate units, consistent with CAPCOA Objective LU-2.1.8.
Comment P-3.14 [p. 12, paragraph 2.v]. The commenter suggests the Draft PEIR should adopt
the measures outlined in the DRA Study, including adopting inclusionary
mixed-income housing, housing fees for all non-residential development, and
local hiring requirements on future developments, to help, in part, mitigate significant impacts
related to air quality and greenhouse gases.
Response to Comment P-3.14: The community benefits study attached to the comment letter
calculates there are land residual costs that could pay for these suggested measures. That
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analysis is addressed in Topical Response #2. However, neither the study nor the comment
establishes and nexus between those provisions and improvements to air quality or reductions
in GHG emissions. For example, it is not clear how affordable housing or commercial linkage
fees provisions would improve air quality at the local or regional level. Without establishing
the effectiveness of suggested policy measures, it is not appropriate to include them as
mitigation measures. Based upon the City’s assessment of the suggested measures, the
measures do not appear to be effective methods for reducing emissions of pollutants or GHGs.
These proposals relate to the social and economic aspects of future projects as opposed to the
physical environment, and are beyond the scope of CEQA. (CEQA Guidelines § 15084(3), 15131)
In addition, mitigation measures must relate to the environmental impacts created by the
project that they are imposed upon and must pass the constitutional nexus requirement. The
fees and requirements suggested do not appear to satisfy those requirements. CEQA does not
expand an agency’s ability to impose conditions on projects (Pub. Res. Code § 21004). Thus, for
example, CEQA does not authorize imposition of fees that do not meet the requirements of
Government Code § 66000 et seq., or that constitute a special tax (Government Code § 54990).
Comment P-3.15, [p. 13, paragraphs b and i]. The commenter suggests that the Downtown Plan
should prohibit development of housing or sensitive uses within 1,500 feet from the Port of
Long Beach. The comment also mentions concerns related to proximity to the I-710 Freeway or
other pollution sources vis a vis the CARB standards.
Response to Comment P-3.15: In CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook, A Community
Health Perspective, (2005) page 4, CARB makes the following recommendation with regard to
ports and freeways:
“Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway, urban roads with
100,000 vehicles/day, or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles/day.
Avoid siting of new sensitive land uses immediately downwind of ports in the most
heavily impacted zones. Consult local air districts or the ARB on the status of pending
analyses of health risks." (Emph. add.)
As CARB stated in the Handbook, these recommendations are very general and are not
designed to supplant a local agencies discretion regarding land use or to replace site
specific information or studies. Specifically, CARB states:
“[B]ecause this guidance is not regulatory or binding on local agencies, we took a
more qualitative approach to developing distance based recommendations. ...
These recommendations are only guidelines and are not designed to substitute
for more specific information if it exists. These recommendations are advisory,
... Land use agencies have to balance other considerations, including housing
and transportation needs, economic development priorities, and other quality of
life issues.”
The Draft PEIR and the Air Quality Analysis contained in Appendix C carefully studied these
and other CARB recommendations. (see Draft PEIR p. 4.2-21 to 4.2-24, and Appendix C, Section
6.3.2).
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Creating the buffer zone recommended in the comment would unduly limit available
development sites within the Downtown. Reducing the supply of sites would increase demand
for those sites, making them more expensive, and increasing the development costs, making
housing less likely to be built in general, and requiring additional subsidies to create affordable
housing. Because Port activities are primarily mobile, determining where to establish any such
prohibition boundary could be from any number of pollution sources, from the dock facilities,
to rail lines to heavily traveled truck routes. Moreover, the comment fails to establish the basis
for the suggested 1,500 foot separation.
Comment P-3.16 [p. 13, b.ii.]: The commenter states that Long Beach Unified School District
(LBUSD) uses a school siting criterion to keep new schools at least 500 feet from freeways or
other major sources of pollution and requires special consideration of potential impacts within
1,500 feet of such transportation facilities.
Response to Comment P-3.16: The Downtown Plan project area is wholly within the LBUSD.
LBUSD provided comments in Letter L-3, and notes they are currently in the process of siting a
new school within the project area vicinity. The proposed Downtown Plan would not affect the
District’s school citing criteria. In addition, the Downtown Plan is not proposing any new
freeways or other such transportation facilities within 1,500 feet of schools.
Comment P-3.17 [p. 13-17, paragraphs iii - viii]: The commenter cites recent studies related to
the adverse effects of air pollutants and fine particulates along freeways on health. The
comment notes studies showing increased instances of asthma in children and other diseases in
children and adults in close proximity to major roadways and states planning should seek to
use a 1,500 foot buffer from highways, ports, or other major industrial sources.
Response to Comment P-3.17: Long Beach is served by several heavily traveled freeways that
traverse the City, including the I-710 Long Beach Freeway, I-405 San Diego Freeway, SR-91
Artesia Freeway, and I-605 San Gabriel River Freeway, and other major travel corridors, such as
Pacific Coast Highway (Route 1), 7th Street, which is the continuation of the SR-22 Garden Grove
Freeway, and the Terminal Island Freeway. There are numerous existing residential units
within 500 feet of these freeways and establishment of the suggested 1,500-foot buffer would
affect a substantial portion of the project area. Establishing a prohibition of new residential
development within a specified distance of such freeways would have substantial impacts on
the area’s economy. That type of policy decision will be considered by City decision-makers as
they review the Draft Downtown Plan, but may be more appropriately addressed at a citywide
level. Also, please see the response to Comment P-3.11, which discusses efforts to reduce
emissions associated with the Port.
The information in this comment summarizes various studies and is not a comment on the
Draft PEIR. The information will be provided to the decision-makers for their consideration
when making a decision on the proposed plan.
Comment P-3.18 [p. 17-18, paragraph B.1.a]: The commenter states the Draft PEIR inaccurately
describes the City’s Historic Preservation Process, and that Appendix D does not include the
entire 725-acre project area.
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Response to Comment P-3.18: Please refer to the response to comments for Letter P-1, Long
Beach Heritage, which responds to concerns about historic resources in the Downtown Plan
project area. In addition, the commenter cites Appendix D, the Jones and Stokes Survey, and
states that the survey shows that the Draft PEIR does not consider the entire 725-acre project
area. While the comment is correct that the Jones & Stokes survey does not specifically cover
the entire area, the list of potentially historic properties within the project area contained in
Table 4.3-3 has been augmented in coordination with Long Beach Heritage and based on upon
other surveys conducted in and around the project area. Please see the Addenda Errata for the
updates to Table 4.3-3. The table will continue to be augmented over the life of the Plan as new
information becomes available.
The comment states that the Draft PEIR does not accurately describe the City’s Historic
Preservation Process because of the sentence, “While the City cannot impose historic
designation on privately held property, the intent of the Plan is to encourage voluntary
designation of these structures, with adaptive reuse of them as a secondary option.”
This statement is actually correct, as the Long Beach Municipal Code does not allow the City to
designate a property as a local historic landmark without the owner’s consent. However, if a
building is more than 45 years old, was designed by a noted designer or architect, or was the
site of a noteworthy historical event, that site could be considered historically significant, and
any demolition or modification of the structure would have to be completed in accordance with
the City’s cultural heritage policies and procedures, including CEQA review [CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15064.5 and LBMC Title 2, Chapter 2.63.
The policies from the Historic Preservation Element (HPE) listed on pages 19-21 of Comment
Letter P-3 are applicable citywide. The Downtown Plan complies with the policies of the HPE,
and in fact, the Draft PEIR provides additional information in the form of an updated property
survey and inclusion by reference of previous surveys done in the area. It also includes policies
encouraging preservation and adaptive reuse for structures identified in those surveys as the
first options. These go beyond the policies of the HPE and provide additional protection of
identified resources. It also provides the ability to move forward with development projects on
properties that have older structures that are not considered historic. This approach provides
both more protection for the historic structures and clarity for developable sites within the
Downtown Plan project area. Also, please note that the Downtown Plan is not a Specific Plan,
as asserted by the commenter.
The Downtown Plan does not include any provisions to eliminate the Cultural Heritage
Commission, City Planning Commission or City Council review of historically significant
properties in the project area.
In addition, the Downtown Plan is considered consistent with the Historic Preservation Element
of the General Plan, and the City Council will be required to make findings of consistency
between the General Plan and all of its Elements, and the proposed Downtown Plan if they
adopt the proposed Downtown Plan. The policies of the HPE (e.g., Policy 2.1 to ”discourage the
demolition and inappropriate alteration of historic buildings” and Policy 2.2, which states, “The
City shall encourage and allow for adaptive reuse…”, are consistent with one of the Downtown
Plan’s “Guiding Principles which states, “We value our buildings of historic merit and seek to
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preserve or restore them through adaptive reuse.” Also, please refer to Section 7, Historic
Preservation, of the proposed Downtown Plan, which addresses historic resources.
Comment P-3.19 [pp. 18-19, 1.b.]: The commenter asserts that the Draft PEIR does not consider
impacts of development on adjacent historic districts, namely the Drake Park/Willmore City
and the Brenner Place Historic Districts, which are both adjacent to the Downtown Plan project
area.
Response to Comment P-3.19: The historic districts mentioned by the commenter were
specifically excluded from the project area because of their historic sensitivity. Because these
districts are outside of the project area and are not adjacent to likely development areas, they
would not be affected by implementation of the proposed project.
Comment P-3.20 [p. 19-22]: The commenter states the Draft PEIR encourages adaptive reuse of
at least two of the 6L properties, but doesn’t provide any discussion regarding the other 181
properties and how they will be treated. The commenter also states there is no explanation in
the Draft PEIR why certain properties were recommended for local designation and others were
not, and that the Draft PEIR fails to identify feasible mitigation to minimize significant adverse
impacts. The commenter recommends wording for a new mitigation measure that requires a
CEQA process for a substantial adverse change of a designated landmark.
Response to Comment P-3.20: In preparing the original list in Table 4.3-3 for the Draft PEIR, the
City established a protocol that single-family homes would not be included as they are not
likely to be redeveloped. In addition, properties that have been too highly modified, including
some of those rated 6L or 5S3 in the Jones and Stokes survey, were not included. Properties
already in existing historic districts were similarly not included as the provisions of the historic
district provide protection to these properties.
There still is a provision to warrant special consideration for properties rated as 6L. These
properties are not likely eligible for local listing or designation, but do contribute to the
architectural character of Downtown. Special consideration includes encouraging adaptive
reuse of all or a portion of the building, particularly the street-facing façade, the reuse of
materials from the building in other historic properties, documentation and other procedures
consistent with or similar to the U.S. Secretary of Interior’s standards for historic properties.
The mitigation measure proposed in the comment is not necessary because, as noted on page 211 of the Draft PEIR project description, any individual development project will be subject to
separate environmental review under CEQA. If a project were found to have a significant
environmental impact not specifically identified in this Program EIR (including but not limited
to a historic resource impact), a separate mitigated negative declaration or EIR would need to be
prepared to address and, if feasible, mitigate the impact. Thus, the suggested measure will be
implemented as part of the City’s normal environmental review process for all projects within
the Downtown Plan project area.
Comment P-3.21, p. 24 (c): The commenter states an opinion that the Draft PEIR fails to
thoroughly analyze consistency of the proposed Downtown plan with the Land Use Element of
the General Plan.
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Response to Comment P-3.21: The General Plan amendment recommendation that will
accompany the Downtown Plan will make all area within the DTP project boundary "LUD #7,
Mixed Uses." See http://www.lbds.info/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=2436 for
General Plan land use designation maps (Areas 9 and 10).
The vast majority of the project area, especially those areas zoned PD-29 and PD-30 already are
designated LUD #7. This action would make the entire project area LUD #7. The result is that
the General Plan and Downtown Plan would be consistent until the new General Plan Land Use
Element is adopted in 2012. The General Plan would note the existence of the DTP, if/as
adopted.
The action as recommended by the PC and approved by the CCL would be to amend the
General Plan land use designations to LUD #7 in conjunction with, and prior to, adoption of the
Downtown Plan.
The proposed project, the Downtown Plan, is a land use plan that alters the existing land use
policy framework for the area to achieve the stated objectives contained within the Project
Description in Section 2.0 of the Draft PEIR. The Downtown Plan provides the new policy
direction for long-range land use planning within the Downtown Plan project area. Upon
adoption, the Downtown Plan will replace the zoning code land use standards/policies for PD30, and PD-29 - Subarea 5, which have been the primary land use documents for Downtown
since their adoption in 2000, as amended.
In addition, the City’s General Plan is in the process of being updated and will be more
consistent in terms of land use, mobility, urban design, and historic preservation than the
existing General Plan. Prior to its adoption, the Downtown Plan would need to be found to be
consistent with the General Plan. Both the proposed Downtown Plan and General Plan Update
will be internally consistent and brought forward to the decision-makers concurrently. If this
does not occur, a General Plan Amendment of the existing General Plan would need to be
adopted to be consistent with some policies in the Downtown Plan.
LUD 7 (Mixed Use District) is the existing land use designation in the General Plan that requires
subsequent planning documents to define the mix of appropriate land uses. The definition
states that these areas “are now, or shall be, regulated by an area-wide planned development
and ordinance. Land use controls and design and development standards for these areas shall
be contained in the planning development plan/ ordinance for each area.” (Land Use Element,
Adopted March 1, 1990, as amended, Page 65). PD-30 and PD-29, Subarea 5 currently serve as
those documents. If adopted, the Downtown Plan would replace PD-30 and PD-29, Subarea 5
as the area-wide plan for Downtown, providing the land use plan as well as the design
standards required in the current General Plan.
The East Village, West End, and Willmore City neighborhood policies mentioned by the
commenter relate to the need for parks/open space and day care centers. Per Table 3-1 of the
Downtown Plan, both parks and daycare centers are allowed uses within the project area. In
addition, the Downtown Plan includes specific standards for public open space that private
developments must meet. Consequently, the Plan would facilitate the development of parks,
open space, and daycare facilities, and would not conflict with the cited policies.
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Comment P-3.22 [p. 27, D.1]: The commenter states the Draft PEIR contains inconsistent data
regarding the size of the project’s residential population
Response to Comment P-3.22: Please refer to Response to Comment P-3.5.
Comment P-3.23 [p. 28-31]: The commenter states the Draft PEIR does not adequately analyze
the project’s impacts on population and housing and on the existing residents of the project
area, who predominantly have low incomes. The commenter further states low income
residents are at further risk of displacement. Furthermore, the commenter states the project
area has increased by 94 acres since the Downtown Market Study was drafted and therefore, the
number of low income residents is likely even greater than that cited in the study. The
commenter also states that the analysis on overcrowding is not fully analyzed and data is not
provided regarding the number of residents or housing units that will be impacted by the
project, nor regarding the race and ethnicity of residents likely to be displaced. The commenter
states that mitigation measures must be included to mitigate the significant impacts on
population and housing. Regarding overcrowding, the commenter states that with
overcrowding in Central, North and West Long Beach, the displacement would necessitate the
construction of well over 8,200 units around and outside the project area, if the displaced
residents remain within the City. This is based on their estimate of 24,000 displaced people.
Response to Comment P-3.23: Issues related to displacement are addressed in Topical Response
# 1. Although the Downtown Market Study was prepared prior to expansion of the project
area, it does not change the analysis or conclusions provided in the Draft PEIR with respect to
population, housing, and displacement of residents. The population and housing analysis in
the Draft PEIR is largely based upon SCAG projections, and, as stated in the Regulatory Setting
on p. 4.10-1 of the Draft PEIR, the Land Use and Housing elements of the General Plan. These
projections are not limited to the Downtown Plan project area.
Comment P-3.24 (p. 31 (c): The commenter states the Draft PEIR provides inaccurate
descriptions of existing city housing policies and programs, in particularly, the coastal zone
replacement housing policy and the City’s local relocation assistance program, since the City’s
limited Relocation Assistance Programs do not offset the proposed project’s significant impacts
on displacement.
Response to Comment P-3.24: The Downtown Plan project area boundary was specifically
created to not be within the Coastal Zone. Ocean Boulevard is the inland coastal boundary in
Long Beach. This policy was established during the Visioning phase for the Downtown to
ensure that the adopted Plan could be implemented immediately, without waiting for a
subsequent approval from the Coastal Commission that would follow the City’s adoption of the
Plan. ; Therefore, the coastal zone replacement housing policy is not applicable to the
Downtown Plan. With respect to relocation policies that do affect the Plan, projects that involve
redevelopment monies are required to provide relocation assistance as are projects that remove
affordable housing units. Topical Response #1 provides detailed information about affordable
housing units removed and produced. The EIR is not required to recite all of the municipal
code provisions verbatim regarding relocation. In addition to the policies listed in the Draft EIR
for Relocation Assistance (LBMC 21.60) and Tenant Relocation (LBMC 21.65), the Long Beach
Municipal Code provides policies on Incentives for Affordable Housing (LBMC 21.63). Please
City of Long Beach
SCH No. 2009071006

