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to well safety evaluation, well abandonment, long-term safety evaluation, above-well head mitigation,
leak testing, installation of equipment, site cleanup, methane mitigation, exposure period, post
construction protocols, and site restoration.

CHAPTER 18.79, METHANE GAS MITIGATION

Chapter 18.79 sets forth minimum requirements for the control of methane gas intrusion emanating
from geologic formations. This chapter governs methane gas mitigation systems for all buildings and
structures by requiring methane gas system submittal documents for any project with a methane gas
mitigation system; requiring methane gas mitigation inspection and plans examination fees; and
requiring methane gas mitigation inspections for any project with a methane gas mitigation system.

5.5.3 IMPACT THRESHOLDS AND SIGNIFICANCE
CRITERIA

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines contains the Initial Study Environmental Checklist form that was
used during the preparation of the Initial Study, which is contained in Appendix 11.1, of this EIR.
The issues presented in the Environmental Checklist have been utilized as thresholds of significance
in this section. Accordingly, a project may create a significant adverse environmental impact if it would:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials (refer to Impact Statement HAZ-1);

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment (refer to Impact Statement HAZ-1);

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school (refer to Impact Statement
HAZ-2);

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant
to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment (refer to Appendix 11.1, Notice of Preparation/ Initial Study);

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

Appendix 11.1);

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan (refer to Appendix 11.1); and

2) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires (refer to Appendix 11.1).

Based on these standards/criteria, the effects of the proposed project have been categorized as either
a “less than significant impact” or “potentially significant impact.” Mitigation measures are
recommended for potentially significant impacts. If a potentially significant impact cannot be reduced
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to a less than significant level through the application of mitigation, it is categorized as a significant
and unavoidable impact.

5.5.4 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

ACCIDENTAL RELEASE OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

HAZ-1 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION COULD CREATE A SIGNIFICANT
HAZARD RELATED TO THE PUBLIC OR ENVIRONMENT THROUGH
ROUTINE TRANSPORT, USE, OR DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS, OR REASONABLY FORESEEABLE UPSET AND ACCIDENT
CONDITIONS INVOLVING THE RELEASE OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
INTO THE ENVIRONMENT.

Impact Analysis: One of the means through which human exposure to hazardous substance could
occur is through accidental release. Incidents that result in an accidental release of hazardous
substances into the environment can cause contamination of soil, surface water, and groundwater, in
addition to any toxic fumes that might be generated. Human exposure to impacted soil or water can
have potential health effects based on a variety of factors, such as the nature of the contaminant and
the degree of exposure.

CONSTRUCTION

Construction activities could expose construction workers to accidental conditions as a result of
existing potential soil/soil vapor contamination at the project site.

Construction Equipment

During project construction, there is a possibility of accidental release of hazardous substances such
as petroleum-based fuels or hydraulic fluid used for construction equipment. The level of risk
associated with the accidental release of hazardous substances is not considered significant due to the
small volume and low concentration of hazardous materials utilized during construction. The
construction contractor would be required to use standard construction controls and safety
procedures that would avoid and minimize the potential for accidental release of such substances into
the environment. Standard construction practices would be observed such that any materials released
are appropriately contained and remediated as required by local, State, and federal law. As such,
impacts in this regard would be less than significant.

Construction Activities

Proposed demolition and grading activities could also result in accidental conditions involving existing
on-site contamination. The following analysis considers current and past uses of the project site and
its vicinity, which may have resulted in existing on-site hazardous conditions, of which could cause
accidental conditions during site disturbance activities.

Historic Oil Production Activities

As discussed in Section 5.5.1, Existing Setting, analytical results from soil samples collected indicated
elevated concentrations of TPH-DRO above the commercial ESL; analytical results from soil vapor
samples collected indicated elevated concentrations of VOCs (i.e., vinyl chloride, benzene, PCE, and
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TCE) above their respective commercial ESLs; and recorded methane gas concentrations and pressure
indicated the presence of methane gas at the site. As such, construction workers of the proposed bank
may be exposed to impacted soils and soil vapors with elevated concentrations of TPH-DRO, VOCs,
and methane.

One of the project objectives is to implement best management practices related to hazards and
hazardous materials to treat contamination on-site from historic oil drilling. As detailed in Section 3.3,
Project Characteristics, the Applicant is developing a site-specific Soil Management Plan (SMP) to
excavate and export impacted soils during construction. The SMP would provide guidelines for safety
measures, soil management, and handling of disturbed soils during construction in a manner
protective of human health and consistent with applicable regulatory requirements. Although the SMP
is already proposed as part of the project, the SMP would also be required to incorporate specific
requirements outlined in Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 to ensure potential soil and soil vapor impacts
to construction workers are minimized. Additionally, in accordance with Mitigation Measure HAZ-1,
the Applicant would be required to hire a qualified Phase 1I/Site Charactetization Specialist to be on-
site during all ground-disturbing work to monitor proper implementation of the SMP (Mitigation
Measure HAZ-1). All excavation and exports of impacted soils shall be conducted in consultation
with the Phase 1I/Site Characterization Specialist and in compliance with existing federal, State, and
local laws and regulations pertaining to treatment, transport, and disposal.

