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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This document comprises the Comments and Responses and Errata volume of the Final Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the City of Long Beach (City) Climate Action and Adaptation 
Plan (CAAP) and Safety Element Update Project (proposed project). The purpose of this document is 
to respond to all comments received by the City regarding the environmental information and 
analyses contained in the Draft SEIR. These responses are intended to clarify information already 
provided in the Draft SEIR and do not constitute new information or require recirculation of the 
Draft SEIR. These responses to comments should be considered part of the Final SEIR for 
consideration by the Planning Commission and City Council prior to certification of the Final SEIR.  

As required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (State CEQA Guidelines) 
Section 15087, a Notice of Completion (NOC), Notice of Availability (NOA), and copy of the Draft 
SEIR were filed with the State Clearinghouse on March 18, 2022.  

The NOA for the proposed project was published in the Press Telegram on March 18, 2022, 
distributed to various public agencies, citizen groups, Native American representatives, and 
interested individuals, and filed with the County of Los Angeles (County) Clerk on March 18, 222. 
Copies of the Draft SEIR were also made available for public review at City Hall and on the City’s 
website. The Draft SEIR was circulated for public review for a period of 45 days, from March 18, 
2022, to May 2, 2022.  

A total of seven letters commenting on the proposed project were received during the public review 
period or immediately thereafter. Comments were received from State and local agencies, as well as 
interested parties.  

Comments that address environmental issues are responded to thoroughly in this document. 
Comments that (1) do not address the adequacy or completeness of the Draft SEIR; (2) do not raise 
environmental issues; or (3) request the incorporation of additional information not relevant to 
environmental issues do not require a response, pursuant to Section 15088(a) of the State CEQA 
Guidelines. However, the City has attempted to provide a response to each comment. 

Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines, Evaluation of and Response to Comments, states: 

(a) The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received 
from persons who reviewed the Draft SEIR and shall prepare a written response. 
The lead agency shall respond to comments raising significant environmental issues 
received during the noticed comment period and any extensions and may respond 
to late comments.  

(b) The lead agency shall provide a written proposed response, either in a printed 
copy or in an electronic format, to a public agency on comments made by that 
public agency at least 10 days prior to certifying an environmental impact report. 
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(c) The written response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental 
issues raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated impacts 
or objections). In particular, the major environmental issues raised when the lead 
agency’s position is at variance with recommendations and objections raised in the 
comments must be addressed in detail giving the reasons why specific comments 
and suggestions were not accepted. There must be good faith, reasoned analysis in 
response. Conclusory statements unsupported by factual information will not 
suffice. The level of detail contained in the response, however, may correspond to 
the level of detail provided in the comment (i.e., responses to general comments 
may be general). A general response may be appropriate when a comment does not 
contain or specifically refer to readily available information, or does not explain the 
relevance of evidence submitted with the comment. 

(d) The response to comments may take the form of a revision to the Draft EIR or 
may be a separate section in the Final EIR. Where the response to comments makes 
important changes in the information contained in the text of the Draft EIR, the lead 
agency should either: 

1. Revise the text in the body of the Draft EIR; or 

2. Include marginal notes showing that the information is revised in the responses 
to comments. 

Information provided in this Final SEIR clarifies, amplifies, or makes minor modifications to the Draft 
SEIR. No significant changes have been made to the information or analysis contained in the Draft 
SEIR because of the responses to comments, and no significant new information has been added 
that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR document.  

All comments, including those that do not address the analysis in the Draft SEIR, will be forwarded 
to the City decision-makers for their consideration during the project approval process. 

1.1 INDEX OF COMMENTS RECEIVED  

Table A, below, consists of an index list of the State agencies, local agencies, and interested parties 
that commented on the Draft SEIR prior to the close of the public comment period or immediately 
thereafter. The comments received have been organized by date received and in a manner that 
facilitates finding a particular comment or set of comments. Each comment letter received is 
indexed with a number below.  
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Table A: List of Comments Received  

State Agencies 
S-1 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) May 2, 2022 
S-2 California Coastal Commission May 5, 2022 
Local Agencies 
L-1 Long Beach Unified School District May 6, 2022 
Interested Parties 
I-1 Michael Clemson April 27, 2022 
I-2 California State University Long Beach April 29, 2022 
I-3 Long Beach Alliance for Clean Energy May 2, 2022 
I-4 Long Beach 350 May 2, 2022 

 
1.2 FORMAT OF RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Responses to each of the comment letters are provided on the following pages. The comment index 
numbers are provided in the upper right corner of each comment letter, and individual points within 
each letter are numbered along the right-hand margin of each letter. The City’s responses to each 
comment letter immediately follow each letter and are referenced by the index numbers in the 
margins.  
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2.0 COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 
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2.1 STATE AGENCIES 
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“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment” 

 

  

STATE OF CALIFORNIA------- CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 7 
100 S. MAIN STREET, MS 16 
LOS ANGELES, CA  90012 
PHONE  (213) 269-1124 
FAX  (213) 897-1337 
TTY  711 
www.dot.ca.gov 

 
 Making Conservation  

a California Way of Life 
 

May 2, 2022 
 
Alison Spindler-Ruiz 
City of Long Beach 
411 W. Ocean Boulevard, 3rd Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

 
RE: Climate Action and Adaptation Plan and  
       Safety Element Update Project 

             SCH # 2015051054 
          Vic. LA-405, LA-710, LA-605, SR-01  

       SR-103, etc. Citywide 
             GTS # LA-2021-03897-DSEIR 
 
Dear Alison Spindler-Ruiz:  
 
Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 
environmental review process for the above referenced environmental document.  The 
project includes both the adoption of a Climate Action and Adaptation Plan Project 
(CAAP) and Safety Element Update.  The proposed CAAP is a comprehensive planning 
document outlining the City’s proposed approach both to address climate impacts on 
Long Beach and to reduce Long Beach’s impact on the climate by reducing GHG 
emissions.   
 
The proposed CAAP includes a roadmap for implementing new polices, programs, 
incentives, requirements, projects, and initiatives in the immediate future, as well as 
longer-term actions that will need to be studied further, while monitoring how the climate 
continues to change and evaluating the effectiveness of actions taken. The proposed 
project also includes the adoption of an updated Safety Element to bring the Safety 
Element up to date and into compliance with several state laws related to climate change 
and resiliency, and to consolidate the City's existing Public Safety and Seismic Safety 
Elements. 
 
The mission of Caltrans is to provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves 
all people and respects the environment.  Senate Bill 743 (2013) has codified into CEQA 
law and mandated that CEQA review of transportation impacts of proposed development 
be modified by using Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) as the primary metric in identifying 
transportation impacts for all future development projects.  You may reference the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) for more information: 
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Alison Spindler-Ruiz 
May 2, 2022 
Page 2 of 3 

 

 
 

“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment” 

 
 

 

 

http://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/updates/guidelines/ 
 
As a reminder, VMT is the standard transportation analysis metric in CEQA for land use 

projects after July 1, 2020, which is the statewide implementation date.   

 

We encourage the Lead Agency to evaluate the potential of Transportation Demand 

Management (TDM) strategies and Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) applications 

in order to better manage the transportation network, as well as transit service and bicycle 

or pedestrian connectivity improvements.  For additional TDM options, please refer to the 

Federal Highway Administration’s Integrating Demand Management into the 

Transportation Planning Process: A Desk Reference (Chapter 8).  This reference is 

available online at: 

 
http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/fhwahop12035/fhwahop12035.pdf 
 
You can also refer to the 2010 Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures report 
by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), which is available 
online at:  
 
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-
14-Final.pdf 
 
The proposed CAAP would promote a reduction of VMT, and a CAAP Action is designed 
to ensure the City implements SB743 (see T-9).  To that end, the City adopted VMT 
guidelines in 2020 consistent with SB 743 and the proposed CAAP.  The proposed project 
includes measures to support the CAAP Actions related to Building and Energy, which 
would be constructed within or on existing or proposed buildings (e.g., rooftops) and are 
not expected to result in additional VMT impacts.  Measures to support the CAAP Actions 
related to Transportation include expansion of the bicycle and pedestrian network and 
other measures to reduce VMT, and increased housing and employment along major 
transit corridors and increased density and mixing of land uses.   
 
Development of housing and employment along transit centers would not result in 
additional impacts related to VMT beyond those anticipated in the adopted LUE and the 
2019 Certified Program EIR; rather, the CAAP is designed to maximize GHG reduction, 
including through VMT reduction, as part of LUE implementation.  In addition, future 
discretionary projects that implement measures to support the CAAP Actions related to 
increased transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities would also support reductions in VMT 
as analyzed in the 2019 Certified Program EIR. 
 
 

http://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/updates/guidelines/
http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/fhwahop12035/fhwahop12035.pdf
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf
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Alison Spindler-Ruiz 
May 2, 2022 
Page 3 of 3 

 

 
 

“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment” 

 
 

We would recommend the City to consider the following policies for all future projects: 
 

1. A post-development VMT analysis to validate and justify Project VMT and future 
VMT threshold setting.  Additional mitigation measure should be implemented 
when the post-development VMT analysis discloses any traffic significant impact.        

 
2. For future projects, any transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or 

materials which requires use of oversized-transport vehicles on State highways 
will need a Caltrans transportation permit.  We recommend large size truck trips 
be limited to off-peak commute periods. 
 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Mr. Alan Lin the project coordinator 
at (213) 269-1124 and refer to GTS # LA-2021-03897-DSEIR. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
MIYA EDMONSON 
LDR/CEQA Branch Chief  
 
 

email: State Clearinghouse 
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (CALTRANS) 

LETTER CODE: S-1 

DATE: May 2, 2022 

 

RESPONSE S-1-1 

The comment is introductory and includes a summary of the Draft CAAP and Safety Element Update.  

This comment is introductory in nature and does not contain any substantive comments or 
questions about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. Such 
comments do not require a response, pursuant to Section 15088(a) of the State of California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. No further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE S-1-2 

The comment introduces the mission of Caltrans and Senate Bill (SB) 743, which has codified into 
CEQA law and mandated that CEQA review of transportation impacts of proposed development be 
modified by using vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the primary metric in identifying transportation 
impacts for all future development projects. 

This comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the environmental 
analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. It 
should be noted that the CAAP includes a program to integrate SB 743 to incorporate analysis of 
VMT as the primary tool for identifying transportation impacts pursuant to CEQA (T-9). This action 
was implemented by the City of Long Beach (City) in June 2020 and is now the City’s practice. 

RESPONSE S-1-3 

The comment encourages the City to evaluate potential of Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) strategies and Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) applications in order to better manage 
the transportation network, as well as transit service and bicycle or pedestrian connectivity 
improvements. 

The CAAP is a living document and planning tool that is intended to evolve as the City makes 
progress on meeting reduction targets. The City has identified CAAP Actions for Transportation, 
including incorporation of updated Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies (T-7); 
strategies to improve transit service (T-1); provide bicycle, pedestrian, and electric vehicle 
infrastructure (T-2, T-3, and T-5); incorporate and integrate SB 743 to address VMT (T-9); and 
increase employment and residential development along transit corridors and increased density and 
mixing of land uses (T-6 and T-8). The CAAP Development Checklist requires that new development 
achieve a 5 percent reduction in vehicle trips and VMT compared to the project without such vehicle 
trip reduction features. This could be achieved by a number of actions and design features, such as 
through a TDM plan. This comment does not address the environmental analysis or conclusions of 
the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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RESPONSE S-1-4 

The comment refers to the 2010 Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures report by the 
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA). 

The overall goal of the CAAP is to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and adapt to climate 
change. This comment is a suggestion and does not contain any substantive comments or questions 
about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further 
response is necessary. It should be noted that the City utilizes CAPCOA to guide, for example, 
potential VMT reduction measures pursuant to the City’s SB 743 implementation guidelines. 

RESPONSE S-1-5 

The comment states that the Draft CAAP would promote a reduction of VMT, and Draft CAAP Action 
T-9 is designed to ensure the City implements SB 743. The comment also indicates that future 
discretionary projects that implement measures to support the CAAP Actions related to increased 
transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities would also support reductions in VMT as analyzed in the 
2019 Certified Program EIR. 

This comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the environmental 
analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE S-1-6 

The comment recommends the City consider a policy for future projects to provide a post-
development VMT analysis to validate and justify project VMT and future VMT threshold setting. 

The CAAP is a living document and planning tool that is intended to evolve as the City makes 
progress on meeting reduction targets. The CAAP Checklist requires that new development achieve 
a 5 percent reduction in vehicle trips and VMT compared to the project without such vehicle trip 
reduction features. It should be noted that CAAP Action T-9.1, to evaluate the effectiveness of new 
VMT thresholds, metrics, and mitigations as the City’s updated Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) 
guidelines, is implemented. This comment does not address the environmental analysis or 
conclusions of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE S-1-7 

The comment recommends the City consider a policy for future projects that include any 
transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or materials, which requires use of oversized-
transport vehicles on State highways will need a Caltrans transportation permit. 

The CAAP is a living document and planning tool that is intended to evolve as the City makes 
progress on meeting reduction targets. The City has made the plan to meet GHG reduction goals and 
will revise and update as necessary to meet those goals. This comment does not address the 
environmental analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA — CALIFORNIA NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
SOUTH COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 
301 E Ocean Blvd, Suite 300 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4325 

VOICE ( 562) 590- 5071 
FAX ( 562) 590- 5084 
WWW.COASTAL.CA.GOV 

 

May 5, 2022 

Alison Spindler-Ruiz, Acting Planning Bureau Manager 
City of Long Beach Development Services, Planning Bureau 
411 W. Ocean Boulevard, Third Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Re: Long Beach Draft Climate Action and Adaptation Plan & Draft Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Alison Spindler-Ruiz, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the City of Long Beach’s March 2022 Draft 
Climate Action and Adaptation Plan (CAAP) and Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact 
Report (SEIR). Commission staff appreciate the incorporation of numerous suggestions 
outlined in our 2/25/2019 comment letter on the City’s draft adaptation actions into the 
draft CAAP. Additionally, Commission staff applaud the City’s commitment to using an 
equity lens to plan for and implement climate change-related actions. As stated in the 
SEIR and the CAAP, the City plans to update the LCP to memorialize and implement the 
policies included in the CAAP.  