RTC-359

Long Beach Downtown Plan

Final Environmental Impact Report

November 2011

also refer to Topical Response #1 for information about likely development sites within the
Downtown which are readily developable in their current condition without removing
substantial numbers of existing dwelling units, if any, as surface parking lots or low-density
commercial development projects.
Comment P-3.25 (p. 32 (d)): The commenter states the Draft PEIR fails to analyze the project’s
impact on the City’s housing-jobs balance, as it does not state the type of 5,200 jobs that will be
created (temporary or permanent) and doesn’t address the impacts new workers will have on
the City’s limited affordable housing stock, or whether such housing is available to low wage
service sector employees. The commenter also states that there is no analysis regarding
whether the housing created by the project is suitable for the jobs that will be created.
Response to Comment P-3.25: The 5,200 jobs that would be created would be permanent
‘operation’ jobs, as shown in Table 4.5-2. As stated in the Draft PEIR (p. 2-5) future
development projects would require individual development application processes for
approval and these development projects are expected to occur over the next several decades.
P. 2-5 also states that the exact type and size of development cannot be assured through the
adoption of the Plan, as the level of activity will be determined largely by private investment in
Downtown and the state of the local economy. Therefore, an analysis regarding impacts as they
relate to the jobs/housing balance would require speculation, which is not in conformance with
CEQA.
Comment P-3.26 (p. 34(e): The Commenter states the Draft PEIR fails to analyze the plan’s
impact on the City’s Housing Element and contends these plans are in direct conflict with one
another. They note that 15 of the 17 sites identified in the Housing Element for production of
the 5,440 affordable units the City must produce by 2014 in accordance with SCAG are located
in PD-30 and PD-29.
Response to Comment P-3.26: Please refer to the responses to Comments P-3.25 and 3.27. The
proposed Downtown Plan does not conflict with the City’s Housing Element. In fact, the
Downtown Plan would help implement the Housing Element as the project area includes some
of the housing opportunity sites identified in the Housing Element. In actuality, 11 of the 17
sites are within the Downtown Plan project area, four are north of Anaheim Street, and two are
west of the Los Angeles River. The City Council will be required to make consistency findings
between the proposed Downtown Plan and the General Plan and its elements prior to
approving the Downtown Plan.
Comment P-3.27, p. 35: The commenter notes that the Draft PEIR does not include mitigation to
offset the significant adverse population displacement and housing impacts of the project.
These mitigations should include affordable housing requirements and local hiring. A report
by David Rosen & Assoc. titled, “Long Beach Downtown Plan Community Benefits Analysis”
dated March 31, 2011 is attached and incorporated by reference. Based on that study, the
commenter recommends a list of several mitigation measures which they contend would offset
the project’s significant and unmitigated impacts on population and housing.
Response to Comment P-3.27: The mitigations recommended by the commenter are addressed
below:
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Mixed Income Housing Requirement for Construction of New Rental and
Condominium Projects in the DTP, consisting of set aside percentages for affordable
households: The Downtown Plan does not establish an inclusionary housing
provision. It was made clear during the visioning phase by the participating
community representatives that the purpose of the Downtown Plan was to
encourage new development. It was determined that, if inclusionary housing
requirements were to be established, they would be on a citywide basis. This would
not put the Downtown at a cost disadvantage over developing in other areas of the
City. It was also expressed by the community members that Downtown provided
more than its proportion of affordable housing compared to other neighborhoods of
Long Beach and the greater region. For these reasons, an inclusionary housing
provision was not incorporated into the Downtown Plan.
For reference, during the last 10 years, the amount of affordable housing produced,
1,056 dwelling units, has significantly exceeded the amount of affordable units
demolished or removed, 230 dwelling units. 119 of these units were from the three
blocks that comprise the West Gateway sites. These three blocks are the site of the
Lyon 321 rental development project that is now occupied, and the Superior
Courthouse project, which is under construction. This represents 51.7% of the
affordable units lost during the last decade.

2.
3.
4.
5.

Lastly, Topical Response #1 discusses displacement of existing Downtown residents
and the loss of affordable housing in greater detail. Please refer to this discussion."
Linkage Fees on New Development in the DTP of $ 10.00 per sf for the development
of Very Low Income rental units: Please refer to Topical Response #2.
Right of First Refusal for Displaced Residents: Please refer to Topical Response #1.
Term of Affordability: Please refer to Topical Response #1.
Local Hiring for DTP Construction and Permanent Jobs: Please refer to Topical
Response #2.

Comment P-3.28: [bottom of page 46 to top of page 47, up to impacts]: This comment relates to
the impacts on public services from development under the Downtown Plan.
Response to Comment P-3.28: This comment is a general summary of the more detailed
comments set forth below. The responses are set forth below in the detailed responses to the
individual comments.
Comment P-3.29[p. 47-48 1(a) and p. 49-50 2(a)]: This comment criticizes the information
provided in the “Setting” section on page 4.11-2, wherein it states that LBFD employs 505
firefighters, with 133 suppression fire fighters on duty at all times. A ratio of 1.03 fire fighters
per 1000 persons was identified. The commenter states the data regarding four stations and
about 27 firefighters was from 2006 and must be updated with current information. The
commenter takes issue with these figures based upon an article on the Press Telegram from
October 2010, relating to the 2010-2011 City Budget. The commenter also contends the Draft
PEIR does not appropriately discuss impacts to fire services, and defers mitigation until the Fire
Prevention Bureau reviews every new development proposal and suggests measures in design.

City of Long Beach
SCH No. 2009071006

RTC-361

Long Beach Downtown Plan

Final Environmental Impact Report

November 2011

Response to Comment P-3.29: The comment misstates the information from the article. For
example, the comment states that 26 Fire Department positions were being eliminated. The
article references 21 positions being eliminated, 5 fewer than the comment stated. The comment
also states the City imposed rolling brownout of the fire stations. The referenced article states
that such brownouts were still under discussion.
The figure referenced for the number of suppression fire fighters on duty at all times (133) was
the correct number for 2009. In response to this comment, the LBFD was contacted again
(David Honey, Manager of Administration, LBFD, October 2011). The discussion on page 4.112 under “Fire Protection Services” has been updated as shown below to reflect current
conditions.
The Long Beach Fire Department (LBFD) provides fire protection service throughout the
City. It maintains 23 24 fire stations in addition to its headquarters near Long Beach
Airport and its beach operations facilities. The fire stations in or near the Project area are
Station 1, located at 237 Magnolia Avenue; Station 2, located at 1645 East 3rd Street; and
Station 3, located at 1222 Daisy Avenue; and Station 10, located at 1417 Peterson
Avenue. Station 1 maintains a staff of 11 14 fire fighters, Station 2 maintains a staff of six
fire fighters, and Station 3 maintains a staff of four three fire fighters, and Station 10
maintains a staff of six firefighters. The LBFD employs a total of 364 505 fire fighters,
with 118 133 suppression fire fighters on duty at all times.
Based on a total population of 492,682 persons for Long Beach (California Department of
Finance 2009), there are approximately 0.74 1.03 firefighters per 1,000 residents.
Structural fire suppression in the Project area would receive response from four stations
and approximately 27 firefighters (LBFD 2011 06). The standard established by the
National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) for response to emergency calls is 4
minutes for the first engine and 8 minutes for all other units. The LBFD currently meets
these standards (LBFD 2011 06).
The above changes do not alter the Draft PEIR conclusions. The Long Beach Fire Department
was consulted during the preparation of the Draft PEIR, and identified no concerns regarding
their ability to provide services within the Downtown project area now or in the future from
adoption of the plan. The Fire Department will continue to review individual development
projects proposed within the Downtown for specific fire suppression requirements, and will
continue to monitor the ability of the stations that serve Downtown to provide adequate fire
service as these new development projects are occupied. Since the anticipated impacts would
not occur until the projects are proposed and built, there would be no funding for mitigation in
advance of the impacts on services.
Comment P-3.30 [p. 48, b.]: The commenter contends the Draft PEIR failed to analyze potential
impacts from the inclusion of recreation space in development projects, and fails to mitigate this
impact or the impact from increased demand and conclude impacts would be significant and
unavoidable.
Response to Comment P-3.30: The Draft PEIR provides analysis of this issue, specifically noting
the demand for 108 acres of additional parklands (Page 4.11-7, Impact PS-4) to serve the future
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residents and works in Downtown. Adopting a requirement now that mandates the inclusion
of recreation space in individual development projects would require undue speculation, since
no specific development projects are being proposed at this time. The parkland in lieu fee
would not generate funding to completely alleviate this impact. Without a source of funding or
other mechanism to guarantee the provision of parklands to serve Downtown, this impact
remains significant and unavoidable.
Comment P-3.31 [p. 48 (c) and p. 50 (b)]: The commenter states the EIR needs to include a
discussion of the standards for library service, library hours of operation, capacity of the Main
library, and how many and which other city libraries serve the project area, in order to provide
the baseline from which the project area development can be measured. The commenter also
states the Draft PEIR does not appropriately discuss impacts to libraries, and thus feasible
mitigation cannot be assessed.
Response to Comment P-3.31: The Main Library is the primary facility serving Downtown. The
City of Long Beach has not adopted any standard of library space per population to measure
the impacts. Various branch libraries also serve Downtown. These include the Mark Twain and
Alamitos branch libraries, which are not within or adjacent to the Downtown project area, so
they do not provide supplemental service to the greater Downtown area.
Comment P-3.32 [p. 50, (F)]: This comment relates to the traffic analysis and is a summary of
the issues raised in the subsequent pages of the letter.
Response to Comment P-3.32: The City’s responses to these points are set forth below in the
detailed responses.
Comment P-3.33 [p. 51, (1(a)]: The commenter submits a letter from Tom Brohard and
Associates, a Traffic Engineer, as Appendix A to their letter, and incorporates Mr. Brohard’s
letter by reference. Pages 51 through 56 of the commenter’s letter discusses some particularly
salient points raised and discussed in Mr. Brohard’s letter, which is labeled herein as Comment
Letter P-3[A]. These issues relate to the following contentions:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

The Traffic Study does not include the entire project area;
The Draft PEIR Fails to Evaluate Potentially Significant Transit Impacts;
The Draft PEIR Fails to Analyze Significant Impacts to the I-710 Freeway;
The Dafter PEIR Fails to Mitigate Significant and Unavoidable Traffic Impacts;
Mitigation measures in the Draft PEIR and Iteris Traffic Study are inconsistent;
The Draft PEIR fails to consider all feasible mitigation measures; and
Brohard provided recommendations which should be considered.