Commission staff will continue to coordinate with City staff on the format of such an LCP 
amendment, but, at this time, would recommend that, rather than seek to include the 
entire CAAP in the LCP, the City amend existing sections of the certified LCP to 
incorporate specific policies from the CAAP, reflect proposed changes to land uses, add 
longer-term adaptation plans, and implement specific CAAP actions. Some examples will 
be outlined later in this letter. Depending on the nature of the climate change-related 
LCP update(s) and the locations that would be affected by the changes, the standard of 
review for consistency with the Coastal Act may be the City’s certified Land Use Plan 
(LUP) and the public access policies of the Coastal Act, all Chapter 3 policies of the 
Coastal Act, and/or the Port of Long Beach Port Master Plan. The SEIR concludes that 
the CAAP is consistent with the intent of the certified LCP and the Coastal Act, which 
Commission staff generally agrees with. However, the following comments outline some 
remaining concerns and suggestions that should be incorporated when the City submits 
more targeted requests to amend the certified LCP. 

Suggestions for the CAAP or Future Related LCP Amendment(s) 

Groundwater Rise 

When a low-lying coastal area has shallow groundwater with subsurface connections 
to the ocean, sea level rise can cause groundwater levels to rise and emerge at the 
surface. As you may know, new data and modelling of anticipated groundwater levels 
as sea levels rise are available and suggest that several coastal areas in Long 
Beach, including but not limited to parts of the Port of Long Beach, Naples, the 
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Peninsula, and Belmont Shore and Park, will have emergent or very shallow 
groundwater tables. The change in groundwater levels, and any associated urban 
flooding, saltwater intrusion into stormwater systems or groundwater supplies, and 
other impacts on buried or low-lying utilities, should be analyzed when evaluating 
adaptation options and project design. Some of the planned adaptation actions and 
strategies may not be as effective or feasible when groundwater rise associated with 
increased sea levels can impact areas inland of shoreline protection. 

Thus, the City should update the draft CAAP to account for potential flooding impacts 
from emergent groundwater, changes in groundwater salinity, and additional risks to 
stormwater systems (for example, a stormwater system’s capacity can be reduced as 
a result of erosion and sediment deposition in the system, corrosion, and pump 
failure from saltwater infiltration). If groundwater rise results in mobilization of 
nonpoint source pollutants, they might potentially expose humans and coastal 
ecosystems to hazardous chemicals, materials, and pathogens. 

Sea Level Rise 

Regarding sea level rise projections, the near-term sea level rise projections included 
in the CAAP are adequate. However, Commission staff suggest the City replace or, at 
a minimum clarify that, the longer-term sea level rise projections described in the 
CAAP (i.e. a 5.5-foot scenario for 2100) are not current best available science (which 
suggests that approximately 6.7 feet is a more appropriate figure for a medium-high 
risk scenario) and should not be used for longer-term planning. In addition, the City 
should clarify that flooding impacts associated with storm events (and groundwater 
rise) may also be considered in future planning and development projects. The 
following additional sea level rise-related comments are organized by page or action 
number. 

Pg. 24 – In addition to suggesting that the public store sandbags and elevate 
equipment (in areas vulnerable to flooding), the guidance should recommend that 
adaptation strategies (can reference specific actions) be incorporated into plans for 
new development (e.g. additions, remodels, new homes). 

Pg. 55 – Add groundwater rise as another secondary impact from sea level rise. Sea 
level rise will also cause coastal groundwater tables to rise in Long Beach, with 
groundwater potentially emerging to contribute to flooding as well as to impacts like 
damage to buried development or infrastructure, mobilization of contaminants, and 
changing liquefaction risks. 

FLD-1 – Chapter 21.62 of the certified zoning code and associated definitions 
(Chapter 21.15) also contain flood regulations that can and should be updated. In 
addition, the City should base these updates on best available science (which may be 
different than FEMA standards) when updating these regulations. 

FLD 2 – The City has the opportunity to amend the LCP to incorporate coastal hazard 
and sea level rise language. The policies recently added to the certified Southeast 
Area Specific Plan are a good example of the type of amendment that could be 
proposed throughout the LCP. The City can be creative in the form these 
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amendments may take; for example, the City may choose to add a new climate 
adaptation element that will apply to the entire coastal zone and/or amend existing 
area-specific plans. Continued coordination with Commission staff can facilitate the 
City’s development of the best format for such amendments. Commission staff also 
recommend modifying FLD-2.3 to clarify that the sea level rise plus coastal storm 
flooding maps be used to inform plan updates. 

FLD-3 – As acknowledged in the CAAP, monitoring flood impacts is crucial to 
selecting and implementing adaptation strategies. Thus, Commission staff suggest 
the City add actions to monitor groundwater rise and areas of emergent groundwater, 
beach width (for ocean and bay beaches), Mean High Tide Line migration, and the 
total area of public open space lost. Action 3.5 should be modified to clarify that 
evaluation and data reporting should be specific to flood impacts. 

FLD-5 – Implementing actions should be added to assess potential for backflow in 
stormwater system through outfalls and identify priority outfalls for backflow 
prevention and begin incorporating backflow prevention techniques into current and 
future stormwater system repair, maintenance, or upgrade projects. 

FLD-6 – The description of this action suggests that the City will consider beach 
stabilization scenarios including hard engineering structures, but does not mention 
soft engineering sand retention alternatives. Even though actions relating to nature-
based alternatives are outlined in other actions, it should also be listed as an 
alternative in this section. In addition, the appendices suggest the beach stabilization 
study has been completed. Commission staff would appreciate a copy of this study. 

FLD-8 – This action describes dune restoration at the landside of beach, but also 
describes the use of constructed berms. Commission staff recommend that the 
description be clarified to plan to construct such nature-based solutions at the inland 
extent of the beach (where coastal resource impacts, including views of the water, 
may be reduced). 

FLD-10 – The statement in this action’s description, “whenever possible, the City will 
prioritize relocation of critical infrastructure and services [to areas outside of the sea 
level rise vulnerability zone],” should be an LCP policy. Commission staff would note 
that infrastructure relocation, elevation, and (at times) retrofitting would likely 
constitute new development that is subject to conformance with all relevant LCP and 
Coastal Act policies and may or may not be afforded shoreline protection in the 
future. A co-benefit of relocation/elevation would be reduced City expenditure on 
repair and maintenance over time. In addition, actions 10.1 and 10.2 should be 
broadened to clarify that regional adaptation strategies (not just shoreline protection) 
should be considered first, followed by site-specific adaptation measures. Further, an 
implementing action should be added to develop a long-term resilience plan that 
prioritizes projects to ensure any networked critical infrastructure (e.g., water/sewer/ 
stormwater infrastructure) can maintain service, anticipating future impacts (from tidal 
inundation, groundwater rise, or storm flooding) in vulnerable areas. Such a plan 
could be phased (e.g. short-term elevation and long-term relocation) to adapt to 
changing conditions and best available science. 
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FLD-17 – Additional actions should be added so that other vulnerable beach-front 
public facilities (not just beach parking lots, which currently remain an important 
public access resource) are also relocated, retreated, and/or realigned, new public 
development does not encroach farther seaward than the existing line of 
development (and, in fact, should include larger setbacks from the beach), and 
Tidelands Funds are used to secure long-term access to the beaches and public 
spaces. 

FLD-18 – As in FLD-16, the City should acknowledge that this strategy also benefits 
(if not mostly benefits) the adjacent residential development. Developments such as 
those contemplated under these implementing actions should be carefully considered 
for consistency with the Coastal Act and LCP. 

FLD-20 – When conducting the feasibility study for the construction of a new tide gate 
at the mouth of Alamitos Bay, the City should comprehensively investigate potential 
impacts to coastal resources, along with economic feasibility. 

Pg. 114 – The implementation measure numbers in the previous pages (Adaptation 
Actions table) and those in Figure 10 do not match. 

Biological Resource Impacts 

While some of the potential impacts of climate change and sea level rise on biological 
resources are mentioned in the appendices, there is no discussion of such impacts in 
the body of the plan and there are no actions specific to protecting threatened and 
increasingly rare coastal ecosystems from coastal squeeze and other stressors. It is 
not only human access to the beaches that is at risk; it is habitat that sensitive 
species are dependent on. Some of the last remaining wetlands and some of the 
widest beaches in southern California are located in Long Beach. If their protection is 
not ensured as new development is permitted, these resources could be lost or 
severely reduced, inconsistent with Coastal Act and LUP policies. Thus, the City 
should add discussion and actions related to reservation of ecosystems and enhance 
and expand urban forest cover by amending the certified IP to increase open space 
requirements and encourage cool roofs in the coastal zone. 

Public Access Impacts 

Throughout the CAAP, the City highlights the need for certain actions to maintain 
public access to coastal areas. Commission staff suggest memorializing this by 
adding to the list of why the CAAP is needed: to ensure that new development will 
protect resources threatened by coastal squeeze, including but not limited to coastal 
ecosystems (beaches, wetlands, and other habitat) and the public’s ability to visit and 
enjoy those resources for generations to come. Commission staff also noticed that 
some of the actions listed would disproportionately impact public access to the coast 
as compared to private use of the coast. For example, the CAAP includes an action 
to reduce and retreat public beach parking lots (which may trigger CDP and/or LCP 
amendments) but does not identify a plan to mitigate for that loss, include actions to 
create new public parks and/or beach parking lots when those existing are threatened 
by coastal flooding, or suggest a similar strategy for private development. As a 
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transportation-related action, the CAAP proposes land use changes that may be 
proposed in the coastal zone. The City should consider Coastal Act and LCP policies 
that encourage and protect coastal-dependent and lower-cost recreational uses and 
avoid increasing density in areas subject to coastal hazards. 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

Regarding the tribal acknowledgement included on page 30 of the CAAP, 
Commission staff suggest that the City continue efforts to consult with Native 
American tribal groups using multiple methods (i.e. letter, email, and phone) to 
confirm the history described in the CAAP, which may contain errors or require 
clarification, as well as solicit input on the plan itself. The City could also recognize 
that these peoples were not only the first and traditional caretakers of this area, but 
remain so today. 

Additionally, the City should consider the potential impacts of climate change and the 
proposed adaptation strategies on tribal cultural resources. These resources include 
but are not limited to the biological resources described above and archeological 
resources that could be disturbed during ground disturbing activities associated with 
multiple proposed adaptation strategies. For example, preservation of tribal resources 
could be co-benefit and equity consideration for action FLD-19 (investigate feasibility 
of managed retreat). 

Environmental Justice 

Again, Commission staff fully appreciate and support the City’s commitment to 
analyzing and addressing climate change impacts through a social equity lens. There 
is one issue area that could be clarified and emphasized in the CAAP: the impacts of 
development and operations in the San Pedro Bay ports. Several air quality and 
transportation-related goals and strategies include actions to collaborate with the Port 
of Long Beach on efforts to minimize emissions. However, given the large growth that 
the San Pedro Bay ports have been experiencing over the last couple of years and 
the ports’ plans for further development, the CAAP could discuss and address 
emissions related to port growth.  

In addition, the Port of Long Beach Port Master Plan and City of Long Beach LCP, 
including the Southeast Area Specific Plan, include policies that encourage the 
consolidation, abandonment, and clean-up of oil wells. The City could add actions 
that are consistent with these policies to reduce emissions (and, therefore, future sea 
level and groundwater rise impacts) and water quality impacts associated with 
projected flooding from sea level and groundwater rise in areas where oil extraction 
activities are conducted. 

Opportunities for Immediate Implementation through Coastal Permit Processes 

The public can participate in local land use planning and permitting public processes 
to forward the goals of the CAAP and ensure City actions are consistent with the 
policies of the LCP and Coastal Act. Such involvement could be added to the “What 
Can You Do” list included on page 24 of the CAAP. 
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The City can and has already begun to forward its climate action objectives through 
the local coastal development permit process. City staff can educate and encourage 
applicants to incorporate project elements like cool roofs, increased open space, 
permeable yard areas, floodproofing, and locating electrical and other utilities above 
the ground floor. The City can also require certain project elements be incorporated, if 
needed for the project to conform with the certified LCP. Imposing such special 
conditions is a no-cost action the City could take immediately; some suggestions are 
discussed in the following subsections. 

Addressing Coastal Hazards 

In order to ensure consistency with the policies of the certified LCP that protect open 
spaces as a hazard mitigation strategy and identify widths of beaches and bays that 
are required to be maintained and the coastal hazards and sea level rise policies of 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, adaptation strategies that address coastal squeeze are 
a necessity. The CAAP’s action to investigate the feasibility of managed retreat in the 
long-term may not sufficiently conform with such policies. Additional actions should 
be taken in the short-term to provide flexibility for potential implementation of such a 
strategy in the future. The City has already begun to memorialize the risk associated 
with development in areas vulnerable to sea level rise. However, Commission staff 
suggest the City strengthen this effort by imposing permit conditions for development 
in hazardous areas that require applicants to assume the risk of development in the 
area and waive rights to shoreline protection for new development where appropriate, 
strengthening LCP policies relating to coastal hazards, and/or conducting a focused 
update of the requirements for approval of coastal development permits. 