Response to Comment P-3.33: Please refer to responses to Letter P-3(A) for responses to all of
these and other traffic related issues.
Comment P-3.34, p. 56-58(ii-iii): The commenter addresses the AQMD Guidelines and notes
that improving the jobs/housing balance in Downtown would reduce vehicle miles traveled
(VMT). It also urges the City to adopt the mitigation measures recommend in the DRA Study
related to Mixed Income Housing, Commercial Linkage Fees and Local Hiring Requirements.
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Response to Comment P-3.34: This comment is noted. Please also refer to Response to
Comment P-3.27 and Topical Response #2. Reduction of VMT is at the heart of State legislation
such as SB375, which addresses climate change. The Downtown Plan responds to this concept
by calling for creating a vibrant urban neighborhood that provides a wider array of services,
retailers, business and employment opportunities, and a range housing types. This would in
turn, allow more people who live and/or work in Downtown to make more of their short daily
trips without an automobile. In addition, the Downtown Plan contains policies to encourage
visitors to “park once” and experience more of Downtown through walking and short transit
trips. These goals are woven throughout the Downtown Plan. Thus, the Downtown Plan
serves to fulfill the type of development sought in the AQMD plan to reduce VMT.
Comment P-3.35, p. 58-60 (G.1.a): The Commenter states the discussion of water availability in
the Draft PEIR fails to discuss or analyze the impact of 20 x 2020 on the proposed Project and
project area. In addition, the commenter states the Draft PEIR erroneously relies on the Long
Beach Water Department’s 2007 data regarding projected desalinated seawater at nearly 6%
(5,000 AFY) of the City’s potable water in 2010. The commenter contends this is in error, since
now this will not be a reliable source of water until 2015.
Response to Comment P-3.35: The Draft PEIR includes a Water Availability Supply Assessment
(WAA) in Appendix G. This assessment was prepared by the Water Department and approved
by the Board of Water Commissioners on August 12, 2010. The WAA was prepared expressly
for the Downtown Plan, based on the development potential outlined in the Draft PEIR project
description. The 20x2020 legislation and other State water conservation laws and policies are
inherently considered in the Water Department’s evaluations.
Based on information provided by Matt Lyons, Director, Planning & Water Conservation, Long
Beach Water Department, on May 3, 2011, the 20% reduction is on a per-person basis, or “per
capita” bases and only applies to potable water (not recycled water). The 20% reduction is from
a baseline water use, which is about 133 gallons per capita per day (GPCD); consequently, a
20% reduction would require the City’s water use to decline to about 107 GPCD.
Long Beach did not wait until the passage of SBx7-7 to start conserving potable water. The City
has had active, effective water conservation and recycled water programs for close to 20 years.
Consequently, the City is already very close to the 2020 target of 107 GPCD; it is currently at
about 110 GPCD. It could be the case that the City’s per capita use will increase slightly over
the next year or two with the water shortage coming to an end and a potential end to the
recession. Factoring in the impact of both those influences on water use, the City is confident of
meeting the 2020 target based on how far we have already come and our continued
commitment to conservation and recycled water.
The major strategies LBWD is likely to deploy include: continuing our efforts to reduce the
amount of potable water used for landscape irrigation through encouraging the conversion of
turf to drought-tolerant landscapes and more water-efficient irrigation systems; leveraging the
billing system the City will be implementing over the next years for conservation purposes;
and, increased of the use of recycled water.
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Comment P-3.36 (p. 60-61 (b): The commenter states the Draft PEIR fails to identify feasible
mitigation measures for solid waste impacts, and that these should be incorporated into the
Draft PEIR. The commenter recommends the following measures: Recycling Program for
commercial properties and residential projects over 10 units, since these are currently not
covered by the City’s current recycling program; Education Materials; and, a Yard Waste
Program. The commenter asserts that the current Mitigation Measure 3(c) is not enforceable
since it states ”consistent with the City’s refuse disposal program” and the City’s program does
not include commercial or residential over 10 units.
Response to Comment P-3.36: Solid waste disposal capacity is discussed thoroughly in the
Draft PEIR in Section 4.13. Any additions or changes to recycling programs would be handled
on a citywide basis, not specifically for Downtown or any other neighborhood. Multiple family
developments of 10 units or more are not specifically required to include separate recycling
facilities, though separate facilities are commonly required as part of conditional use permits.
In accordance with Measure 3(c), materials from recycling bins shall be collected consistent with
the City’s program. This simply means that materials in any recycling bins that are added in
accordance with this measure will be collected in accordance with standard City requirements.
Comment P-3.37, p. 61-63(H): The commenter states that the Draft PEIR presents an inaccurate
picture of the alternatives. Specific issues are as follows:
1. The commenter states the Draft PEIR alternatives analysis only looks at whether certain
alternatives will reduce the proposed Project’s average daily trips (ADT), citing p. 6-3,
which states “Significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the proposed Project
are primarily caused by the estimated increased of 91,439 ADT from build-out of the
proposed Project. This increase in traffic results in impacts to air quality, greenhouse
gas emissions, and noise. The alternatives analysis, therefore, includes alternatives that
would reduce the Project’s total ADT.”
2. The commenter contends the conclusion regarding the No Project Alternative is in error
because it states it is not expected to substantially differ from the proposed Project with
respect to ADT or other impacts related to permitted intensity even though the intent of
the Plan is to provide additional housing, opportunities within a very vibrant mixed-use
environment, and ‘more and expanded urban choices, etc. The commenter states that
the Downtown Plan would allow significantly more development than the current PD30 zoning.
Response to Comment P-3.37: With respect to item 1 above, note that just because the Draft
PEIR text cited states, in part, that, “Significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the
proposed Project are primarily (emphasis added) caused by the estimated increased of 91,439
ADT from build-out of the proposed Project…” does not mean that the Draft PEIR only looked
at alternatives that lessened ADT exclusively. The Draft PEIR analysis was in conformance with
the requirements of CEQA in that it looked at feasible alternatives to reduce as many significant
impacts as possible, while meeting most of the project objectives. Note the word, “primarily” in
the sentence above. In addition, the rationale for alternative selection is clearly discussed in
Section 6.2 on page 6-3 of the Draft PEIR. This section states the project would not have
significant impacts related to several issue areas and that, “The alternatives analysis, therefore,
includes (emphasis added) alternatives that would reduce the Project’s total ADT.”
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With respect to item #2 above, note that just because the intent of the Downtown Plan is to
provide additional housing and ‘more and expanded urban choices’ does not translate to
providing increased density or intensity of use that generates significant environmental
impacts. More or expanded urban choices relates to increasing diversity and mixes of types of
uses. The Draft PEIR very clearly states the Project Objectives and Guiding Principles on pages
6-1 and 6-2 and very clearly states on page 6-4 that the intent of proposed Plan is not to allow
increased residential density or intensity of permitted commercial uses. P. 6-4 also states that
high densities are currently allowed by the existing districts.
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P-3.A (BROHARD LETTER)
Comment P-3.A.1: The commenter describes his qualifications and the project.
Response to Comment P-3.1A.1: This comment is noted. No response is necessary.
Comment P-3.A.2: The commenter notes that the project area boundary shown in the traffic
study is different that the final project area boundary.
Response to Comment P-3.A.2: The traffic study considered intersections along Anaheim Street
and Orange Avenue, outside of the project boundary. The distribution of trips assumed
development in a network of Traffic Impact Zones (TAZs). See Figure 2 in Appendix E for a
map of the study intersections and TAZs. No additional intersections need to be analyzed for
the Downtown Plan. The trip generation calculations and the traffic distribution is based on the
most likely location of new projects within the Downtown project area, which are within core of
Downtown, south of 7th Street. Other than facade work or rehabilitation of buildings within
their existing footprint, no development is anticipated within the 30-acrea area above 10th Street.
Therefore, no redistribution of trips on streets such as Anaheim Street is necessary. A further
explanation of this point is set forth above in response to Comment P-3.
Comment P-3.A.3: The commenter suggests that transit impacts have not been properly
evaluated.
Response to Comment P-3.A.3: This comment relates to the assumption that the trip generation
rate will be reduced by 26% because trips will be diverted to transit. Long Beach Transit has
been an active partner in the development of the Downtown Plan. Long Beach Transit’s
comments on the Draft PEIR related to route changes that were implemented on February 14,
2011. Long Beach Transit operations staff had no concerns about the impact of future
development on its ability to provide services. The considerations discussed on Page 32 of the
Downtown Plan related to transit will guide new development projects. Existing practice is for
City staff reviewing development projects to consult with Long Beach Transit operations in all
projects where transit stops or bus shelters are located or proposed to ensure that sufficient
access is maintained or provided. As necessary, Long Beach Transit can adjust its routes to
meet changing demand levels. If transit demand increases substantially to the point that it can
no longer be met, it is anticipated that additional funds would be available to augment service
as necessary. However, it is not anticipated that increased demand for transit would create the
need to expand bus facilities or otherwise create significant physical environmental effects.
Downtown Long Beach is better served by transit than most neighborhoods in Southern
California, with the Transit Mall, which is just concluding a major renovation, and the five
Blueline stations that serve Downtown. Because of the location of the Transit Mall, a high
number of buses come into the Downtown from all directions. For all intents and purposes, this
makes the Downtown a transit-oriented development area. Transit Demand Management
(TDM) policies for Downtown primarily consist of informational programs to encourage
residents, employees, regular and tourist visitors to Downtown to use transit or bikes as often
as possible since the transit service and amenities already exist. Amenities such as bus benches
and other site-specific improvements will be considered as part of each development project
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proposed along a transit route. The Draft PEIR discusses all of these components of the transit
network. The Downtown Plan recognizes the importance of transit in creating the urban village
atmosphere expressed by the Vision for Downtown.
Comment P-3.A.4: The commenter notes that the mitigation measures in the traffic study and
Draft PEIR text are inconsistent.
Response to Comment P-3.A.4: As a Program EIR, the intent of the Downtown Plan
environmental document is to provide a framework of all possible mitigation measures that
could be implemented through the implantation of the plan (Comment 2.a.). None of these
measures are required because of the adoption of the plan, but, instead, will be implemented as
future development projects are proposed and built. The traffic signal improvements will have
to be completed as part of traffic control system as some of the signal equipment in Downtown
is not sufficiently modern to accommodate or take advantage of the latest systems information.
The upgrades will have to be completed together. This was evidenced during the installation of
the cycletrack demonstration project on 3rd Street and Broadway within Downtown. The
signals had to be upgraded to add the additional turning movement cycles before the separated
bike lanes could be safety operated.
The traffic calming and pedestrian amenities (Comment 2.b.) are not meant to enhance capacity
of the signalized intersections, and in fact, could decrease automobile throughput in heavy
pedestrian traffic areas. These pedestrian amenities are intended to enhance the walkability of
Downtown, encouraging the “park once” approach sought in a vibrant urban environment for
Downtown.
The removal of parking along Alamitos (Comment 2.c.) would be evaluated as part of any
larger reconfiguration or street rebuilding project for the corridor. Street parking is desired to
enhance retail and other economic viability of adjacent land uses, but can also be a hindrance to
vehicle throughput. The City’s engineering staff continually evaluates opportunities to
maximize parking opportunities while restricting on-street parking during peak periods. The
narrow curb-to-curb width along Alamitos Avenue, particularly on the portions within the
Downtown Plan project area boundary, make such trade-offs necessary.
The mitigation recommendations in subsections 7.2.2 and 7.2.5 of the traffic study have been
included in the Final PEIR through the Addenda Errata as requested in the comments
(Comments 2.d-f). These measures would not be implemented as a result of the adoption of the
Downtown Plan, but instead would be implemented as future development projects, grants,
trip fees, capital improvement projects, or other funding mechanisms become available to make
the capital improvements. The mitigation concepts identified in subsections 7.2.3 and 7.2.4 have
not been added because they involve ideas that the City is currently working on, but that have
not been sufficiently defined to serve as EIR mitigation measures. Thus, although the City
intends to implement improvements at Martin Luther King Avenue/Alamitos Avenue/6th
Street/7th Street and to enhance access to and from the 710 Freeway, feasible mitigation is not
available for these locations at this time.
Comment P-3.A.5: The commenter suggests that mitigation of impacts to the 710 Freeway are
improperly deferred.
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Response to Comment P-3.A.5: The comment quotes a portion of the Traffic Study out of
context so as to delete the portion of the Study that explains the statement. The comment also
failed to provide a page citation so that the reader could understand the context of the language
quoted. The following is the full explanation, which appears on pages 52-53 of the Traffic
Study, with the portion of the explanation that was quoted in the letter shown in bold:
As shown in Table 11, the trips associated with the Downtown Community Plan
development contributes more than minimum threshold of 150 peak-period trips at the
nearest Freeway CMP mainline location. However, per Chapter 5 – Land Use Analysis
Program in the 2004 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles, the CMP guidelines are
geared toward the analysis of projects where specific land use types and project design
details are known. When the project is less specific and the proposed land uses and project
design details are not well defined, the level of detail can be adjusted accordingly.
Therefore, due to the conceptual character of the Downtown Community Plan, measures to
mitigate impacts associated with the Downtown Community Plan at the CMP locations are
not fully investigated and evaluated. It is recommended that detailed mitigation measures
be evaluated as and when specific tangible project information is available. Because this
is an area wide plan, no further traffic analysis is required at this time. Such analysis would
be when actual projects come forward for approval.
The 2004 CMP itself states that it applies to “development projects.” (2004 CMP, p. 51.) The
Downtown Plan is a planning project rather than a development project.
At page 53, the 2004 CMP further limits the scope of analysis for planning projects:
The CMP TIA guidelines are geared toward the analysis of projects where specific land use
types and project design details are known. When the project is less specific and the
proposed land uses and project design details are not well defined (such as in a zone map
amendment or a general plan amendment), the level of detail in the TIA may be adjusted
accordingly.
The Draft PEIR states that the CMP intersections mentioned, Alamitos Avenue and 7th Street,
and Alamitos Avenue/Shoreline Drive at Ocean Boulevard, will be significantly impacted by
cumulative future traffic development. The Draft PEIR analysis provides specific mitigation for
these intersections as Impact Traf-2 on Page 4-12.14 through 4.12-15. In particular, ATCS signal
improvements are proposed for both intersections to improve operations with the existing lane
configurations.
Comment P-3.A.6: The commenter states an opinion that proposed traffic mitigation measures
are defective.
Response to Comment P-3.A.6: All feasible or possible traffic improvement mitigation
measures have been evaluated in the Program EIR. Any additional measures that could be
implemented will be evaluated when project-specific traffic analysis are conducted for future
development projects. The intent of the mitigation program at the Program EIR level is to
provide a comprehensive and cohesive framework for the conception and implementation of
future mitigation measures.
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It is worth noting that the Transportation Element of the General Plan calls for a new grade
separated crossing at Ocean Boulevard and Alamitos Avenue. This improvement has not been
implemented because the high cost of construction and significant secondary environmental
impacts, particularly to the Villa Riviera, one of the most significant historic landmarks in Long
Beach, even though the proposed improvement would reduce traffic congestion during peak
periods.
To fully mitigate impacts, additional travel lanes in critical directions are evaluated in the Draft
Program EIR. However, these improvements are not feasible for numerous reasons. The
additional lanes would require right-of-way acquisition that cannot be guaranteed, and would
cause significant impacts to historic structures, loss of homes and businesses, and other
secondary impacts. The comment suggests that intersection widening should be undertaken in
Downtown. Given the existing street configuration and location of buildings at the back of
sidewalk in most of Downtown, is would not be possible to widen streets or intersections
without significant disruption. Therefore, the mitigation measures are determined to be
infeasible in the EIR analysis, with the conclusion that the impacts will remain significant
without these roadway suggested widenings. Mitigation measures for these two CMP
intersections were considered, but rejected due to significant impacts and infeasibility
associated with their implementation, in conformance with CEQA, and as noted in the Program
EIR.
The future impacts of the Downtown Plan on the I-710 Freeway cannot be determined at the
present time because of proposed freeway improvements that are being designed. The
resulting changes to the network were evaluated in an EIR/EIS prepared by CalTrans District 7
(see http://www.metro.net/projects/i710_corridor/ for more information) for the entire
freeway corridor, including the segment adjacent to and serving Downtown Long Beach.
Possible reconfiguration of the ramps, changes to which streets will provide access from the
freeway to Downtown, and other significant network changes are possible during the
construction project. These changes are likely to occur prior to 2023 when the freeway project is
currently scheduled to be completed. For instance, currently, southbound I-710 traffic cannot
access Ocean Boulevard, which is a major street capable of carrying large traffic volumes.
Given the large additional capacity of the freeway in its future configuration, the 998 AM and
1,131 peak hour trips from Downtown noted in the comment could be accommodated on the
adjacent freeway. Specific impacts from projects proposed in Downtown will be evaluated for
impacts on the I-710, and for changes in existing conditions through an Initial Study prepared
for each future development project. This will ensure that cumulative development or
permanent changes to the network and freeway ramping system are not being overburdened
and traffic will continue to flow at acceptable levels.
Mitigating impacts to the segment of Alamitos Avenue corridor mentioned in Traf-1(a) (2) by
removing parking to allow through lanes could be implemented at any time. The parking
restriction could be only during peak periods or permanent. The City’s Traffic Engineer makes
those determinations on an on-going regular basis, in consideration of the need for on-street
parking, and traffic flow for all modes of travel and types of vehicles, and enhance safety.
The City was awarded a grant to improve the configuration of the intersection of 6th and 7th
streets at Alamitos Avenue to facilitate traffic flow and create potential open space because this
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location is one of the most accident-prone intersections in Long Beach. The resulting change to
the roadway network is intended to improve safety without significantly affecting traffic flow.
Feasible mitigation has been included in the Downtown Plan. The comment suggests that
mitigation measures are being deferred. This is, in fact, the nature of the adoption of plan such
as the Downtown Plan, which will be implemented over several decades and for which the
exact location and nature of future development is not known, as opposed to a development
project that will be completed within a year or two. This provides a comprehensive and
cohesive approach to development that provides a stronger context for future development
projects and for the development of appropriate mitigation measures. Project-specific
mitigation measures will be identified for individual development projects at such time as they
are proposed.
Comment P-3.A.7: The commenter states that not all feasible mitigation has been considered.
Response to Comment P-3.A.7: Every effort has been made to maintain the highest and most
efficient traffic flow in Downtown Long Beach. Public Works Traffic Engineering staff
continually evaluates the signal timing citywide. This “optimization” process looks at land
configurations and signal timing. Recent reviews determined the signal network in Downtown
was nearly optimized and needed very few additional adjustments. A protected left turn from
eastbound Ocean Avenue onto northbound Pine Avenue was installed a few years ago to
facilitate a critical movement.
These types of efforts are on-going and will continue into the future. Suggestions in the
comments for turn prohibitions during peak periods, protected left turn lanes, and other similar
measures are being constantly evaluated and implemented, largely funded by the trip fee,
grants and other funding sources. Because the exact location of and access points for future
development projects are not known at this time, it would be impossible to predict which
turning movements will become the critical movements requiring additional pockets or lanes,
or other improvements.
The types of improvements suggested by the commenter will be evaluated for each future
development project proposed within the Downtown, and as traffic patterns evolve in the
coming decades. As stated above, the intent of the Downtown Plan is to create a walkable,
vibrant urban environment in Downtown. This means that trade-offs between traffic capacity
and pedestrian amenities, without sacrificing the historic character of Downtown, will be
sought. Therefore, additional acquisition of right of way for widening roadways and
intersections are likely to occur only in very select circumstances within the Downtown Plan
project area in the future.
It is worth noting that creating a vibrant urban waterfront for Long Beach, which is the intent of
the Downtown Plan, dictates that the sense of place and quality of the urban experience take
precedence over maintaining a highly efficient traffic flow, and that sacrificing the historic
structures and existing neighborhoods within Downtown to widen roadways is not an
acceptable compromise, or in keeping with the vision for the area.
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Comment P-3.A.8: The commenter reiterates concerns raised in previous responses and
suggests that the Draft PEIR should be revised and recirculated.
Response to Comment P-3.A.8: The commenter’s specific concerns are addressed in the
responses to comments P-3.A.2 through P-3.A.7. Additional analysis of traffic impacts and
potential mitigation measures will occur with the project-specific analysis that will occur for
future development projects. The opinion regarding the Draft PEIR is noted; however, because
none of the conditions described in Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines are present,
recirculation of the Draft PEIR is not warranted.
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P-3.B (DRA STUDY)
Comment P-3(B): Exhibit B to Letter P-3 is the Long Beach Downtown Plan Community
Benefits Analysis prepared by David Paul Rosen & Associates, March 31, 2011. The comment is
a study “to quantify the value of the benefits provided to landowners under the proposed Plan,
including increases in permitted building height/density, reduced parking requirements, faster
permit processing and cost savings resulting from the reduced need for individual projects to
prepare individual EIRs. The study will assist City policy makers in reaching informed
decisions on adoption and implementation of the Plan to the benefits of all residents within the
Plan area and within the City of Long Beach” (DRA Study, Page 2).
Response to Comment P-3(B): The comment is an analysis of the economic conditions for future
development projects in Downtown Long Beach. The assumptions and analysis provided in the
document result in conclusions that there is significant return on investment to be expected
from building projects within the Downtown Plan project area, and that this residual land
value, or excess profit, could be used to pay for particular community benefits that were
suggested by Legal Aide, for whom the study was prepared using grant funding from the
California Endowment.
It is not necessary to challenge or respond to the individual or collective assumptions in the
study beyond the information provided in the Topical Responses and in response to comment
P-3.27.
The report provides additional information for consideration as City decision-makers consider
adoption of the Downtown Plan. It is worth noting that this study is a snapshot in time, as
development costs, land values and construction costs in particular, fluctuate to a greater
degree than the economy as a whole, and reflect the expected costs and assumed revenues at
the time the study was conducted. Land values within the Downtown Plan project area vary
widely depending on location and proximity to other amenities. This is the very nature of real
estate investments, even though adoption of the Downtown Plan would zone all property
within the project area the same. It is also worth noting that development standards in the
Downtown Plan call for higher levels of design and use of quality, lasting exterior materials,
both of which will increased development costs, in exchange for reduced parking requirements
and streamlined entitle and environmental review processing that are intended to reduce
development costs.
All of these factors are taken into account when a prospective applicant considers building a
project. If applicants could expect the returns on investment as outlined in the study, the