Implementing Drought Actions 

The City’s certified LCP already has regulations and policies that encourage native, 
non-invasive, and drought tolerant landscaping. To support the CAAP’s drought-
related actions, the City should require all new development with landscaping 
components to limit their plant palette to native, drought-tolerant plants and require 
low-water-use irrigation systems. 

 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the City’s Draft CAAP & SEIR. 
Please continue to keep us informed of future local actions relating to the CAAP. We look 
forward to continuing to work together on the related LCP amendment(s) and are 
happy to meet and further discuss the comments provided. 

Sincerely, 

Dani Ziff 
Coastal Planner, South Coast District 
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 

LETTER CODE: S-2 

DATE: May 5, 2022 

 

RESPONSE S-2-1 

This comment is introductory in nature and does not contain any substantive comments or 
questions about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR.  

Such comments do not require a response, pursuant to Section 15088(a) of the State of California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. No further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE S-2-2 

The comment suggests that rather than including the entire CAAP in the Local Coastal Program 
(LCP), the City of Long Beach (City) consider amending existing sections of the certified LCP to 
incorporate specific policies from the CAAP, reflect proposed changes to land uses, add longer-term 
adaptation plans, and implement specific CAAP actions. 

The City will take this recommendation into consideration as it formulates a strategy for most 
appropriately amending the LCP to incorporate CAAP policies and programs. The City intends to hold 
a series of pre-filing meetings with the Coastal Commission staff before submitting the CAAP or an 
LCP form of the CAAP to the Coastal Commission for certification.  

RESPONSE S-2-3 

The comment suggests that the City should update the CAAP to account for potential flooding 
impacts from emergent groundwater, changes in groundwater salinity, and additional risks to 
stormwater systems. 

This comment is directed at the CAAP and does not address the environmental analysis or 
conclusions of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.  However, it should be 
noted that the CAAP itself is a broad, long-range policy plan and CAAP Adaptation Actions include 
flood adaptation actions to more granularly analyze and address cumulative impacts of flooding (i.e., 
FLD-3 and FLD-7) and update plans and regulations as appropriate (FLD-1 and FLD-2). 

RESPONSE S-2-4 

The comment states that the City should replace or clarify the longer-term sea level rise projections 
described in the CAAP are no longer the best available science. In addition, the comment states that 
the City should clarify the flooding impacts associated with storm events. 

This comment is directed at the CAAP and does not address the environmental analysis or 
conclusions of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.  However, it should be 
noted that because research and information on the potential impacts of climate change continues 
to evolve, the CAAP is designed to be a living document to be updated periodically (see CAAP 
Chapter 8). Additionally, CAAP Adaptation Actions include flood adaptation actions to more 
granularly analyze and address cumulative impacts of sea level rise and riverine flooding (i.e. FLD-3, 
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FLD-7) and update plans and regulations as appropriate (FLD-1, FLD-2). Additionally, the various 
horizon-years within the CAAP are designed to drive different adaptation responses. The 2030 and 
2050 scenarios carry a higher degree of certainty and are used to develop the implementation 
matters that the City will undertake in the short and medium term. The CAAP will be updated prior 
to 2045 with updated projections including for long-term sea level rise. 

While the sea level rise analysis in the CAAP is sufficient for CEQA purposes, during pre-filing 
meetings, the City will be glad to discuss with the Coastal Commission additional sea level rise 
scenarios to be included in its certification request. 

RESPONSE S-2-5 

The comment states that the City should add discussion and actions related to reservation of 
ecosystems and enhance and expand urban forest cover by amending the certified Implementation 
Plan (IP) to increase open space requirements and encourage cool roofs in the coastal zone. 

This comment is directed at the CAAP and does not address the environmental analysis or 
conclusions of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE S-2-6 

The comment states that the City highlights the need for certain actions to maintain public access to 
coastal areas throughout the CAAP, and that this should be listed as a reason the CAAP is needed. 
The comment further states that in implementing transportation emission reduction strategies in 
the CAAP related to land use, the City should consider Coastal Act and LCP policies that encourage 
and protect coastal-dependent and lower-cost recreational uses and avoid increasing density in 
areas subject to coastal hazards. 

Many of these policies already exist within the City’s LCP however discussion of any refinement of 
those policies will be handled as part of the pre-filing meeting and later review for the Coastal 
Commission certification request. 

This comment is directed at the CAAP and does not address the environmental analysis or 
conclusions of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE S-2-7 

The comment suggests that the City should expand its tribal acknowledgement in the CAAP and 
consider the potential impacts of climate change and the proposed adaptation strategies on tribal 
cultural resources. 

The first part of this comment is directed at the CAAP and does not address the environmental 
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR.  However, it should be noted that the City values tribal and 
cultural resources.  Native American tribes were engaged in the CAAP development process 
including through invitations to participate in CAAP outreach and plan development events, and 
through invitations to provide land acknowledgement at CAAP events that helped ground CAAP 
events.   The City offered tribal consultation on the SEIR.  In accordance with Senate Bill 18 (SB 18) 
and Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) requirements, the City contacted Native American representatives in 
July 2021. The representatives that were contacted were identified on a list of contacts provided by 
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the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The City continues to welcome opportunity to 
engage with and recognize Native American tribes including in plans and through land 
acknowledgements at planning outreach events. 

The second part of the comment relates to potential impacts of adaptation strategies on tribal 
cultural resources. The SEIR analyzes the potential impacts of the CAAP at the plan level.  The 
proposed project does not include physical improvements or development, and impacts from 
implementation of all future CAAP Adaptation Actions at this time would be speculative. Any future 
discretionary projects would be subject to project-level CEQA as required. Therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 

RESPONSE S-2-8 

The comment supports the City’s equity approaches in the CAAP and recommends that the City add 
further analysis and actions related to the impacts of development and operations in the San Pedro 
Bay ports.  The comment also recommends that the CAAP include additional actions related to the 
consolidation, abandonment, and clean-up of oil wells.  . 

This comment is directed at the CAAP and does not address the environmental analysis or 
conclusions of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.  It should be noted that 
the CAAP includes a quantification of carbon emissions from waterborne activities within the City 
including related to the Port of Long Beach for informational purposes. These emissions are not 
considered jurisdictional emissions for the City and therefore are not included as part of the City’s 
jurisdictional GHG inventory or GHG reduction target but are provided in the plan for informational 
purposes.  The CAAP includes actions related to reducing GHG and air quality impacts from port and 
related operations (see for example T-4 and AQ-6).  The CAAP also includes a GHG reduction 
measure related to oil and gas extraction (BE-8). 

RESPONSE S-2-9 

The comment suggests that the City staff implement its climate action objectives through the local 
coastal development permit process, including by educating and encouraging applicants to 
incorporate project elements like cool roofs, increased open space, permeable yard areas, 
floodproofing, and locating electrical and other utilities above the ground floor.  

While many of these suggested actions are supported by or contained within the CAAP, this 
comment is related to approaches for implementing the CAAP and does not address the 
environmental analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE S-2-10 

The comment expresses concern that the CAAP’s action to investigate the feasibility of managed 
retreat in the long-term may not be sufficient for protecting coastal open as a hazard mitigation 
strategy and suggests additional actions be added.  The comment further suggests the City take 
additional actions in the short term to support these goals in the longer term,  by imposing permit 
conditions for development in hazardous areas that require applicants to assume the risk of 
development in the area and waive rights to shoreline protection for new development where 
appropriate, strengthening LCP policies relating to coastal hazards, and/or conducting a focused 
update of the requirements for approval of coastal development permits. 
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A more comprehensive response to this comment will be included in the City’s Coastal Commission 
certification request. The information contained within the CAAP however is sufficient for CEQA 
analysis. 

This comment is directed at the CAAP and does not address the environmental analysis or 
conclusions of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE S-2-11 

The comment recommends that the City should require all new development with landscaping 
components to limit their plant palette to native, drought-tolerant plants and require low-water-use 
irrigation systems. 

This comment is directed at the CAAP and does not address the environmental analysis or 
conclusions of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.  It should be noted that 
requirement #7 in Table 3 of the CAAP Development Checklist requires future development to use 
drought-tolerant and native plant species and water efficient landscapes. As part of the certification 
request and review, the City will engage with the Coastal Commission regarding any additional 
landscape provisions desired or required for properties within the Coastal Zone. 
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2.2 LOCAL AGENCIES 
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LONG BEACH UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

LETTER CODE: L-1 

DATE: May 6, 2022 

 

RESPONSE L-1-1 

The comment states that the Long Beach Unified School District (District) does not routinely operate 
any school buses.  

This comment provides operational bussing information and does not contain any substantive 
comments or questions about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. 
Such comments do not require a response, pursuant to Section 15088(a) of the State of California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. No further response is necessary. Further, it should be 
noted that CAAP Action AQ-5 supports the District working with school bus vendors given that they 
do not routinely operate their own fleets. 
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From: Michael Clemson <mclemson@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 27, 2022 4:51 PM 
To: LBDS-EIR-Comments <LBDS-EIR-Comments@longbeach.gov> 
Subject: CAAP Draft EIS Comments 
 
-EXTERNAL- 
 
Ms. Spindler-Ruiz,  
 
In response to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Climate Adaptation and Action Plan I 
offer the following comments 
 
1) In order to achieve the reductions of transportation carbon emission proposed by the CAAP, the 
city is committing to reduce VMT. Between 2015 and 2030, under the CAAP the city plans to reduce 
VMT from 3.0 billion miles traveled to 2.4 billion, a reduction of 21 percent as compared to a BAU 
case which projects a 9 percent reduction.  
 
The City plans to achieve their emission reduction goal rely on Southern California Association of 
Government's Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Community Strategy, which was approved 
by the Air Resources Board but with significant concerns regarding implementation. According to 
the approval, 35 percent of the funding is directed to highway expansion. In addition, the highway 
projects are frontloaded, with 32 percent of highway project funds planned for expeduature before 
2030 as compared to 26 percent for transit and active transportation projects. As a result of the 
prioritized highway expansion projects, SCAG expects an additional two million daily VMT and 0.56 
percent of additional carbon emissions that will have to be offset by projects that have been 
planned with uncertain budgets. 
 
The major sources of funding planned for transit and active transportation projects are potentially 
politically unpopular road use fees that rely on legislative changes outside of SCAG's control. 
Furthermore, many of the SCAG’s key actions, such as parking deregulation in transit priority areas, 
co-working, and job center parking strategies, require local support to implement but will in all 
likelihood encounter significant resistance. 
 
Long Beach faces a similar problem: the city has no ability to directly enact any of the SCAG projects 
that are necessary to achieve the planned VMT reductions. If SCAG is unable to reduce VMT and 
associated emissions, the city of Long Beach will not either. The city’s plans should instead focus on 
actions in the city’s control: providing safe, comfortable and convenient alternatives to driving, such 
as protected bike lanes on streets with practical destinations rather than circuitous routes inside 
neighborhoods and transit priority lanes along major corridors. 
 
2) The policies of the Land Use Element conflict with the policies of the Climate Action and 
Adaptation Plan.  
 

mailto:mclemson@gmail.com
mailto:LBDS-EIR-Comments@longbeach.gov
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Policy 1-10 of the LUE requires that the city analyze Level of Service as an impact of a project. The 
Transportation Impact Analysis guidelines gives the city the discretion to continue to impose 
previously identified capacity increasing projects. Additionally, it requires that capacity 
improvements, such as intersection expansion, additional parking and turn lanes, be considered as 
part of the TIA. The addition of new car capacity induces additional car trips, conflicts with CAAP 
policies such as Policy T-9, which directs the city to integrate SB 743 into the planning process and 
remove LOS as a significant impact. 
 
3) The Land Use Element includes mandated parking at differing levels as a critical need in all 
neighborhoods from Founding and Contemporary Neighborhoods to high density zones served by 
high quality transit. A recent study found that car ownership was primarily correlated with on-site 
parking rather than neighborhood conditions like transit accessibility or bicycle infrastructure. The 
addition of on-site parking greatly increases a person's VMT and encourages a shift away from 
transit usage. Requiring new housing to build parking is contrary to the city's housing affordability 
goals and climate goals and threatens to limit the city's ability to achieve its climate goals. 
(https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0042098021995139) 
 
4) The policies of the Mobility Element conflict with the policies of the Climate Action and 
Adaptation Plan. 
 
MOP Policy 3-1 encourages projects that improve the flow of vehicles, however, similar to a road 
expansion, any improvement in travel times should expect to see additional traffic through induced 
demand. This increase in VMT will increase emissions and require further carbon mitigation. 
Furthermore, the long lifetime of capacity improvement projects threatens the city's ability to 
achieve the 2045 carbon neutrality goal. For example, the median age of a home in Long Beach is 62 
years old, if a home built in 2022 lasted that long it would still be standing in 2084, along with the 
parking that was required to be built along with it. Investments in additional parking and car 
infrastructure with even a 30-year useful life will be used beyond the city's 2045 goal and encourage 
additional VMT during that time. CARB found that considerable reductions in VMT (even with a 
significant increase in electric vehicle adoption rates) will be necessary to achieve carbon neutrality. 
Given that investment in long-lived car infrastructure is not compatible with the CAAP. 
 
Addressing these comments would go a long way to improving the CAAP, thank you for your work 
on this important plan and consideration of these comments. 
 
Thanks,  
Michael Clemson 
District 3 Resident 
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MICHAEL CLEMSON 

LETTER CODE: I-1 

DATE: April 27, 2022 

 

RESPONSE I-1-1 

The comment acknowledges that the City of Long Beach (City) is committed to reducing vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) to achieve the reductions of transportation carbon emissions proposed by the 
CAAP.  The comment further states that the City has no ability to directly enact any of the Southern 
California Association of Governments’ (SCAG) projects that are necessary to achieve the planned 
VMT reductions and suggests that the City’s plans should instead focus on actions in their control: 
providing safe, comfortable, and convenient alternatives to driving, such as protected bike lanes on 
streets with practical destinations rather than circuitous routes inside neighborhoods and transit 
priority lanes along major corridors.  

This comment is directed at City VMT-related policies and the CAAP and does not contain any 
substantive comments or questions about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in 
the Draft EIR. Such comments do not require a response, pursuant to Section 15088(a) of the State 
of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. No further response is necessary. 
However, it should be noted that the CAAP includes a range of transportation emissions reduction 
actions within the City’s control, including implementing bicycle, pedestrian, and micro-mobility 
improvements (T-2, T-3), supporting electric vehicles (T-5), increasing density and mixing of land 
uses near transit (T-6, T-8), and implementing VMT reduction and TDM requirements (T-7 and T-9).  
Requirements 8-15 within Table 1 of the CAAP Development Checklist (SEIR, Appendix D) require 
new development to incorporate bicycle, pedestrian, TOD, TDM and other VMT reduction measures 
at the project level. 

RESPONSE I-1-2 

The comment asserts that policies of the Land Use Element (LUE) conflict with the policies of the 
Climate Action and Adaptation Plan (CAAP). Specifically, Policy 1-10 of the LUE requires that the City 
analyze Level of Service as an impact of a project. 

The General Plan’s Land Use (LU) Policy 1-10 states that “In addition to analyzing project and plan 
impacts on Levels of Service and Stop Delay, analyze Vehicle Miles Traveled consistent with the 
State’s guidelines.” The policy is intended to ensure that in addition to Level of Service (LOS) and 
stop delay, VMT is analyzed. Although the policy says VMT should be analyzed “in addition to”, it 
does not require LOS or stop delay to be the sole metric for analysis. The City updated its 
Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) guidelines in 2020 to be consistent with SB 743, and VMT as 
now the metric analyzed for CEQA purposes, consistent with the State’s Guidelines (Senate Bill [SB] 
743). This update helped implement CAAP Action T-9, which calls for the City to implement SB 743, 
and consider VMT instead of traffic impacts for CEQA transportation impact purposes.   

In addition, the CAAP supports high-density residential and mixed-use development to reduce VMT, 
consistent with the LUE.   
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RESPONSE I-1-3 

The comment asserts that the LUE requires new housing to build parking, and that is contrary to the 
City's housing affordability goals and climate goals and threatens to limit the City's ability to achieve 
its climate goals. 

Although the Land Use Element does include policy guidance related to parking requirements for 
future development, the LUE also notes for various PlaceTypes that the City may allow reduced 
parking requirements to support transit usage. The CAAP is consistent with this guidance and 
supports dis-incentivizing driving through strategies such as reducing or eliminating parking 
requirements (Action T-6, Implementing Action T-6.4). This is also consistent with Mobility Element 
Strategy No. 6: Manage the supply of parking. 

The CAAP supports transit-oriented development and reduced parking requirements through 
Implementing Action T-6.4: Dis-incentivize driving through a variety of strategies, including reducing 
or eliminating parking requirements, establishing parking maximums, increasing density allowances, 
and removing or reducing height restrictions along transit corridors, as feasible, and T-8.2: 
Implement regulations to reduce parking requirements in transit-oriented neighborhoods and allow 
shared off-street parking for mixed-use projects. This is consistent with Mobility Element Mobility of 
People (MOP) Policy 6-12: Promote transit-oriented development with reduced parking 
requirements around appropriate transit hubs and stations to facilitate the use of available transit 
services. 

The CAAP also supports the development of an electric vehicle (EV) infrastructure Master Plan 
(Action T-5), and CAAP Implementing Action T-5.2 calls for further analysis and updates to zoning 
and building code requirements for EV infrastructure. Therefore, the CAAP is consistent with Land 
Use Policy 1-4: Require electric vehicle charging stations to be installed in new commercial, 
industrial, institutional, and multiple-family residential development projects. Require that all 
parking for single-unit and two-unit residential development projects be capable of supporting 
future electric vehicle supply equipment. 

It should also be noted that the City implements State regulations that allow affordable housing 
developments reduced parking ratios and in some instances allow for affordable housing 
developments to provide zero on-site parking when located near high quality transit. 

RESPONSE I-1-4 

The comment asserts that the policies of the Mobility Element conflict with the policies of the 
Climate Action and Adaptation Plan. Specifically, MOP Policy 3-1 encourages projects that improve 
the flow of vehicles; however, the commenter asserts that similar to a road expansion, any 
improvement in travel times should expect to see additional traffic through induced demand. The 
commenter states that this increase in VMT will increase emissions and require further carbon 
mitigation. The comment concludes that investment in long-lived car infrastructure is not 
compatible with the CAAP. 

As the commenter notes, Mobility Element MOP Policy 3-1 encourages strategic improvements to 
intersections and corridors to improve the flow of vehicle traffic. However, this policy is part of the 
broader Mobility Element which includes a multitude of policies and programs designed to reduce 
the number and length of vehicle trips by providing safer, more convenient, and comfortable 
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options for walking, bicycling, or taking public transportation. The Mobility Element does not see 
that in conflict with MOP Policy 3-1, since improving traffic flow can also make travel safer for 
bicycles and pedestrians. This is consistent with the CAAP which supports creating efficient, 
balanced, and multimodal mobility network through expanding pedestrian and bikeway 
infrastructure (Actions T-2 and T-3) as well as improving transit options (Action T-1). 

As the analysis of traffic impacts has evolved, and will continue to evolve, the City’s overarching 
intent with both the Land Use Element and Mobility Element is to implement CAAP Policy T-9, 
through which VMT is now the transportation metric analyzed for CEQA purposes, consistent with 
the State’s Guidelines (SB 743). As stated above, the CAAP supports dis-incentivizing driving, thereby 
reducing VMT through several strategies such as reducing or eliminating parking requirements 
(Action T-6, Implementing Action T-6.4), supporting improving Citywide transit services (Action T-1, 
Increase the frequency, speed, connectivity, and safety of transit options), and prioritizing the 
development of transit-oriented neighborhoods with a mix of jobs, services, and housing (Actions T-
6, T-7, T-8, and T-9). 



F I N A L  S U B S E Q U E N T  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T  
C L I M A T E  A C T I O N  A N D  A D A P T A T I O N  P L A N  A N D  S A F E T Y  E L E M E N T  U P D A T E  

C I T Y  O F  L O N G  B E A C H  
M A Y  2 0 2 2  

 
 

 \\lsaazfiles.file.core.windows.net\projects\CLB1904.16 CAAP EIR\CEQA\Final EIR\Final SEIR_Long Beach CAAP.docx «05/13/22» 2-32 

This page intentionally left blank 



 
 
 
April 29, 2022 
 
Alison Spindler-Ruiz, AICP, Advance Planning Officer 
City of Long Beach Development Services, Planning Bureau 
411 West Ocean Boulevard, Third Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 
 
RE:  COMMENTS FOR THE NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY (NOA) OF A DRAFT 

SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE CLIMATE ACTION 
AND ADAPTATION PLAN AND SAFETY ELEMENT UPDATE PROJECT 

 
Alison Spindler-Ruiz, 
 
The California State University, Long Beach (CSULB) has reviewed the NOA for the Draft 
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the Climate Action and Adaptation Plan and 
Safety Element Update Project (CAAP). CSULB supports the City’s comprehensive approach in 
addressing potential climate impacts to the City of Long Beach through the framework provided 
in the CAAP to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
Commute-related emissions are the largest source of our campus’s greenhouse gas emissions. 
Therefore, promoting the use of low and zero-emission transportation modes is a top priority for 
the university. Given that CSULB has a limited capacity to influence the transportation network 
and systems outside our campus boundaries, we are encouraged to see the commitment to 
expand and improve citywide pedestrian and bikeway infrastructure included in the CAAP 
(CAAP Actions T-2 and T-3). 
 
Further, we support the City’s goal of developing an organic waste collection program and 
identifying management options (CAAP Actions W-2 and W-4). CSULB has been developing 
and improving our campus’s organics diversion program, but are aware of and limited by the 
absence of local facilities and programs. We hope the implementation of the CAAP’s Tier 1 
measures required for the waste sector will result in the development of community organic 
waste facilities. 
 
We look forward to partnering with the City of Long Beach to implement the CAAP actions and 
advance our shared climate action and sustainability goals.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the proposed project. If you have any 
questions, please contact me at 562-985-5127 or melissa.soto@csulb.edu. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Melissa Soto 
Program Planner 
California State University, Long Beach 
Beach Building Services 

mailto:melissa.soto@csulb.edu
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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY LONG BEACH 

LETTER CODE: I-2 

DATE: April 29, 2022 

 

RESPONSE I-2-1 

The comment is introductory and states that California State University, Long Beach (CSULB) 
supports the City of Long Beach’s (City) approach in addressing potential climate impacts to the City 
through the framework provided in the CAAP to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. This comment 
also states that commute-related emissions are the largest source of the CSULB campus’s 
greenhouse gas emissions and that CSULB is encouraged to see the commitment to expand and 
improve citywide pedestrian and bikeway infrastructure included in the CAAP (CAAP Actions T-2 and 
T-3). 

This comment is directed at the CAAP and does not contain any substantive comments or questions 
about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. Such comments do not 
require a response, pursuant to Section 15088(a) of the State of California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Guidelines. No further response is necessary.  

RESPONSE I-2-2 

The comment states that CSULB supports the City’s goal of developing an organic waste collection 
program and identifying management options (CAAP Actions W-2 and W-4). 

This comment is directed at the CAAP and does not address the environmental analysis or 
conclusions of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 



May 2, 2022

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

City of Long Beach

Development Services, Planning Bureau

ATTN: Alison Spindler-Ruiz

411 W. Ocean Blvd, 3rd Floor

Long Beach, CA, 90802

E-mail: LBDS-EIR-Comments@longbeach.gov

Re: Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Draft SEIR) (SCH No. 2015051054) for
the Climate Action and Adaptation Plan and Safety Element Update

Advance Planning Officer Allison Spindler-Ruiz:

Thank you for the opportunity for written public comment on the Draft Subsequent

Environmental Impact Report (Draft SEIR) of the Climate Action and Adaptation Plan (CAAP) and

Safety Element Update (SEU) for the City of Long Beach.

Long Beach Alliance for Clean Energy (LB ACE) is a climate science education and action nonprofit

serving the Greater Long Beach Area – a geographical extent roughly from Western to Warner

Avenues, south of the 91 Freeway.   We are a BIPOC-led group of university professors, educators,

workers, businesses, and advocates that formed in late 2017 after Lead was found in the drinking

water at the California State University Long Beach1. We incorporated in 2018 with the mission

to “educate, activate, and transform Long Beach along science based and equity focused climate

stabilization pathways to ensure a third century for everyone in our fair town”.   In addition to our

work specific to the City of Long Beach and its climate action and environmental justice planning,

we also provide analysis and assessment of public policies and agency decisions, as such decisions

have determinable  impacts and outcomes for populations in the Greater Long Beach Area.

Recent, publicly available, examples of such analysis, assessment, and at times advocacy, include

SB100, SB1000, SB338, SB671, and the (ongoing) Cal-GEM rulemaking on 1km physical distance

1

https://www.presstelegram.com/2017/11/08/lead-concerns-prompt-cal-state-long-beach-to-shut-down-wat
er-fountains/ . Last Accessed: 5/02/2022

1

mailto:LBDS-EIR-Comments@longbeach.gov
https://www.presstelegram.com/2017/11/08/lead-concerns-prompt-cal-state-long-beach-to-shut-down-water-fountains/
https://www.presstelegram.com/2017/11/08/lead-concerns-prompt-cal-state-long-beach-to-shut-down-water-fountains/
GGurrera
Typewritten Text
I-3

GGurrera
Line

GGurrera
Typewritten Text
I-3-1



setbacks from oil and gas operations, along with the continued research and analysis on CA

Statewide Greenhouse Gas Emissions inventorying, monitoring, and reporting standards.

The first thing that should be stated, about this Draft SEIR of the CAAP, as well as the SEU, is that

however flawed, incomplete, inadequate, or woefully under resourced, the City of Long Beach has

long needed a working framework for meeting non-planning, non-political, non-economistic

“climate” or “environmental” or “sustainability” goals – for instance, the reduction of Greenhouse

Gases (GHG’s) and other climate-warming air pollutants – and that the CAAP, as a structural

feature of the City’s adopted Land Use Element (LUE) of its General Plan, does attempt to provide

some sort of working framework to (in theory) address these types of goals2.

Development Services Staff – at least, those that have managed to stick around to this point in

time – are to be commended for that, and for having to suffer effectively working under several

City Departments – Gas and Oil, Water, Economic Development, Finance, Police, and others –

clearly working at cross purposes.3 It is perhaps charitable, perhaps euphemistic, to state that the

City of Long Beach has yet to prioritize which of these goals, and what actions for meeting them,

logically can meet the needs of servicing a population of 500,000+ human souls come 2050, let

alone 2100, which most children born today in the City of Long Beach can and should live to see.

The next thing that should be stated is that neither the City of Long Beach Development Services

or other City Staff, nor elected officials in the Mayor, Council, City Attorney, City Manager, or City

Auditor’s Offices, have yet to publicly acknowledge, let alone fully confront, the deep and enduring

attributable historical responsibility for climate forcing activities – such as quick and easy oil and

gas production and distribution over the past 100 years within the City boundaries, or in specific,

continued oil drilling on/off-shore by the nation’s 5th largest municipal Oil and Gas Department to

pay for City Services today and tomorrow – let alone active public health and public safety

outcomes that do threaten the Life, Liberty, and pursuit of Property of its population.  These

municipal activities, their unjust outcomes and impacts, and potential effective mitigation thereof

are increasingly well understood at the international4 and local levels5.