evidence would be that more projects would have been proposed, entitled and built in the
Downtown. In fact, a number of projects in the last 5-7 years in Downtown have not been built
due to changes in the economy, including, but not limited to, difficulty in obtaining or
sustaining construction financing.
The David Rosen study provides additional information for decision-makers about the
economic considerations of adopting and implementing the Downtown Plan. This information
should be considered as part of the public record and utilized in making decisions about the
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Downtown Plan, including in the larger context beyond the requirements of California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
No further response is required.
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Letter P-4: Comment Letter from Downtown Long Beach Associates, April 4, 2011
Comment P-4.1: The commenter supports adoption of the Downtown Plan and provides a table
comprised of several different mitigation measures contained in the Draft PEIR (relating to Air
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Cultural Resources, Hazardous Materials and Noise)
where they contend the relative costs of implementing such mitigations would likely exceed the
benefits, or where the language of the mitigation measure creates a perception of
unpredictability.
Response to Comment P-4.2:
AQ-2: Commenter recommends revising the word “shall” to “may” in the mitigation measure.
The word ‘shall’ reflects that the mitigation measure is mandatory. The word “may” implies
discretion on the part of the applicant regarding whether they choose to implement the
measure. The purpose of the measure is lessen or avoid significant impacts, and providing
discretion on part of the applicant to implement the measure would not provide the certainty
that the measure would be implemented such that it mitigates the impact. Therefore, no change
to the mitigation measure is warranted.
AQ-4(b): Commenter states developers should be allowed to achieve the thresholds in a way
that best suits individual properties and to avoid citing specific technologies. The wording of
measure AQ-4(b) has been revised to state, “…and shall include such features as photovoltaic
cells on the rooftops to achieve an additional 25 percent reduction…” This minor clarification
would allow appropriate flexibility in attaining the stated performance objective of the
mitigation measure.
AQ-5, GHG: These are standard mitigation measures required of all projects and consistent
with City and AQMD standardized language. Therefore, no change to the mitigation measures
is warranted.
AQ-6: Objectionable odors do not only relate to agricultural and industrial uses. They can also
relate to certain commercial uses, such as nail salons, fast food restaurants, etc. that are located
on ground floors of mixed-use buildings, where residential uses are directly above. Therefore,
no change to the mitigation measure is warranted.
Public Services: Payment of the in-lieu park and recreation facility impact fee is a current
requirement of individual project approvals. The City can utilize those fees for improvements
of existing parks or for development of new parks. Therefore, no change to the mitigation
measure is warranted.
CR-2(a) and CR-3(a): The commenter states the City should decipher which sites contain native
soils and at what depths, and recommends mitigation measure language changes. As stated in
the Draft PEIR, it is not possible to survey much of downtown due to the lack of natural ground
surface existing today. In addition, because this is a Program EIR, it is not feasible, nor is it
required, to have every parcel surveyed for archaeological and paleontological resources at this
time. This is more appropriate when individual projects are proposed, and would depend on
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the features of each project. For example, a project proposing an underground parking garage
would require a more in-depth level analysis than one without extensive subterranean grading.
For already developed parcels within urban areas such as downtown Long Beach, pre-grading
surveys would not yield any meaningful results since the ground is largely covered by
buildings and pavement. Consequently, monitoring of excavation activities is the most prudent
course of action for identifying potential cultural resources. The type of soil present can be
determined prior to excavation activity to determine whether or not native soils (non-fill
material) are present.
Haz-3(b): Measure reads in part, “If contaminants are detected, the results of the soil sampling
shall be forwarded to the local regulatory agency…” Requests inserting the word, ‘appropriate’
before the word ‘local agency’. This minor revision has been made and is reflected in the
Addenda Errata.
Haz-3(d): The commenter states to consider referencing a health authority instead of defining
the risk standards, as they are likely to change over time. The entirety of the measure uses the
risk standards as an example and requires the applicant to forward sampling results to the
appropriate agency for their determination, so this scenario would be covered. Therefore, no
change to the mitigation measures is warranted.
Noise -1(a): States “… if a noise complaint(s) is registered, the liaison, or project representative,
shall retain a City-approved consultant to conduct noise measurements…” The commenter
requests changing to read, “If noise complaints persist”, since the measure is disproportional to
impact. The measure has been revised to state that if two or more complaints are registered,
then noise measurements are required. Refer to the Addenda Errata for the mitigation measure
language.
Noise-1(b), first bullet: The commenter requests modifying ‘shall’ to ‘may’ and adding a height
maximum for these required construction noise barrier fences, since if a development is 80 feet
tall, the commenter is concerned someone may require an 80-foot-high construction noise
barrier fence. The determination of the appropriate height of a noise barrier fence is dependent
upon many factors which vary by project, including not only distance and type of adjacent uses,
but type of material being used for the construction noise barrier. These specifics are generally
determined by the Development Services Department and building inspector in the field. The
mitigation measure already states that the City will require the measure, ‘where applicable
based on noise level of source, proximity of receptors, and presence of intervening structures.”
In addition, the second bullet of the measure makes provisions if a noise barrier is not
considered feasible. Therefore, no change to the mitigation measures is warranted.
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Letter P-5: Comment Letter from Downtown Residential Council (DRC), April 3, 2011
Comment P-5.1: The commenter states general support of the Downtown Plan and its
adoption, and recommends that the Downtown Plan be coordinated with the Capital
Improvement Program to further ensure its implementation.
Response to Comment P-5.1: Please refer to Topical Response # 5.
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Letter P-6: Comment Letter from Promenade Area Residential Council (PARA), April 1, 2011
Comment P-6.1: Commenter states general support of the Downtown Plan and its adoption
and recommends that capital improvements be coordinated with the projects developed within
the Plan project area.
Response to Comment P-6.1: Please refer to Topical Response # 5.
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Letter P-7: Comment Letter from North Pine Neighborhood Alliance (NPNA), April 3, 2011
Comment P-7.1: The commenter states general support of the Downtown Plan and its adoption
and recommends that capital improvements be coordinated with the projects developed within
the Plan project area.
Response to Comment P-7.1: Please refer to Topical Response # 5.
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Letter P-8: Comment Letter from East Village Association (EVA), April 1, 2011
Comment P-8.1: The commenter states general support of the Downtown Plan and its adoption
and recommends that capital improvements be coordinated with the projects developed within
the Plan project area.
Response to Comment P-8.1: Please refer to Topical Response # 5.
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Letter P-9: Comment Letter from Willmore City Heritage Association (WCHA), April 1, 2011
Comment P-9.1: The commenter states general support of the Downtown Plan and its adoption
and recommends that capital improvements be coordinated with the projects developed within
the Plan project area.
Response to Comment P-9.1: Please refer to Topical Response # 5.
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Letter P-10: Comment Letter from Park Bixby Tower, March 28, 2011
Comment P-10.1: The commenter expresses concern over displacement of affordable housing.
The commenter states that impacts of the Plan or affordable housing demand resulting from
potential demolition cannot be quantified without surveying the income levels of and rent paid
by households currently residing in the project area. The commenter further recommends that
the City impose a 20% set aside for affordable housing throughout the project area and increase
resources for affordable housing by setting in-lieu fees consistent with the L.A. County average.
Response to Comment P-10.1: Please refer to Topical Response #1, which provides a
comprehensive response on issues related to displacement and loss of affordable housing.
Comment P-10.2: The commenter provides a report titled, “The Economic Impacts of
Affordable Housing in Long Beach”, dated March 28, 2011, for the City’s consideration, and
notes that production of affordable housing in Long Beach benefits low-income residents in
addition to the construction spending effects on the local economy.
Response to Comment P-10.2: This comment is noted and the referenced report will be
provided to the decision-makers for their consideration when they consider their decision on
the EIR and the proposed Downtown Plan.
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Letter P-11: Comment Letter from Long Beach Coalition for Good Jobs and a Healthy
Community, April 1, 2011
Comment P-11.1: The commenter states the Draft PEIR does not state the number of
construction and permanent jobs that will be created by the Downtown Plan or discuss whether
housing built is appropriate for the jobs created. The commenter also states the Draft PEIR
underestimates the traffic impact since residents will be displaced and employees won’t be able
to afford to reside near employment. The commenter further states the Plan could lead to the
displacement of over 24,000 residents.
Response to Comment P-11.1: The Draft PEIR estimates that approximately 5,200 jobs would be
created (See Draft PEIR, Page 4.5-22 and Table 4.5-2, Page 4.5-30). Please refer to Topical
Response # 1 for a discussion of displacement issues.
Comment P-11.2: The commenter notes that significant air quality impacts are anticipated and
asks if the Final PEIR will address the air quality impact on adjacent communities affected by
increased traffic and cumulative impact of new pollution with existing pollutants on residents.
It also notes that conservative estimates of 10% of the total development per year are used, and
asks whether there are any development limits contained within the plan.
Response to Comment P-11.2: The Draft PEIR addresses the South Coast Air Basin, which
includes air quality impacts on adjacent areas affected by increased traffic. The Downtown Plan
is not a Master Development Plan that dictates where and how much development there will be
and does not group development into phases. Rather, the Downtown Plan provides guidance
for future development, but does not control the exact location or timing of that development
with the Downtown Plan project area. Development most likely will occur in waves based on
economic cycles. The 10% estimate is a worst-case assumption in that assuming 10% of the total
development envelope envisioned in the Downtown Plan is under construction is a substantial
amount of development to occur simultaneously, and would have to include at least several
major development projects to reach that level of development.
Comment P-11.3: This comment relates to displacement of existing residents.
Response to Comment P-11.3: Please refer to Topical Response #1 regarding displacement
issues.
Comment P-11.4: The commenter notes the significant impacts on parks that are addressed in
the Draft PEIR and states that more analysis needs should be done to gauge the impact of
deficient park space.
Response to Comment P-11.4: As stated in the Draft PEIR on Page 4.11-3, the City has adopted
a high target of open space per population. Achieving this goal in the largely built-out
Downtown Plan project area will be difficult as the population continues to increase. Therefore,
the Draft PEIR concludes that impacts on parklands from the proposed project would be
significant and unavoidable (see Impact PS-4 on Page 4.11-7 of the Draft PEIR).
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Comment P-11.5: The commenter states dissatisfaction with the lack of community benefits and
states that the Draft PEIR fails to offer proper mitigation. Commenter further recommends that
the City adopt a list of mitigation measures that include: set aside percentages for affordable
housing for new developments or payment of in-lieu fees; commercial linkage mitigation fees
for housing; right of first refusal; terms of affordability; and, local hiring requirements for jobs.
Commenter contends adoption of these mitigation measures would offset many of the project’s
significant environmental impacts.
Response to Comment P-11.5: Please refer to Topical Response #2.
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Letter P-12: Comment Letter from Irene Alvarez (Alray Trust Apartments), Received April 7,
2011
Comment P-12.1: The commenter states concern about displacement of affordable housing.
Response to Comment P-12.1: Please refer to Topical Response #1 for a discussion of
displacement issues.
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Letter P-13: Comment Letter from Carol Blackmon, March 23, 2011
Comment P-13.1: The commenter states concern about displacement of affordable housing and
community benefits (compensation for impacts) to affected residents.