The fourth thing that must be noted is the continued and concerted attempt to limit, forestall, and

even prevent public outreach, public participation, and public input on the CAAP from 2015-2020

5Cf.
https://www.conservation.ca.gov/calgem/Documents/public-health/Public%20Health%20Panel%20Respo
nses_FINAL%20ADA.pdf

4 Cf. https://report.ipcc.ch/ar6wg3/pdf/IPCC_AR6_WGIII_FinalDraft_FullReport.pdf

3 See the last sentence (“Under the city’s plan, it will have to continue to produce oil to afford to phase out
oil production.“) of:
https://lbpost.com/news/long-beachs-plan-to-safely-shut-down-its-oil-wells-could-cost-133-million-take-de
cades-to-finish

2 Draft SEIR, 1.4, Available online:
https://www.longbeach.gov/globalassets/lbds/media-library/documents/planning/environmental/environme
ntal-reports/pending/caap/draft-subsequent-eir . Last accessed: 5/2/2022 [As are all subsequent online
references cited in these footnotes, below].

2

https://www.conservation.ca.gov/calgem/Documents/public-health/Public%20Health%20Panel%20Responses_FINAL%20ADA.pdf
https://www.conservation.ca.gov/calgem/Documents/public-health/Public%20Health%20Panel%20Responses_FINAL%20ADA.pdf
https://report.ipcc.ch/ar6wg3/pdf/IPCC_AR6_WGIII_FinalDraft_FullReport.pdf
https://lbpost.com/news/long-beachs-plan-to-safely-shut-down-its-oil-wells-could-cost-133-million-take-decades-to-finish
https://lbpost.com/news/long-beachs-plan-to-safely-shut-down-its-oil-wells-could-cost-133-million-take-decades-to-finish
https://www.longbeach.gov/globalassets/lbds/media-library/documents/planning/environmental/environmental-reports/pending/caap/draft-subsequent-eir
https://www.longbeach.gov/globalassets/lbds/media-library/documents/planning/environmental/environmental-reports/pending/caap/draft-subsequent-eir
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– either in-person on in-writing – prior to telephonic and online and scheduling issues deflected

onto the Covid-19 pandemic from 2020- to present.6 The City of Long Beach has put more

resources (monies, work-hours, materiel, etc.) into the Grand Prix – just in 2022 – than it has at

any point in its history into climate planning or action for the long-term health and safety of its

population, let alone its own future viability as a Charter City in the State of California.7

So, one does chary at the thought of, once again, having their time, effort, and sacrifice arbitraged.

—

Nonetheless, consider four (4) of the more salient facts surrounding “climate action and

adaptation” in Long Beach in this particular moment in the human and physical history of our

planet on Monday the 2nd of May in 2022:

First, the basic structurating fact of Vladimir Putin’s invasion of Ukraine, following a consistent

pattern over the past decade of military interventions across Russian borders into neighboring

countries along gas and oil pipeline routes, which have prompted renewed calls by Congress and

Environmentalists to rapidly decarbonize U.S. industry and commercial/consumption end-uses.8

Second, we remain in the grips of a global pandemic that was wholly exacerbated by the

conflicting, inadequate, and incomplete response by the United States.   As recently at this past

Thursday, the 28th of April 2002, more peer-reviewed scientific research has accumulated

anticipating further zoonotic transmission of novel respiratory viruses at the

urban-wildlife-interface – identified by the NIH, WHO, and others as the cause of Covid-19 – due

8 See https://www.markey.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/202203.23executiveactionsoneecleantechletter.pdf
and
https://www.biologicaldiversity.org/programs/energy-justice/pdfs/2022-4-27_Letter-to-World-Leaders-re-En
d-Fossil-Fuel-Era-Accelerate-Transtion-to-Renewable-Energy.pdf

7 Disagree?  Can’t do that until there’s a fact of the matter, and until LBDS (or any other City Department)
produces a full-cost or life-cycle assessment of its own operations, promotions, “business dealings”, etc.,
the charge stands.
Cf.
https://www.ocregister.com/2022/04/12/acura-grand-prix-of-long-beach-a-success-officials-say-crowds-lik
ely-his-or-pass-2019s-numbers/ and
https://www.ocregister.com/2022/04/10/acura-grand-prix-of-long-beach-what-long-beachs-biggest-party-is
-like-away-from-the-crowds/

6 This author has attended, or attempted to attend, each and every single public meeting, Open House,
informational, etc. on the CAAP since 2017, including all two (2) of the community working group
meetings done for the CAAP in January of 2019, including that on the same date and time as the Mayor’s
2019 State of the City address, along with the two (2) morning business meetings (better scheduled,
‘natch), in the weeks that followed; has extensively commented on the need for an evidence-based and
equity-focused CAAP at City Council, and yet, sadly, was literally (and virtually) locked out of the
3/17/2022 Planning Commission Meeting on the Draft SEIR, as noted in correspondence (on 3/17/2022,
and again on 5/02/2022…) with LBDS.
Not to make further mention of obvious contraventions by the City Manager’s Office, Long Beach Gas and
Oil, Long Beach Water, etc. to continue to invest in fossil fuel extraction and distribution infrastructure...
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to climate change-forcing activities.9 As global warming continues, the geographic range for many

mammalian species, not just Coyotes, continues to shift into areas developed and densely

populated, creating further “stepping stones” for pathogens like novel coronaviruses, and Ebola.

Third, the City of Long Beach has, throughout the development of the CAAP, prioritized one

person, one corporate entity, and its interests above that of its population – Southern California

Edison.10 Ink need not be spilled further here on that.

Fourth and final for this purpose, Today, Monday the 2nd of May in 2022, the State of California

achieved 99.72% of its electricity needs entirely from renewable sources.11 And yet, the City of

Long Beach has yet to release any details of a Solar Potential Atlas, Renewable Generation

Potential Atlas, or any other studies it either has commissioned or has had access, to determine

which, er, “pathways” are yet still open to it, and its citizenry, for meeting non-corporate,

non-profit-oriented, emissions reduction and other environmental performance goals for the

current or future health and safety.12

—

The Draft EIR and SUE are fine documents, and LSA’s analysis is somewhat more thorough than

AECOM’s.  LB ACE supports the development of a robust CAAP by the City of Long Beach, but

have had to wait since August of 2020 for effective and realistic avenues for evidence-based or

equity-focused work on climate action in Long Beach.  We are still waiting on that, and on any

meaningful role to participate in preserving our own futures.  The Draft EIR contains a number of

potential actions, without any clear logical order of priority, targets, funding for meeting targets,

or enforceability for meeting targets.  It’s better than the mess AECOM created, but not by much,

and obviously subject to tremendous political and situational change.

Therefore, LB ACE reserves the right to follow up on Draft EIR and SEU as legislation,

political-economic developments, and climate opportunities contract (perhaps also expand…) over

time in the weeks and months to come, including through the appendices noted below.

Thanking You,

Dave Shukla

12 Talk to Bob Dowell and Chris Gardner and John Gross about why they really have signed onto
demonstrably faulty analytics, repeatedly, to try and forestall the adoption of a Community Choice Energy
program in Long Beach.  Or Robert Garcia about whatever the presentation on 1/05/21 was about.

11

https://www.desertsun.com/story/news/environment/2022/05/01/california-100-percent-powered-renewabl
es-first-time/9609975002/

10 See APPENDIX 1 - ROLE OF SCE IN CPUC NEM3 PROCEEDINGS (below) and
APPENDIX 2 - CLIMATE AND ENVIRONMENTAL INJUSTICE IN REDISTRICTING (forthcoming)

9 https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-022-04788-w and see
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7086482/
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6333 E. Eliot St.

Long Beach, CA 90803

on behalf of:

Long Beach Alliance for Clean Energy

3636 Atlantic Ave, #333

Long Beach, CA 90807

APPENDIX 1 - ROLE OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON IN CPUC NEM3 PROCEEDINGS

[1]  4/21/22 Public Comment to CPUC re:NEM3

Good Morning CPUC Commissioners,

Dave Shukla from Long Beach, California, address on file.

I am calling to follow up on the past thee comments made to the CPUC

over the past three months on the proposed NEM3 decision on rooftop

solar.

As stated previously, I want to hear about NEM4, because the current

proposed rules are blantantly discriminatory against me and my

family's ability to [from memory, gave the comment impromptu whilst

typing this up at 11:22am] get rooftop solar.

We live directly behind a [gas-fired peaker plant that should have

been closed down years ago, but the CPUC and the CEC did not act to

close the loop on once-through-cooled coastal natural gas generation

facilities directly responsible for climate forcing activity]  power

plant, and next door to folks who under NEM 2 and NEM 1 have had

rooftop solar for over a decade.

The proposed rules would price us out of the ability to install

rooftop solar just like our neighbors have – [a retrogressive solar

tax or “fee” is also discriminatory against me as a rate-payer under

PURPA, and would mean the CPUC is also allowing continued violations

of the VRA by the same corporate entity in my hometown of Long Beach]

– and, as a climate justice and climate science activist for the past

20 years, my 20s and 30s, it must be said that they [the proposed NEM3
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rules] would directly benefit one of the entities, Edison, that has

profited off of climate drivers and climate forcing activities since

re-privatization in the 1990s.

[The California public should not be held in the triple jeopardy of

(a) not being able to control their energy bills, (b) having the

decisions of energy utilities on their generation and transmission

infrastructure be directly responsible for climate change and

wildfires and unreliable service threatening their health and safety,

and (c) having no recourse for those decisions in a CPUC apparently

committed to the nexus entrenching the utilities' business model of

guaranteed profitability through guaranteed externalization of the

full-costs of thirty years unsustainable resource planning,

operations, and maintenance by these entities again, directly

attributable for continued loss, damage, and harm to California

ratepayers evident over the last two decades...]

These are the entities, the “people”, the corporations that the CPUC

is supposed to regulate.

CPUC Commissioners, please regulate these entities.

CPUC Commissioners, please:

(1) Rework the proposed NEM3 rules entirely,

(2) Do so in an open, transparent, and accountable process with clear

goals and timetables,

(3) Do not impose a solar tax or access charge or “fee” or “fixed

charge” of any kind – this would be blatantly retrogressive and

discriminatory,

(4) Do not discriminate against me or my family's ability to have the

same rooftop solar that my neighbors have had for a decade,

(5) Do not discriminate against me or my generation (Generation X) or

those after me (Generations Y and Z) to take demonstrably effective

and “shovel-ready” steps to rapidly decarbonize our electricity usage

along science-based schedules and processes … and please note that

this temporal shift, the intergenerational shift, of the ***costs***

of our unsustainable way of living onto future generations by these

6
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for-profit investor-owned utilities whose monopolistic proposals CPUC

is charged with regulating are quantifiably orders of magnitude

greater than any supposed “cost-shifts” onto disadvantaged populations

by rooftop solar users today, and uniquely, perversely, such casuistry

is absolutely racist in international perspective, and discriminatory

on rates domestically.

Thank you,

Dave Shukla

6333 E. Eliot St.

Long Beach, CA 90803

[2]  3/17/22 Public Comment to CPUC re:NEM3  ~11:45am PST

Hello CPUC Commissioners,

Dave Shukla from Long Beach, California.

1.  The NEM3 process needs clear transparency and timetables

2.  I want to see NEM4 rules that hold polluters responsible

3.  Edison is a polluting company

4.  Edison is an entity the CPUC is required to regulate in the public

interest, just like CARB with the refinery rule.

5.  The avoided cost calculator is an evident embarrassment

6.  Lithium Valley needs to be a State Monopoly, not wasted on

Centralized Plants

7.  Everyone in California has the right to Solar, and frankly to

every dime of Edison's profits from climate forcing activities, to pay

for it.

8.  Any Tax on behalf of Edison, violates my rights under PURPA –

California ain't Alabama, yo'

9.  [Finally,] President Reynolds, I encourage you Ma'am to look up

7
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the story of David Cash Jr. and Jeremy Strohmeyer – who exactly is

Edison building their re-privatized infrastructure for Ma'am?

Thank you,

[10. To add to what another caller previously stated: “California

should not have to pay for utility mismanagement” – that includes

Transmission Use and Access charges for extant grid architectures that

are incompatible with nationwide smart-grid development as it

accelerates over the next 26 months of FERC directed activity. ]

[3]  1/27/22 Public Comment to CPUC re NEM3

Hello CPUC Commissioners,

Thank you for your time, Dave Shukla – resident and ratepayer on

record for the past 24 years in Long Beach.

One of the sunniest highlights of 2022, so far, was Governor Gavin

Newsom's Budget Proposal on the 10th.

It must be said that seeing the Governor flex on everyone, and tell

the world: We want your dollars.

We want you to open clean energy economy businesses in Califonia...

That was... uh... pretty cool.

Sort of thing I want to hear... Also want to hear, from you, the CPUC,

about NEM Four, NEM Four rules that work for all Californians.

Because for the past 24 years that we have been living across the

street from these people, Edison, has knowingly profited off of

climate change, that they, now, want you, the CPUC, to discriminate

against me and my family's ability to do something, anything science

based about.

Don't want that noise.

Don't want no tax.

8
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No retrogressive tax.

Why don't you put a lien on Edison, instead?

[Why don't we open up their books? Look, every 17 to 41 year old in

California can walk. We can vote with our feet, and not be heldh

ostage to rubbish inequitable systems, transmission access and use

charges, or organizations that should never have been re-privatized.]

Reject NEM3 or rework it entirely.

Thank you.

[4]  1/13/22 Public Comments to CPUC re: NEM3

Good day CPUC Commissioners, President Reynolds, Welcome,

My name is Dave Shukla, resident and ratepayer on record for the

past24 years at 6333 E. Eliot St. in Long Beach.