Response to Comment P-13.1: Please refer to Topical Response #1 regarding displacement of
residents and Topical Response #2 regarding community benefit issues.
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Letter P-14: Comment Letter from Miriam Casuso, April 4, 2011
Comment P-14.1: Comment states concern that the perception of crime and lack of parking will
keep people from coming to Downtown.
Response to Comment P-14.1: The intent of the Downtown Plan and other efforts to revitalize
and enliven the project area include addressing actual and perceptual concerns regarding the
availability of convenient parking, and safety of the area. This comment does not raise an issue
regarding the Draft PEIR analysis or conclusions.
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Letter P-15: Comment Letter from Christine Jacoy (CSULB Geography Professor), April 4,
2011
Comment P-15.1: Comment expresses concern over displacement of affordable housing for
low-income residents if Downtown gentrifies because of the Plan, and notes ethnicity
differences between Downtown and City as a whole.
Response to Comment P-15.1: Please refer to Topical Response # 1 for a discussion of
displacement issues.
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Letter P-16: Comment Letter from Robert Ladd, ASLA, February 28, 2011
Comment P-16.1: The commenter provides specific comments regarding cultural resources and
provides additional incentives for adaptive reuse of such structures. The comment lists specific
incentives that could encourage adaptive reuse of historic buildings, including reduced or
flexible parking requirements, tourism information regarding historic structures to encourage
visitation, permit expediting, and other similar incentives.
Response to Comment P-16.1:
The commenter’s recommendations are not needed to address a significant impact identified in
the Draft PEIR. Nevertheless, they will be forwarded to City decision-makers for their
consideration and possible incorporation into the Downtown Plan.
Comment P-16.2: The commenter provides specific comments regarding water conservation,
and recommends replacing the word, “native” drought-resistant plants with the phrase “noninvasive” drought-resistant plants. The comment also suggests that the use of permeable
pavement be incorporated.
Response to Comment P-16.2: The requested revision to this mitigation measure is not
recommended since native plants typically have a lower water need, as well as less need for
pesticides and fertilizers, than non-native plants. The mitigation measure as written currently
excludes shade trees from the native plant requirement. Regarding the recommends for
permeable pavement, note that this type of requirement is best suited as a citywide
requirement, rather than within any particular district. In addition, most areas of the city do not
recharge aquifers (see Pages 4.13-1 through 4.13-3 for more information on the water supply)
due to impermeable clay layers below the surface. Therefore, permeable pavement would be
used primarily as a means to reduce run off. The City’s low impact development ordinance
provides mechanisms to reduce peak and off-peak flows, including provisions for permeable
pavement.
Comment P-16.3: The commenter provides the corrected location for Edison Elementary
School.
Response to Comment P-16.3: This has been corrected in the Final PEIR in the Addenda Errata.
Comment P-16.4: The commenter provides specific comments regarding traffic patterns and
makes suggestions for improvements.
Response to Comment P-16.4: The Alamitos Avenue and 7th Street area is the subject of a grant
received following the release of the Draft PEIR. The grant is to improve public safety, as this is
one of the City’s more dangerous intersections in terms of the frequency and severity of
accidents. The potential improvements are being evaluated at present and will be installed
when the engineering details are provided. Included within this plan is the creation of
additional parklands on the current street segment of Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard
between 6th and 7th streets, adjacent to the Pacific Island Ethnic Art Museum.
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Any new or expanded ATSAC systems will include 3rd Street, as determined by the City Traffic
Engineer.
Comment P-16.5: The commenter provides specific comments regarding transit and bike routes
and provides a list of certain routes missing on Figure 2-6 in the Draft PEIR.
Response to Comment P-16.5: Figure 2-6 on page 2-19 of the Draft PEIR has been updated to
show 6th Street as a key mobility street. Other suggestions for updated information have also
been incorporated, including depicting bike routes as part of a larger network. The location of
bike parking facilities, including racks, lockers, and corrals is not shown on this exhibit, but are
listed as the types of improvements that will be provided in the Downtown Plan, as required in
the City’s municipal code (see Section 21.45.400, I.2 of the code for specific requirements). The
Bike station continues to serve Downtown from its temporary location on Broadway, and the
new facility on the Transit Mall will be completed later in 2011. This is a state of the art bicycle
parking facility for daily and subscription users. It is important to note, the 3rd and Broadway
separated bike lanes recently installed between Golden Avenue and Alamitos Avenue were
installed as part of a pilot project, and are not considered permanent.
Passport buses are currently free for all riders in the Downtown area. Establishing a “fare-free”
transit zone for all types of transit serving the Downtown has been discussed during the
development of the Downtown Plan, and is worthy of further consideration in conjunction with
other provisions of a comprehensive transit system. This information will be provided to the
decision-makers when they consider the Downtown Plan for adoption. This is not a comment
on the Draft PEIR analysis or conclusions.
Comment P-16.6: The commenter provides specific recommendations regarding bicycle
programs.
Response to Comment P-16.6: Consideration for additional bicycle and pedestrian programs
such as those discussed by the commenter will continue to be evaluated as city transportation
plans are developed. This is not a comment on the Draft PEIR analysis or conclusions.
Comment P.16-7: The commenter states that Metro is currently considering extension of the
Greenline into Long Beach in the future, and provides various information related to The Metro
Transportation Authority exploring various line extensions, etc. The commenter states they
would like to see provisions in the Draft PEIR for encouraging east-west light rail in the future
of downtown Long Beach.
Response to Comment P-16.7: The route for the Greenline extension is still being evaluated, and
would mostly connect to the Blueline either in Downtown or at the Willow Street station. This
extension has no funding as present, so is in the most preliminary stages. In addition, the City
prepared a feasibility study to re-establish a street car system in Long Beach. Routes that were
evaluated included streets within the Downtown Plan area. No specific funding or routes have
been selected at present. This is part of a larger transportation planning effort and not within
the scope of the Downtown Plan or the Draft PEIR, which is to address the potential
environmental impacts of the Downtown Plan.
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Letter P-17: Comment Letter from Maureen Neeley, April 1, 2011
Comment P-17.1: The commenter requests parking policies in the Plan itself be reconsidered,
particularly in regards to parking meters in the early evening.
Response to Comment P-17.1: Parking meter policy is established by City Council and
implemented by Public Works, and for Downtown, in conjunction with the Downtown Long
Beach Associates, as managers of the business district. This is not a comment on the Draft PEIR
analysis or conclusions.
Comment P-17.2: The commenter requests that the ratio of retail versus entertainment square
footage be increased in favor of retail, since too much entertainment may discourage some
persons from venturing downtown.
Response to Comment P-17.2: This is a key concern for Downtown in keeping with the stated
desire of creating a vibrant, lively urban waterfront metropolis. While the Downtown Plan
cannot dictate what particular uses occupy now or in the future, it is clear that an
overabundance of any particular type of use, be it entertainment, bars and restaurants, retails
shops, or residential uses, will not create the synergy of an urban neighborhood. Monitoring of
development patterns within the Downtown over time is incorporated into the mitigation and
monitoring program and will be conducted on an on-going basis.
Comment P-17.3: The commenter provides specific comments about capitalizing on the
“International City” moniker and cultural diversity.
Response to Comment P-17.3: This comment relates to establishing a unique identity for
Downtown, and creating places where our diversity can be showcased. Uses such as the Art
Exchange, and the mentioned International Bazaar could be fashioned in Downtown by private
entrepreneurs, with or without assistance from the City or Redevelopment Agency. Public
markets such as Pike’s Place in Seattle, Granville Island in Vancouver, BC, and the Ferry
Building on the Embarcadero in San Francisco offer examples that could be built in Downtown
Long Beach. The Downtown Plan allows and encourages these types of uses.
Comment P-17.4: The commenter recommends a property tax for public transportation.
Response to Comment P-17.4: Suggestions regarding establishing a “fare-free zone” in
Downtown have been made and will be considered for future consideration by the decisionmakers; however, this issue is beyond the scope of the Downtown Plan and Draft PEIR. Note
that these types of programs, coupled with adjustments to parking standards, will encourage
arrival in Downtown without a personal automobile, which is a desired goal of the Plan (see
Guiding Principle #3 on Page 9 of the Plan).
Comment P-17.5: Comment provides specific comments regarding Downtown’s relationship to
the Pine Avenue, which is outside of the project area.
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Response to Comment P-17.5: The southern boundary of the project area is Ocean Boulevard.
Issues such as the unique branding and potential competition of uses between the project area
and the area to the south will be considered during the future preparation of adjacent area
plans.
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Letter P-18: Comment Letter from Virginia Quinn, April 1, 2011
Comment P-18.1: The commenter expresses concern over displacement of single family
housing in Downtown.
Response to Comment P-18.1: The majority of single-family homes within the Downtown
project area are situated within the neighborhood overlay districts (refer to Figure 3-1 on Page
39 of the Plan for the location of these areas). This designation limits the uses that are allowed
on these properties to protect stable existing residential areas. Also, please refer to Topical
Response #1 for a discussion of additional displacement issues.
Comment P-18.2: The Commenter states their opposition to the redevelopment at PCH and 2nd
Street due to increased traffic and economic concerns.
Response to Comment P-18.2: This area is well outside of the Downtown Plan area. No
response is required.
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Letter P-19: Comment Letter from Gary Shelton, April 4, 2011
Comment P-19.1: The commenter contents the NOP was not distributed to all affected
Responsible and Trustee Agencies as required by CEQA, including City agencies, such as Long
Beach RDA, HDC, etc. The commenter also states that their input could have resulted in a
comprehensive treatment of the Plans potential adverse effects related to Population and
Housing.
Response to Comment P-19.1: Several of the agencies listed are, in fact, part of the Department
of Development Services that drafted the Plan and Draft PEIR, and are fully aware of and active
participants in the creation of the Downtown Plan. The Downtown Long Beach Associates, the
Convention and Visitors Bureau and their representatives have been participants in the process
since the original visioning committee that was the precursor to the Plan. DLBA provided
comments on the Draft PEIR (see Letter P-4 above). All of these entities and many others were
well aware of the project and the timing of the process. The City distributed the NOP to all
potential Responsible Agencies and Trustee Agencies, as defined by CEQA, in addition to
community interest groups. The City complied with all public notification requirements of
CEQA.
Comment P-19.2: The commenter contends that Section 4.10, Population and Housing, of the
Draft PEIR is inadequate, that the Regional Housing Needs Assessment numbers are incorrect
and unreliable, and that the conclusion is misleading to the public. The commenter also states
population projections are outdated, notwithstanding SCAG’s recommendations to use its
figures, and cannot be relied on. The commenter also contends the RNHA data has been altered
by staff and notes discrepancies between the numbers in the Draft PEIR and those adopted May
2009 by the City Council.
Response to Comment P-19.2: Table 4.10-2 provides the Long Beach RNHA Allocation for the
2008-2014 planning period as shown in the 2009 Housing Element. SCAG projections were
from the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan Adopted Growth Forecast, which provided the best
available population data at the date of publication of the Draft PEIR. Impact Pop-1 of the Draft
PEIR concludes that impacts of population growth in downtown would be significant and
unavoidable. In addition, Impact Pop-2 of the Draft PEIR concludes that implementation of the
proposed Downtown Plan would have significant and unavoidable impacts related to housing
supply. Therefore, the Draft PEIR discloses the significant impacts of the project on population
and housing for consideration of the decision-makers when they make a decision on the project.
Comment P-19.3: The commenter reiterates comments made by the Planning Commission that
relate to aesthetic impacts of abrupt height changes.
Response to Comment P-19.3: The Downtown Plan includes four distinct height districts (see
Figure 3-2 on page 47 of the Plan). Whether a new structure is on the boundary of one of these