A frontline example of environmental and climate injustice with the

current NEM3 draft rule.

I strongly urge you to reject the NEM3 draft rule, as it completely

elides the past 30 years of California history.

Customers should be allowed to control their utility bills.

$57/mo access tax on rooftop solar, unlike my neighbors, sounds like

discrimination.

My home, my family, should not be discriminated against if we do not

believe in Nuclear Power, Privatization, or the Fictions of

utility-scale anything other knowing they have been fueling (and

profiting) off of climate change for the past 24 years that we have

been living across the street from them.

Also, for the record, I think the CPUC is failing its mission if you

allow the AES Corporation on Studebaker Rd. in Long Beach to be listed

as an SB350 disadvantaged community.

9
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These are the people causing climate change, through things like the

Silverado Fire.

Who do you think brings the Associated Builders and Contractors to my

town to build more oil and gas statewide, profit off it, and then pay

union folks to lie to the CPUC?

President Reynolds,

The future is not only female, Ma'am, it's honest.

Please reject NEM3.

Thank you.

APPENDIX 2 - CLIMATE AND ENVIRONMENTAL INJUSTICE IN REDISTRICTING

(forthcoming)

APPENDIX 3 - LABOR, INDUSTRY, AND JUST TRANSITION IN LONG BEACH

(forthcoming)

APPENDIX 4 - URBAN SYSTEMS MODELING IN CALIFORNIA

(forthcoming)
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LONG BEACH ALLIANCE FOR CLEAN ENERGY  

LETTER CODE: I-3 

DATE: May 2, 2022 

 

RESPONSE I-3-1 

The comment is introductory and describes the history and work of the Long Beach Alliance for 
Clean Energy (LB ACE). 

This comment is introductory and does not contain any substantive comments or questions about 
the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. Such comments do not require 
a response, pursuant to Section 15088(a) of the State of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines. No further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE I-3-2 

The comment states that however flawed, incomplete, inadequate, or woefully under resourced, 
the City of Long Beach has long needed a working framework for the reduction of Greenhouse Gases 
(GHG’s) and other climate-warming air pollutants – and that the CAAP, attempts to provide a 
working framework to address these types of goals. Further, the comment commends City staff for 
working on this goal. 

This comment is a generalization of the merits of the CAAP and does not contain any substantive 
comments or questions about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. 
No further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE I-3-3 

The comment states that the City of Long Beach and officials have not publicly acknowledged or fully 
confronted the historical responsibility for climate forcing activities or the public health and public 
safety outcomes they threaten. 

This comment is addressed at City policies and does not contain any substantive comments or 
questions about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. No further 
response is necessary. 

RESPONSE I-3-4 

The comment asserts that there has been a continued and concerted attempt to limit, forestall, and 
prevent public outreach, public participation, and public input on the CAAP from 2015–2020 either 
in-person on in-writing – prior to telephonic and online and scheduling issues deflected onto the 
Covid-19 pandemic from 2020- to present. 

Stakeholder and community engagement is described on pages 40–42 of the CAAP. Three 
stakeholder working groups were convened, each multiple times throughout the process: a 
Scientific Working Group, a Business Working Group, and a Community Working Group. In addition 
to the stakeholder working groups, the proposed CAAP has also been informed by an extensive 
public engagement process, which reached over 10,000 residents at more than 60 engagement 
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events between 2018–2019, including community meetings, open houses, resource fairs, and expert 
panel discussions hosted throughout the City. 

This comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the environmental 
analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE I-3-5 

The comment asks the City to consider what the author characterizes as four  salient facts 
surrounding “climate action and adaptation” in Long Beach related to the Russian invasion of 
Ukraine and a pattern of Russian invasions into neighboring countries along gas and oil pipeline 
routes, which have prompted renewed calls to rapidly decarbonize U.S. industry and 
commercial/consumption end-uses. Second, the global pandemic and the link to climate change-
forcing activities. Third, the prioritization of Southern California Edison’s interests over the 
population of the City of Long Beach through the development of the CAAP., And fourth, a recent 
one-day record by the State of California in achieving nearly 100% of its electricity needs entirely 
from renewable sources. 

This comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the environmental 
analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE I-3-6 

The comment states that the LB ACE supports the development of a robust CAAP by the City of Long 
Beach but is still waiting for effective and realistic avenues for participating in evidence-based or 
equity-focused work on climate action in Long Beach.  The comment states that the Draft EIR 
contains a number of potential actions, without any clear logical order of priority, targets, funding 
for meeting targets, or enforceability for meeting targets. 

The CAAP is designed to meet the State’s reduction standards as indicated in Chapter 5 
(page 134 of the CAAP). The City’s reduction targets are also presented on Figure 3-4: 2030 
Reduction Target (SEIR, page 3-29) and there are five quantified CAAP Actions that demonstrate the 
City’s ability to meet its reduction target. The implementation mechanisms at the project level for 
these CAAP Actions are provided in SEIR, Appendix D, the Climate Action and Adaptation Plan 
Consistency Review Checklist and Technical Support Documentation. As a qualified climate action 
plan pursuant to CEQA, the proposed CAAP provides the framework to achieve the City’s GHG 
reduction targets, and the CAAP Consistency Review Checklist (CAAP Checklist) is designed to be 
used as the basis for future assessments of consistency with this plan in lieu of a project-specific 
GHG CEQA analysis for future discretionary projects subject to CEQA. Therefore, it is the CAAP 
Checklist which will be utilized to commit discretionary projects to CAAP Actions. 

RESPONSE I-3-7 

The comment is part of Appendix 1 to the LB ACE letter and is a public comment to the California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) Commissioners dated 4/21/22. 

This comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the environmental 
analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary. 
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RESPONSE I-3-8 

The comment is part of Appendix 1 to the LB ACE letter and is a public comment to the California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) Commissioners dated 3/17/22. 

This comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the environmental 
analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE I-3-9 

The comment is part of Appendix 1 to the LB ACE letter and is a public comment to the California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) Commissioners dated 1/27/22. 

This comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the environmental 
analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE I-3-10 

The comment is part of Appendix 1 to the LB ACE letter and is a public comment to the California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) Commissioners dated 1/13/22. 

This comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the environmental 
analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE I-3-11 

The comment refers to Appendices 2, 3, and 4 to the LB ACE letter, and indicates that they are 
forthcoming. 

This comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the environmental 
analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary. 
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LONG BEACH 350 

LETTER CODE: I-4 

DATE: May 2, 2022 

 

RESPONSE I-4-1 

The comment is introductory and states that Long Beach 350 is submitting comments on the Draft 
Subsequent EIR (SEIR), which are based on recommendations submitted in May 2019 and April 2021 
on the Draft CAAP. The comment further recommends that the City of Long Beach (City) promptly 
approve the CAAP and SEIR with the recommendations included.  

This comment is introductory in nature and does not contain any substantive comments or 
questions about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. Such 
comments do not require a response, pursuant to Section 15088(a) of the State of California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. No further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE I-4-2 

The comment states that the CAAP does not discuss the City’s historical emissions or remaining 
carbon budget. The comment further states concerns about the City’s share of the remaining carbon 
budget and the threats of climate change. 

There is no requirement for a qualified Climate Action Plan to discuss historical emissions or the 
remaining carbon budget.  As stated on page 3-9 of the SEIR, the proposed CAAP addresses each of 
the criteria established in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5[b][1] to be considered a qualified 
GHG reduction plan. 

The comments on climate change are duly noted.  

This comment is directed at the CAAP and does not address the environmental analysis or 
conclusions of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE I-4-3 

This comment states the mitigation targets in the CAAP and claims they are far short of the State’s 
goals. Further, the comment states that the goals are weak and do not specifically use the word 
“commit” enough. 

The CAAP is designed to meet the State’s reduction standards as indicated in Chapter 5 (page 134 of 
the CAAP). As also stated on page 3-14 of the SEIR, the CAAP’s 2030 target of 3.04 metric tons of 
carbon dioxide equivalent per service population (MT CO2e/SP) aligns with the statewide 2030 
target as codified in Senate Bill (SB) 32 and the 2017 California Air Resources Board (CARB) Scoping 
Plan Update. The greenhouse gas (GHG) reductions for the quantified CAAP actions exceed that 
reduction target. The City’s reduction targets are also presented on Figure 3-4: 2030 Reduction 
Target (SEIR, page 3-29). The comment provides no evidence to support the claim made here that 
the CAAP does not meet the State’s goals. The Technical Support Memorandum, provided in 
Appendix D to the Draft SEIR, provides substantial evidence to link the CAAP's target to the State’s 
target.  
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RESPONSE I-4-4 

This comment states concerns about climate change and the need for immediate action. 

This comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the environmental 
analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE I-4-5 

This comment introduces comments on the Draft SEIR and urges the City to approve the CAAP and 
Final SEIR and begin CAAP implementation quickly while stating that the CAAP needs substantial 
improvement. 

This comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the environmental 
analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE I-4-6 

This comment states what components and goals a climate action plan should contain and requests 
the CAAP to be more responsive to the items listed. 

This comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the environmental 
analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE I-4-7  

This comment suggests the proposed project should be modified to fulfill its role as a mitigation 
measure for the General Plan Land Use Element. The comment further states that Mitigation 
Measure MM GHG-1 is required because GHG emissions exceed a significant threshold. In addition, 
the comment states that the timing of the mitigation actions is not stated in the CAAP or the EIR. 

The commenter is correct that Mitigation Measure GHG-1 of the City’s General Plan Land Use and 
Urban Design Elements EIR (2019 Certified Program EIR) was required to help reduce GHG 
emissions. However, as stated on page 4.3-27 of the 2019 Certified Program EIR: 

“Mitigation Measure (MM) GHG-1 would require the City to adopt a GHG Reduction 
Plan or Climate Action and Adaption Plan to ensure that the City meets short- and 
long-term GHG reduction goals established by the State. While this mitigation 
measure would serve to reduce GHG emissions associated with build out of the 
project, additional State-sponsored reduction programs may be required in order to 
meet the service population threshold set by the CAAP. Because the performance of 
GHG reduction measures in the CAAP and compliance with future targets cannot be 
assured at this time, and in an abundance of caution, GHG emission impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable even with implementation of MM GHG-1.” 

As required by CEQA, significant environmental effects on the environment must be eliminated or 
substantially lessened through mitigation as feasible, in compliance with project findings to be made 
as outlined in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. Therefore, the City recognized that MM GHG-1 
was required to help meet the State’s GHG reduction goals, but also that GHG emissions associated 
with the 2019 Certified Program EIR could still be significant and unavoidable. Thus, the EIR made a 
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finding of significant and unavoidable impacts and included a statement of overriding conditions.  
Therefore, the CAAP is required by MM GHG-1 but is not intended or required to reduce GHG 
emissions to a less than significant level but rather to lessen the impacts of GHG emissions from 
implementation of the 2019 Certified Program EIR. Further, as stated in the comment, State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15021(a)(2) states that a project must not be approved unless feasible 
alternatives or mitigation measures are adopted that would substantially lessen significant effects of 
the project. MM GHG-1 did just that for the 2019 Certified Program EIR; the development of the 
CAAP is specifically intended to reduce and lessen GHG emissions. The subject project of the CAAP 
SEIR is the CAAP itself, and not the Land Use Element project for which an EIR has already been 
prepared and certified (December 2019). 

Further, regarding the comment related to timing, the CAAP quantifies five emissions reduction 
measures (BE-1, BE-2, T-1, W-1, and W-2) through which the City can achieve its reduction target in 
compliance with State Guidelines.  The CAAP  indicates that all reductions would occur by 2030. This 
was also stated in the SEIR on page 3-14. 

RESPONSE I-4-8 

This comment asserts that the CAAP and the SEIR do not commit themselves to the mitigation; 
specifically the comment states that neither the Adaptation Measures or Mitigation Actions begin 
with the word “commit” and therefore are vague and cannot be tracked or verified. 

As explained in Response to Comment I-4-7, the 2019 Certified Program EIR Mitigation Measure 
MM GHG-1 is the development and adoption of a GHG Reduction Plan or CAAP: 

MM GHG-1 The City of Long Beach (City) shall develop and adopt a greenhouse gas (GHG) 
Reduction Plan or Climate Action and Adaptation Plan (CAAP) to ensure that the City 
continues on a trajectory that aligns with the short-term, interim, and long-term 
State GHG reduction goals. Within approximately 36 months of adoption of the 
proposed General Plan Land Use Element (LUE)/Urban Design Element (UDE) 
project, the City of Long Beach shall prepare and present a CAAP to the City Council 
for adoption. The CAAP shall identify strategies to be implemented to reduce GHG 
emissions associated with the City. In addition, the City shall monitor GHG emissions 
by updating its community-wide GHG emissions inventory every 5 years upon 
adoption of the initial CAAP, which will include details on how the reduction 
programs will be implemented and will designate responsible parties to monitor 
progress and ensure implementation of the reductions within the CAAP. A 
monitoring and reporting program shall be included to ensure the CAAP achieves 
the reduction targets.  

The Actions contained in the CAAP are not the mitigation required, but rather one component of the 
required CAAP. The commenter is correct that most of the measures and actions aren't specific 
requirements but rather are policies and programs to develop requirements and strategies for 
implementation.  Some community actions do have stronger commitments, like BE-7 to "Identify 
and implement building energy code options to establish incentives and/or requirements for all 
electric residential and commercial buildings." Requirements for future development to ensure that 
future development is consistent with the CAAP and does its fair share to reduce GHGs are found in 
the CAAP Development Checklist as found in the SEIR, Appendix D, the Climate Action and 
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Adaptation Plan Consistency Review Checklist and Technical Support Documentation. As a qualified 
Climate Action Plan pursuant to CEQA, the proposed CAAP provides the framework to achieve the 
City’s GHG reduction targets, and the CAAP Consistency Review Checklist (CAAP Checklist) would be 
used as the basis for future assessments of consistency with this plan in lieu of a project-specific 
GHG CEQA analysis for future discretionary projects subject to CEQA. Therefore, it is the CAAP 
Checklist which will be utilized to commit discretionary projects to CAAP Actions. 

RESPONSE I-4-9 

The comment states that there is no monitoring and reporting program to ensure the CAAP achieves 
the reduction targets. Further, the comment requests that the CAAP should update the community-
wide GHG emissions inventory every year. 

See Chapter 8 of the CAAP. Specifically, "The City will update the production-based community-wide 
GHG inventories every 2 years to track total GHG emissions from all sources within the community" 
and "When tracking individual actions, the City will consider what the primary goal of the action is 
intended to be as it relates to GHG reductions and will then select one or more performance metrics 
to monitor that outcome" and "CAAP updates will occur approximately every 5 years and can be 
scheduled to align with other City milestones, such as General Plan updates to the Land Use and 
Mobility Elements or budgetary cycles". 

This comment is directed at CAAP and does not address the environmental analysis or conclusions of 
the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE I-4-10 

This comment states that the CAAP avoids making time commitments and that both the CAAP and 
the EIR must identify start and completion times for CAAP Actions. 

The CAAP is a living document and planning tool that is intended to evolve as the City makes 
progress on meeting reduction targets. The City has made the plan to meet its 2030 GHG reduction 
target and will revise and update as necessary to meet that target if bi-annual monitoring shows 
that the City is not on track to meet its target. This comment does not address the environmental 
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE I-4-11 

The comment states that neither the plan nor the EIR adopt specific performance standards for the 
mitigation. 

Although the quantified CAAP measures are not “mitigation” for the CAAP pursuant to CEQA, every 
quantified GHG reduction action has a specific performance standard (such as BE-1's 10% 
participation rate and BE-2's 5% rooftop solar installation; see Appendix A of the Draft SEIR), and all 
CAAP actions have one or more potential performance metrics (see CAAP, Appendix F). Additionally, 
the overall CAAP target itself is a performance standard. The CAAP shows, quantitatively, that the 
per-service population emissions rates of 3.04 MT CO2e/SP can be met by 2030, and the CAAP 
Development Checklist and supporting documentation (SEIR, Appendix D) demonstrates and 
quantifies how new development will do its fair share to meet the target including through specific 
performance metrics and requirements for new development as required for a qualified climate 
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action plan pursuant to CEQA. It should also be noted that carbon neutrality is not a performance 
standard of the CAAP, but rather an aspirational goal; the Land Use Element/Urban Design Element 
(LUE/UDE) EIR does not require the CAAP to achieve carbon neutrality.  

RESPONSE I-4-12 

The comment expresses concern that no actions to achieve the performance standard of the CAAP 
are incorporated into the mitigation measure, and that it is not fulfilling its role as a mitigation for 
the LUE/UDE EIR. 

As stated in Response to Comment I-4-11, the CAAP shows, quantitatively, that the per-service 
population emissions reduction target of 3.04 MT CO2e/SP can be met by 2030. In addition, as 
stated in Responses to Comments I-4-7 and I-4-8, the development and adoption of the CAAP is the 
mitigation for the 2019 Certified Program EIR; the reduction of GHG emissions identified in the 2019 
Certified Program EIR to a less than significant level is not the requirement of MM GHG-1. As stated 
in the 2019 Certified Program EIR, GHG impacts were determined to remain significant and adverse, 
even with implementation of MM GHG-1, which required development of the CAAP. 

RESPONSE I-4-13 

The comment states that the Final SEIR needs to include additional mitigation measures to reduce 
GHG emissions to at or below the City’s per capita emission threshold. The comment includes a list 
of recommended measures. 

The City’s target GHG reduction target is demonstrated that it will be met through the CAAP’s five 
quantified GHG reduction  measures. These five measures are a subset of the CAAP actions selected 
and refined through a collaborative process with the community.  There is no requirement in CEQA 
to reduce impacts further. In addition, the SEIR is analyzing the effects of the CAAP on the 
environment, and because the CAAP itself will not have significant adverse impacts on the 
environment, no mitigation is required for implementation of the CAAP. 

RESPONSE I-4-14 

The comment requests that the Final SEIR include additional feasible adaptation measures to reduce 
the impacts of climate change. Several suggested measures are included in the comment. 

The SEIR is addressing the impacts associated with implementing the CAAP on the environment, not 
the impact of the environment (climate change) on the City of Long Beach. No significant adverse 
effects were identified for the CAAP, and no mitigation was required. 

RESPONSE I-4-15 

The comment requests that the Final SEIR needs to address cumulative impacts, not just the project 
itself.  

Please refer to the end of each environmental topic (Sections 4.1 through 4.12) for a discussion of 
cumulative impacts. As explained above, the analysis in the SEIR is focused on what environmental 
impacts implementation of the CAAP would have on the environment. As the CAAP reduces GHG 
impacts, which is a positive effect on the environment, the cumulative impacts when combined with 
other local or regional projects would still remain less than cumulatively significant. The overall 
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result from implementing the CAAP is a reduction of GHG emissions and a lessening of climate 
change impacts on the community, which is an improvement in the condition of the physical 
environment and would not contribute to adverse environmental impacts. 

RESPONSE I-4-16 

The comment states that the Final SEIR needs to consider plans and projects at the Port of Long 
Beach, the I-710 expansion, Long Beach Airport, oil and gas facilities, and other related plans or 
activities related to sources of GHG emissions. The comment also suggests that if the City’s and 
Port’s plans cannot achieve carbon neutrality by 2045, the effect would be cumulatively significant. 

 The SEIR analyzes the potential effects of the CAAP on the environment, as required by CEQA. This 
comment does not address that topic. It should be noted that the CAAP GHG reduction target is 
designed to address citywide jurisdictional emissions, which does not include waterborne emissions 
associated with the Port nor does it include airborne emissions associated with the Airport. It should 
be noted that the Port of Long Beach has its own GHG reduction targets and pathway.  The CAAP 
includes an action to support the Clean Air Action Plan (AQ-6) and the Port of Long Beach Clean 
Trucks Program (T-4), and the Airport’s Sustainability Plan focused on ground emissions (AQ-3). As 
described above, the CAAP includes information on Port-related emissions for informational 
purposes, as  described on pages 3-11 through 3-13 in the Draft SEIR.  

Further, carbon neutrality is not a threshold or cumulative level of significance but rather is an 
aspirational goal of the CAAP. 

RESPONSE I-4-17 

This comment is an introduction to the following specific comments on the Draft SEIR. 

This comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the environmental 
analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE I-4-18 

This comment questions whether the CAAP meets its purpose to reduce emissions associated with 
buildout of the General Plan. The comment also expresses concern that the CAAP does not include 
addition actions to meet a carbon neutrality goal. 

This comment may be misunderstanding the purpose of the CAAP and the Draft SEIR. As stated in 
Response to Comment I-4-7, the CAAP is fulfilling the mitigation required in the 2019 Certified 
Program EIR and is not required to reduce GHG emissions identified in the 2019 Certified Program 
EIR to a less than significant level. It does, however, reduce overall GHG emissions to achieve the 
quantified 2030 GHG reduction target in alignment with State law. The CAAP also includes an 
aspirational goal of carbon neutrality by 2045, but that is not a quantified GHG reduction target as 
State guidance is only available for the 2030 horizon. 

RESPONSE I-4-19 

This comment states that the purpose of the proposed project is to alter the significance conclusions 
of the 2019 Certified Program EIR. 
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This comment is incorrect. As further explained in Response to Comment I-4-7, the CAAP was a 
mitigation for the 2019 Certified Program EIR, but GHG emissions associated with that project were 
determined to remain significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation.  The CAAP reduces GHG 
emissions to meet State GHG reduction targets via the quantified reduction measures, and 
therefore the CAAP, which is the subject of the Draft SEIR, has less than significant impacts related 
to GHG emissions. The Draft SEIR is not an analysis of land use designations, which were already the 
subject of the 2019 Certified EIR; the Draft SEIR analyzes the CAAP as a planning program. Additional 
measures are not required by CEQA. 

RESPONSE I-4-20 

The comment states that the CAAP would allow significant air quality impacts as identified in the 
2019 Certified Program EIR to continue to continue, and requests that actions to reduce these 
impacts should be identified.  

As described in Responses to Comments I-4-7 and I-4-19, the Draft SEIR is not intended to reduce 
unavoidable significant impacts identified in the 2019 Certified Program EIR but rather the SEIR is 
intended to analyze the impacts associated with implementation of the CAAP. The CAAP includes 
Actions to reduce and improve air quality. Overall, the result of implementing the CAAP is a positive 
impact that would result in fewer GHG emissions and improved air quality. Additional actions to 
reduce the impacts identified in the 2019 Certified Program EIR are not required. 

RESPONSE I-4-21 

This comment restates that amendments to the Safety Element do not include any physical 
improvements that would result in environmental impacts. However, the comment states that 
additional heat and climate change effects will occur and that the measures in the Safety Element 
should protect Long Beach residents from these effects. 

See Response to Comment I-4-14. The SEIR is addressing the impacts associated with implementing 
the CAAP on the environment, not the impact of the environment (climate change) on the City of 
Long Beach residents. 

RESPONSE I-4-22 

This comment questions why an expanded, more ambitious project alternative was not considered 
instead of a reduced project alternative. 

The purpose of the Alternatives analysis under CEQA is to describe a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the project which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6). There were no significant impacts identified for the CAAP, and 
therefore a more ambitious plan alternative is not required to be analyzed. 

RESPONSE I-4-23 

This comment restates the Draft SEIR statement that the CAAP would not include any physical 
improvements and questions whether MM GHG-1 intended the CAAP to include anything physical to 
reduce emissions. 
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The statement in the Draft SEIR that adoption of the CAAP would not directly propose or entitle any 
physical improvements is accurate. The CAAP is a planning document that does not, in and of itself, 
request the approval of such physical improvements. In other words, the CAAP would facilitate 
projects to implement its measures, not directly entitle future projects. As stated throughout the 
Draft SEIR, the analysis contained in this Draft SEIR considers adoption of the CAAP at a 
programmatic level, and all future discretionary projects that implement CAAP Actions and 
Adaptation Actions would undergo project-level CEQA review as required. 

RESPONSE I-4-24 

The comment requests that feasible mitigation measures and alternatives in the comments should 
be conditions of approval for the project, to reduce significant impacts identified in the 2019 
Certified Program EIR. 

See Responses to Comments I-4-7, I-4-18, and I-4-19.  

RESPONSE I-4-25 

This comment questions whether urban forest-related Adaptation Actions adequately address heat 
impacts from future climate change and suggests that the SEIR should include that analysis. 

See Response to Comment I-4-14. The SEIR is addressing the impacts associated with implementing 
the CAAP on the environment, not the impact of the environment (climate change) on the City of 
Long Beach residents.  

RESPONSE I-4-26 

The comment states that Federal, and some local policies, including Port of Long Beach, Long Beach 
Airport, and Los Angeles County, were omitted. 

Section 3.3 of the Draft SEIR, Project Description, that the commenter is referring to includes a 
statement that refers the reader to Section 4.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Section 4.10, 
Transportation, of the Draft SEIR for a detailed discussion of all applicable federal, State, and local 
regulations and policies related to GHG emissions reductions and addressing global climate change 
impacts. These sections contain a list of federal, State, regional and local policies that have direct 
regulatory impacts on the CAAP. Some policies of other agencies that are not under the 
jurisdictional control of the City of Long Beach  are provided for context. In addition, Port and airport 
emissions were discussed in the Project Description (page 3-11) and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
(page 4.4-13) sections of the Draft SEIR. 

RESPONSE I-4-27 

The comment suggests that there should be a date provided of when the Adaption and Mitigation 
Actions are to be implemented, and when emissions would be reduced to a less than significant 
level. The comment further provides data from an IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change) report. 

The threshold level of significance for compliance with State targets is 2030 and is thoroughly 
documented throughout the Draft SEIR and CAAP. Therefore, this comment is incorrect that there 
are no dates provided as the GHG reductions would occur by 2030. 
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RESPONSE I-4-28 

This comment requests that the CAAP and Draft SEIR should include actions by state and federal 
agencies that could reduce significant GHG impacts, to reduce the significant impacts identified in 
the 2019 Certified Program EIR. 

The comment is not correct. The CAAP includes implementation of these actions in the GHG 
forecast, as described on page 131 of the CAAP, and as further described in Appendix A of the CAAP.  

RESPONSE I-4-29 

This comment suggests and lists many actions that the City should take, including written comments 
to state representatives to request support of legislations that would reduce GHG emissions. The 
comment further questions what is meant by Mitigation Action BE 8.3 that refers to developing and 
implementing state and federal legislative agendas to help implement the developed strategies.  
The comment also questions what is meant by state and federal legislative agendas.  

The City is committed to implement the near-term actions recommended by the CAAP Oil and Gas 
Technical Memorandum (CAAP Appendix G) as described in CAAP Action BE-8 and will pursue 
strategies through existing and/or expanded partnerships with federal, state, and regional agencies 
that have regulatory authority. The City produces annual State and federal legislative agendas that 
formalize the City’s priorities for working with State and federal partners. This comment does not 
contain any substantive comments or questions about the environmental analysis or conclusions 
contained in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE I-4-30 

This comment request that downstream emissions from oil and gas production within the City be 
included in the CAAP and Draft SEIR. 