height districts, or has existing buildings of various heights located adjacent to the project, all
projects built in the project area are required to comply with the Design Standards in Section 4
of the Plan. These standards include massing, setback and street wall standards, as well as
building-type specific requirements that require consideration of not only the height but the
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existing style and architectural character of their immediate surroundings. Because nearly all
projects in Downtown will be infill projects adjacent to existing structures, the above-stated
measures in the Plan are provided specifically to address concerns about abrupt height
differences between adjacent buildings.
Comment P-19.4: The commenter refers to comments made by the Planning Commission
regarding mobility access for disabled and transit users, and parking in Downtown.
Response to Comment P-19.4: A key aspect of the Downtown Plan is strengthening the strong
“park once” pedestrian environment. This effort has been on-going in Downtown and will
continue under the Downtown Plan. The recent completion of the Transit Mall improvement
project, pedestrian improvements in the East Village along 1st and 4th streets, and plans for
improving Pine Avenue to better accommodate pedestrians are a few notable examples.
Parking is readily available in Downtown now. The Downtown Plan reduces parking
minimums to encourage new development and take advantage of the “park once” approach by
reducing the overall number of spaces over time. In order to ensure that this approach is not
limiting activity, the utilization of parking spaces will be monitored on a regular basis. Also,
please refer to Topical Response #4 for additional information regarding parking.
Comment P-19.5: Comments reiterate comments made by the Planning Commission that relate
to land use impacts induced by “changing and shifting intensities”, and state the EIR should
expand its discussion to adequately address these “changing and shifting intensities” and
evaluate their impacts and potential need for mitigation. The commenter contends the Draft
PEIR is deficient in this regard.
Response to Comment P-19.5: As noted above in the response to Comment P-19.3, the
Downtown Plan includes four distinct height districts (see Figure 3-2 on page 47 of the Plan).
Downtown has been developed over more than one hundred years under a variety of economic
and land use plan conditions. This has resulted in a wide range of intensities in the urban
fabric. To respond to this wide range or intensities, and because nearly all projects in
Downtown will be infill projects adjacent to existing structures, the design guidelines include
strong policies about respecting the style and intensity of adjacent buildings. The Plan also
includes minimum street wall heights for key corridors within the project area (see Page 64 of
the Plan) to regulate and unify development intensity in those areas. However, uniformity of
intensity is not expected in the plan given large number of existing structures, including
historical buildings that are expected to remain in place.
Section 4.09, Noise, of the Draft PEIR discusses potential noise impacts from potentially
incompatible uses. Specifically, Impacts Noise-5 and Noise-6 and their associated mitigation
measures address noise as it relates to land use compatibility.
Comment P-19.6: The commenter reiterates comments made by the Planning Commission that
relate to community input, the project not including the Shoreline/ Pike area, and the economic
impacts of the plan.
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Response to Comment P-19.6: The community input process for the Downtown Plan was
extensive, and included numerous community meetings and presentations prior to the release
of the Notice of Preparation. The fact that the Downtown Residential Council and all six of its
member organizations, as well as the Downtown Long Beach Associates representing the
business community all commented on the Plan is evidence of the public outreach effort.
As was noted in Response to Comment P-17.1 above, the Shoreline area has always been
considered an important part of the Greater Downtown area, but was not included in the
Downtown Plan because that area was more recently redeveloped and is in the Coastal Zone,
which requires California Coastal Commission approval. A plan for that area will be prepared
in the future that will be coordinated with and built upon the Downtown Plan.
Economic impacts of the Downtown Plan, including displacement of existing residents and
provision of Community Benefits are discussed in Topical Responses #1 and #2 above.
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Letter P-20: Comment Letter from Katherine Sripiatana, April 4, 2011
Comment P-20.1: The commenter expresses support for the Downtown Plan and future
development projects, and requests that community benefits be included. The commenter also
requests more clarification regarding building height standards. The commenter states the
Draft PEIR needs to be more specific in its relationship to the Downtown Plan, but does not
provide any additional specific information.
Response to Comment P-20.1: These comments primarily relate to the Plan itself and not the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR. Please refer to Topical Response #2 regarding community benefits.
The Downtown Plan was prepared as an update of the PD-30 and PD-29, Subarea 5 zoning
documents, adding design guidelines and standards. The Plan was developed subsequent to a
process to establish a Vision for Downtown. Both of these efforts included community input.
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the State law under which the Draft PEIR
was prepared. Under CEQA, every action that will have a physical impact on the environment
has to be analyzed. The EIR document must be prepared prior to making a decision on the
proposed project to provide information about the environmental consequences of the proposed
action. The EIR for the Downtown Plan serves two purposes. The first is to serve as the
environmental review document for the Plan itself. Secondly, it provides environmental
analysis for subsequent individual development projects that conform to the Downtown Plan,
subject to preliminary review that no additional impacts are anticipated. If additional impacts
beyond those already addressed in the Draft PEIR are anticipated for subsequent individual
development projects, additional review under CEQA would be required.
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Letter P-21: Comment Letter from Joe Stearns, April 4, 2011
Comment P-21.1: The commenter states support for the Downtown Plan and future
development projects.
Response to Comment P-21.1: This comment is noted.
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Letter P-22: Comment Letter from Catherine Tuck, April 4, 2011
Comment P-22.1: The commenter states support for the Downtown Plan.
Response to Comment P-22.1: This comment is noted.
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Letter P-23: Comment Letter from George Tuck, April 4, 2011
Comment P-23.1: The commenter states support for the Downtown Plan.
Response to Comment P-23.1: The comment is noted.
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Letter P-24: Comment Letter from Kerrie Aley, March 31, 2011
Comment P-24.1: The commenter suggests that the EIR traffic analysis should consider
locations east of Alamitos Avenue, and states and opinion that the City should identify areas
east of Alamitos Avenue that would benefit from traffic calming and require development
moratoriums when traffic reaches a maximum volume on Ocean, Broadway, 4th and 7th east of
Alamitos Avenue.
Response to Comment P-24.1: As the commenter acknowledges, the Draft PEIR traffic analysis
considers traffic increases along major east-west corridors through and adjacent to the project
area. As shown on Figure 4.12-2 and on figures throughout the traffic study in Draft PEIR
Appendix F, the traffic analysis considers five intersections along Orange Avenue, east of
Alamitos Avenue. As significant project impacts were not identified at any of those locations,
extending the study area farther east is not warranted since traffic volumes associated with
project area development would be expected to drop off further as one moves east (farther from
the project area). Because significant impacts related to Downtown Plan implementation have
not been identified at locations east of Alamitos Avenue and are not projected to occur based
upon the analysis set forth in Appendix F, there is no reason to expand the analysis. . These
types of programs could be instituted along these corridors through a City-initiated study or
other program, but are not required as a result of the Downtown Plan.
Comment P-24.2: The commenter suggests that the Downtown Plan is inconsistent with the
City’s LCP because it would use residential streets for crosstown downtown traffic flow. The
commenter also suggests timing traffic signals on Ocean, Broadway, and 4th so that traffic
speeds would be reduced.
Response to Comment P-24.2: Contrary to what the commenter suggests, the Downtown Plan
is not designed to use residential streets for crosstown traffic flow. It is true that some motorists
will continue to use east-west streets within and adjacent to downtown and that traffic levels
are generally anticipated to increase as additional development occurs within the project area.
As the Draft PEIR traffic analysis acknowledges, traffic impacts associated with project area
growth would be unavoidably significant based on City criteria. However, as noted in the
response to Comment P-24.1, no significant impacts have been identified along east-west
corridors east of the project area. Mitigation Measure Traff-1(c) on page 4.12-13 of the Draft
PEIR includes signal modifications on project area roadways to enhance traffic flow and
improve pedestrian safety. Measure Traff-1(d) on page 4.12-14 requires various traffic calming
and pedestrian amenities designed to improve pedestrian safety and comfort.
Comment P-24.3: The commenter suggests that the Draft PEIR traffic analysis needs to account
for vacant and approved, but not built retail developments and forecast traffic when the area is
completely built out. The commenter also suggests that the traffic analysis should consider
regional traffic growth.
Response to Comment P-24.3: As an initial matter, CEQA requires the traffic impacts to be
assessed based upon a comparison to the existing conditions rather than based upon one-time
traffic projections which did not come to fruition. As set forth on page 4.12-3 of the Draft PEIR
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and in the corresponding section of the Traffic Impact Analysis, Appendix F, the baseline
condition was assessed by collecting traffic counts at various location. The traffic analysis
considers anticipated growth within the Downtown area as well as the cumulative projects
listed in Table 3-1, which identifies probable developments that would occur before buildout of
the Downtown Plan. The cumulative projects list includes residential, office, retail, restaurant,
and hotel land uses. As such, the analysis uses the approach suggested by the commenter.
With respect to regional traffic growth, as explained on page 4.12-8 of the Draft PEIR, in the case
of the Downtown Plan, there is no need to apply an ambient growth factor. Use of an
additional ambient background growth factor would have resulted in an unrealistically high
growth forecast for the following reasons:
The Plan itself accounts for all potential development and growth within the Downtown
Plan Project area, including residential, office, commercial, hotel, and other growth.
Due to the unique geographic location of Downtown, very little or no through-traffic
growth is anticipated within the Downtown Plan Project area. While some traffic today
passes through Downtown as through traffic (such as traffic from the port complex
bridges or I-710 to the East Long Beach area), very little growth in such traffic is
projected to occur in the future. Also, there is no through-traffic growth to the south
because of the ocean, and to the west the growth is primarily port-oriented. Growth in
port traffic would primarily consist of heavy trucks that would use I-710 and I-110 and
would not travel within Downtown. Pending rail improvements and the Clean Port
initiatives seek to reduce the truck trips overall by conveying more cargo by rail in the
future.
Comment P-24.4: The commenter suggests that the City should install new signage and require
that all event promotional directions be written to director motorists away from residential
streets.
Response to Comment P-24.4: This comment appears to be directed at the Downtown Plan
rather than the Draft PEIR as it does not pertain to any identified significant traffic impact.
Although growth facilitated by the Downtown Plan would generally increase traffic, the Plan
does not specifically direct traffic onto residential streets within or adjacent to the project area.
In fact, a key circulation strategy of the Plan is to maintain traffic flow on major roadways in
order to reduce the incentives for motorists to cut through on residential streets. Section 6 of the
Downtown Plan includes specific standards for signs within the project area, including signs
related to wayfinding for all modes of travel. The suggestion regarding directing motorists
away from residential streets will be forwarded to City decision-makers for their consideration
as they review the draft Plan. Any motorist wayfinding signage would be installed by the
City’s traffic engineering staff in accordance with established protocols and standards.
Comment P-24.5: The commenter suggests that the City should have public meetings on the
General Plan Update Mobility Plan prior to adoption of the Downtown Plan and asks if the City
intends to revise the Local Coastal Plan (LCP) prior to approval of the Downtown Plan.
Response to Comment P-24.5: The suggestion regarding the timing of meetings is noted, but
does not pertain to the Draft PEIR. Contrary to what the commenter suggests, the Downtown
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Plan is not inconsistent with the LCP and no revision to the LCP is being sought. Community
meetings to present the citywide Mobility plan are currently underway and will continue until
the Mobility Plan is adopted in 2012.
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