The CAAP is designed to address emissions from the production inventory as required by State 
guidance, but for informational purposes, the CAAP also includes an oil and gas lifecycle emissions 
analysis. See page 130 of the CAAP which states: “The life cycle emissions represent different phases 
of the oil supply chain, including upstream extraction activities at the city’s oil fields, midstream 
refining activity occurring outside of the city, and downstream end use of the fuels produced, such 
as vehicle gasoline and diesel, which can be consumed inside and outside of the city. The life cycle 
emissions were estimated using a CARB-developed upstream emissions factor specific to the Long 
Beach oil fields and midstream and downstream emissions factors for the nearby Wilmington oil 
field, which were collected from the Oil-Climate Index.” 

There is no obligation to include or mitigate downstream emissions outside of the City's control.  

RESPONSE I-4-31 

The comment requests that the CAAP and Draft SEIR should be updated to state that the City will 
aggressively seek funding from SCE’s programs and should also estimate the degree to which these 
programs would reduce significant effects in the 2019 Certified Program EIR and to public safety. 
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This comment is a suggestion and does not contain any substantive comments or questions about 
the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further 
response is necessary. See also Responses to Comments I-4-7 and I-4-19.  

RESPONSE I-4-32 

The comment cites recent IPCC reports that a 2050 goal is insufficient to prevent global impacts and 
requests that the Draft SEIR should indicate to what degree the CAAP meets global requirements to 
meet a more stringent goal. 

This comment is a suggestion and does not contain any substantive comments or questions about 
the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further 
response is necessary.  

RESPONSE I-4-33 

This comment asserts that the CAAP does not set a goal post against which the GHG reduction 
actions can be evaluated over time. 

The CAAP’s 2030 target, or goal post, is 3.04 MT CO2e/SP by 2030 and aligns with the statewide 
2030 target as codified in SB 32 and the 2017 CARB Scoping Plan Update. The City’s progress is 
measured by preparing future inventories (see the CAAP, Chapter 8, Performance and Monitoring). 
See CAAP, page 186:  "The City will update the production-based community-wide GHG inventories 
every 2 years to track total GHG emissions from all sources within the community." 

See also Response to Comment I-4-3. 

RESPONSE I-4-34 

This comment asks what are the requirements of the Global Covenant of Mayors and whether 
adopting a CAP demonstrates compliance. 

As described on page 31 of the CAAP, “the Global Covenant of Mayors for Climate and Energy is a 
global coalition to collectively reduce GHG emissions and enhance resilience to climate change. In 
order to comply with the Global Covenant’s requirements, the City of Long Beach must establish a 
plan for climate action and a plan for adaptation.” The City is complying with this requirement 
through development and adoption of the CAAP. This comment does not contain any substantive 
comments or questions about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft SEIR. 
Therefore, no further response is necessary.  

RESPONSE I-4-35 

The comment claims that the objective to demonstrate the City’s commitment to global efforts to 
address climate change is not met, and provides additional suggestions for the City. 

The overall goal of the CAAP is to reduce GHG emissions consistent with State policy and guidance 
and as part of the Global Covenant of Mayors global effort. This comment is a suggestion and does 
not contain any substantive comments or questions about the environmental analysis or conclusions 
contained in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.  
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RESPONSE I-4-36 

This comment agrees that the City has illustrated the relationship between the City’s reduction 
target and compliance with state measures but asks whether the city can meet future targets that 
the State may need to adopt. 

Future targets that may be adopted are unknown at this time and would be speculative. Speculative 
impacts are not required to be analyzed under CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15145, 
Speculation). 

RESPONSE I-4-37 

The comment asserts that the CAAP and Draft SEIR have identified a level of emissions that would 
have less than cumulatively significant impacts but have not identified mitigation measures to 
achieve this level. 

The level of significance is compliance with targets by 2030. The CAAP and Draft SEIR clearly show 
how the CAAP will achieve, and exceed, the 2030 target through a subset of quantified GHG 
reduction actions within the CAAP. See Chapter 5.0 of the CAAP, and Section 3.4.2, GHG Inventory, 
Forecasts, and Reduction Targets (page 3-10) of the Draft SEIR. 

RESPONSE I-4-38 

This comment asks by what date the City will address the objective to create a plan that will help 
Long Beach realize the following: low carbon, climate resilient buildings and neighborhoods; safe 
and adaptable infrastructure; protected and enhanced natural systems; a healthy, resilient, and 
ready population; and residents and businesses with minimized carbon footprint. 

The CAAP fulfills the objective to create a plan that addresses the items listed in the comment. The 
Executive Summary of the CAAP contains groupings of the CAAP actions and measures that support 
each of these objectives.  This comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions 
about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 

RESPONSE I-4-39 

This comment asserts that the following objective is too vague: Incorporate climate adaptation and 
resiliency considerations and strategies consistent with the CAAP in the updated and consolidated 
General Plan Safety Element in order to ensure the City’s goals and policies related to safety, 
recognize and address climate impacts including those related to extreme heat, drought, and 
flooding occurrences. The comment further asks how this objective will be measured and what 
target dates when it will be achieved. 

Climate adaptation and resiliency considerations have been incorporated into the proposed Safety 
Element Update (CAAP SEIR, Appendix C).  This comment does not contain any substantive 
comments or specific questions about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the 
Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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RESPONSE I-4-40 

The comment states that CAAP and Draft SEIR make an admirable start toward meeting the goal of 
complying with Mitigation Measure (MM) GHG-1 in the 2019 Certified Program EIR, which required 
the City to adopt a greenhouse gas (GHG) Reduction Plan or Climate Action and Adaptation Plan 
(CAAP), but that additional measures are required. 

The development and adoption of the proposed CAAP would meet the requirements of MM GHG-1 
of the 2019 Certified Program EIR. See also Responses to Comments I-4-7, I-4-8, and I-4-12. This 
comment does not contain any substantive comments or specific questions about the 
environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further response is 
necessary. 

RESPONSE I-4-41 

This comment makes several suggestions related to the use of zero-emission (ZE) trucks, the 
creation of ZE truck zones in neighborhoods with the highest air pollution, and supporting the 
Warehouse Indirect Source Rule for the Port of Long Beach. 

This comment contains policy and program suggestions and does not contain any substantive 
comments or questions about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft SEIR. 
Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE I-4-42  

This comment provides suggestions for all-electric construction, electrification programs, and other 
mandates to reduce energy use and decarbonize.  

Programs and policies to reduce energy use and support electrification programs will continue to 
evolve during the implementation process for the CAAP. These and other such programs could 
support CAAP Actions such as BE-7 (update building codes to incentivize electric new residential and 
commercial buildings) and the requirement of future development to utilize carbon free electricity 
(see SEIR, Appendix D: CAAP Development Checklist, Table 1, step 3, #1). This comment contains 
suggestions and does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the environmental 
analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE I-4-43 

This comment suggests that the City should update the mission of the Energy Resources Department 
to transform to an energy system free of GHG emissions. The comment makes further suggestions 
for the Energy Resources Department and advises that they should accept no money from, and have 
no meetings with, oil and gas interests. 

This comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the environmental 
analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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RESPONSE I-4-44 

This comment restates the CAAP targets, and advises that these targets are substantially 
insufficient, according to the IPCC and the State of California. The comment provides data and states 
that the City must drastically increase it ambition to reduce emissions. 

This comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the environmental 
analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. It 
should be noted that the CAAP demonstrates compliance with reduction target guidance of the 
State of California, as demonstrated in the SEIR, Appendix E.  The CARB scoping plan guidance for 
developing a local reduction target states: “CARB recommends statewide targets of no more than six 
metric tons CO2e per capita by 2030 and no more than two metric tons CO2e per capita by 2050”; 
the Long Beach targets are far below both of these recommendations.  The guidance further states 
that “since the statewide per capita targets are based on the statewide GHG emissions inventory 
that includes all emissions sectors in the State, it is appropriate for local jurisdictions to derive 
evidence-based local per capita goals based on local emissions sectors and population projections 
that are consistent with the framework used to develop the statewide per capita targets. The 
resulting GHG emissions trajectory should show a downward trend consistent with the statewide 
objectives.”  Therefore, Long Beach derived such targets, as evidenced in the CAAP SEIR, Appendix E. 

RESPONSE I-4-45 

This comment asserts that Table 4.4.D on page 4.4-10 of the Draft SEIR does not include fossil fuels 
produced within the City but combusted outside of its jurisdiction. The comment makes further 
suggestions to reduce such emissions, including avoiding emissions during peak events, and 
petitioning the US Postal Service to use only electric vehicles. 

As explained on page 4.4-10 of the Draft SEIR introduction to Table 4.4.D, “As part of preparing the 
City’s Draft CAAP (Appendix B), the City developed baseline GHG emissions inventories for the year 
2015 for production and consumption “jurisdictional emissions”—those emissions sources over 
which the City and community have some amount of influence. These jurisdictional emissions 
sources are primarily aligned with the BASIC inventory methodology described in Appendix A of the 
Draft CAAP (Appendix B), except for the removal of port-based waterborne activities like cargo 
shipping.” Table.4.4-10 is intended to illustrate the City’s 2015 total jurisdictional production 
emissions. 

See also Response to Comment I-4-30. Further, the CAAP addresses these issues through Action 
BE-1 and through SCE's 80% renewable electricity commitment. 

RESPONSE I-4-46 

This comment requests that the CAAP calculate and publish Long Beach’s share of humanity’s 
carbon budget. 

This comment does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the environmental 
analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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RESPONSE I-4-47 

This comment provides opinions on drought and water use restrictions and make suggestions of 
what the CAAP should include, as well as suggestions on enforcement and regulations. 

This comment is directed at the CAAP and does not contain any substantive comments or questions 
about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 

RESPONSE I-4-48 

This comment identifies individuals with vulnerabilities to climate change and requests that the 
CAAP develop and implement protective measures for these vulnerable groups. 

This comment is directed at the CAAP and does not contain any substantive comments or questions 
about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 

RESPONSE I-4-49 

This comment addresses four transportation measures (T-4.2, T-4.4, T-5.1, and T-5.7) and suggests 
that they should be strengthened through stronger language or addition of details. 

This comment is directed at the CAAP and does not contain any substantive comments or questions 
about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further 
response is necessary. It should be noted that the CAAP included a comprehensive climate stressors 
review, including review of climate stressors on specific vulnerable populations such as older adults, 
children, and people with underlying conditions (see CAAP, Appendix D).  The CAAP also includes an 
assessment of geographic vulnerabilities (see CAAP, Appendix C). 

RESPONSE I-4-50 

This comment states that Section 4.10-7 of the Draft SEIR addresses EV Charging Stations (EVCS) and 
vehicular traffic. The comment suggests the type of EV charging stations that should be required, 
requests that the City fund EVCS for their fleet, and that the City should not pay for public use 
stations. Further, the comment requests that the City increase its efforts to reduce vehicle trips and 
VMT. 

This comment refers to text in the Draft SEIR but does not contain any substantive comments or 
questions about the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, 
no further response is necessary. 

RESPONSE I-4-51 

This comment restates Draft SEIR text that the proposed project would not result in any significant 
unavoidable impacts. The comment further states that the project would result in significant 
impacts because it does not reduce GHG emissions to the City’s desired threshold. 

As stated on page 3-14 of the SEIR, the CAAP’s 2030 target of 3.04 MT CO2e/SP aligns with the 
statewide 2030 GHG reduction target as codified in SB 32 and the 2017 CARB Scoping Plan Update. 
Further, the CAAP quantifies five emission reduction measures (BE-1, BE-2, T-1, W-1, and W-2) to 
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demonstrate its ability to meet the 2030 target and indicates that all reductions would occur by 
2030 (see Draft SEIR page 3-14).  

See also Responses to Comments I-4-7 and I-4-3. 

RESPONSE I-4-52 

This comment states that the Draft SEIR should include an “Enhanced Project Alternative” that 
meets more of the project objectives and includes additional mitigation actions. 

See Response to Comment I-4-22.  

RESPONSE I-4-53 

This comment states that the No Project Alternative is not feasible, and again requests that an 
Enhanced Project Alternative is considered. 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (e) describes the requirement to include the No Project 
Alternative. The Draft SEIR Alternatives discussion of the No Project Alternative (Section 5.3.3, page 
5-7) explicitly states that several impacts would be greater (air quality, greenhouse gas emissions) 
under the No Project scenario and that none of the project objectives would be met. 

See also Response to Comment I-4-22. 

RESPONSE I-4-54 

This comment asserts that the proposed project would result in significant impacts and that an 
Enhanced Project Alternative should be considered. In addition, this comment suggests that a 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) should be included to track the 
implementation of CAAP measures. 

The Draft SEIR concluded that implementation of the proposed CAAP would not result in significant 
impacts. See Responses to Comments I-4-19 and I-4-20. Because no mitigation was required, an 
MMRP is also not required. However, Chapter 8 of the CAAP describes both the “top down” 
monitoring including through which the City will update the production-based community-wide 
GHG inventories every 2 years to track total GHG emissions from all sources within the community 
and “bottom up” monitoring and reporting on individual CAAP actions (see Chapter 8 of the CAAP). 

RESPONSE I-4-55 

This comment asserts that allowing the oil and gas production to continue would be an irreversible 
commitment of limited, slowly renewable, or nonrenewable resources which would allow continued 
emissions to occur and should be discussed in the Draft EIR on page 6-3. 

The CEQA question related to an irreversible commitment of limited, slowly renewable, or 
nonrenewable resources is directed at the specific project being analyzed in the environmental 
document. The subject project being analyzed in the Draft SEIR is the implementation of the CAAP, 
not the development of oil or gas production facilities. The current operation of the oil and gas 
production is an existing condition and not a result of implementing the CAAP.   
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3.0  DRAFT SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
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