Following compliance with existing federal, State, and local laws and regulations as well as
implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1, impacts relating to impacted soil and soil vapor
during project construction would be reduced to less than significant levels.

Unknown Oil Well Location(s)

As discussed in Section 5.5.1, the location and abandonment status of two oil/gas wells known as
Bunny #1 and Featherstone #15 remain inconclusive. As such, construction workers may encounter
the underground oil/gas wells and associated underground infrastructure during earth moving
activities.

The Applicant is currently seeking City concurrence that all reasonable efforts were undertaken to
locate Bunny #1 and Featherstone #15 and has requested the project be waived from the City’s
equivalency abandonment standards pursuant to LBMC Section 18.78.070, Eguivalency Abandonment
Standard.

Further, to minimize potential impacts associated with encountering the underground oil/gas well and
any associated underground infrastructure during earth moving activities, the project would be
required to implement Mitigation Measure HAZ-2. Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 would require specific
observations be made by the contractor during grading and excavation activities for the presence of
any oil/gas well heads, associated underground infrastructure, and/or soils potentially impacted by
chemicals compounds or fuel and oil hydrocarbons. If any of the above are encountered, the qualified
environmental professional with Phase II/Site Characterization expetience (retained in accordance
with Mitigation Measure HAZ-1) would assist with segregation of excavated material or impacted soils
for proper disposal at a licensed waste-handling facility. In accordance with Mitigation Measure HAZ-
2, if Bunny #1 and/or Featherstone #15 are uncovered during project construction, the wells would
be required to be abandoned in accordance with CALGEM standards or to the City’s equivalency
abandonment standards as outlined in LBMC Section 18.78.070, Eguivalency Abandonment Standard.
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Following compliance with existing federal, State, and local laws and regulations as well as
implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-2, impacts pertaining to the accidental discovery of
former oil/gas well during project construction would be reduced to less than significant levels.

OPERATIONS
Impacted Soil/Soil Vapor

As discussed in Section 5.5.1, analytical results from soil samples collected indicated elevated
concentrations of TPH-DRO above the commercial ESL; analytical results from soil vapor samples
collected indicated elevated concentrations of VOCs (i.e., vinyl chloride, benzene, PCE, and TCE)
above their respective commercial ESLs; and recorded methane gas concentrations and pressure
indicated the presence of methane gas at the site. As such, future workers and visitors of the proposed
bank may be exposed to existing on-site soils with elevated concentrations of TPH-DRO, as well as
vapor intrusion from VOCs and methane.

With implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, all impacted soils would be excavated and
exported during project construction as part of the proposed SMP and conducted in accordance with
applicable regulations.

Further, it should be acknowledged that the project site is located within City designated Long Beach
Methane Gas Mitigation Zone. With the recorded on-site methane gas concentrations, methane
mitigation design requirements pursuant to the City of Long Beach Development Services Building &
Safety Bureau Methane Gas Mitigation Information Bulletin (IB-055 Bulletin) and LBMC Chapter
18.79, Methane Gas Mitigation would be required. Per IB-055 Bulletin and LBMC Chapter 18.79, a
methane soil gas investigation would be requited during the project entitlement/pre-plan check
submittal phase in order to determine the appropriate design for a vapor intrusion mitigation system
(VIMS). Accordingly, the Applicant is required to submit a methane mitigation plan in accordance
with the City prescriptive standards in conjunction with the project grading or building plans. The
submittal shall include any and all components of the proposed active or passive methane mitigation
system (membrane barrier, piping, probes, vents, gas detection system, pumps, and signage). A
membrane installation contractor manufacturer’s approval letter shall also be submitted with the
methane mitigation plans. At a minimum, a passive VIMS would be required to be installed and
operating prior to occupancy of the proposed bank. Additionally, a methane gas monitoring program
(established in an operation, monitoring, and maintenance plan [OMM Plan] as part of the methane
mitigation plan) would be required pursuant to IB-055 Bulletin and LBMC Chapter 18.79.

Furthermore, the project would also be required to implement Mitigation Measure HAZ-3, which
requires the proposed VIMS to be designed for mitigation of VOCs as well. In accordance with
Mitigation Measure HAZ-3, a VOC monitoring program would be established along with the methane
gas monitoring program in the OMM Plan to evaluate system performance of VOC mitigation.
Further, the passive VIMS should be designed such that in the event indoor air concentrations indicate
ineffective mitigation of vapor intrusion during project operation, the passive VIMS could be
converted to an active system. Such design may require additional permitting with the local air district
(i.e., SCAQMD).

Following compliance with existing federal, State, and local laws and regulations (such as soil gas
investigation and a proposed methane mitigation plan in accordance with IB-055 Bulletin and LBMC
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Chapter 18.79) as well as implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-3, potential risks from
contaminated soil and soil vapor during project operations would be reduced to less than significant
levels.

Mitigation Measures:

HAZ-1 A site-specific Soil Management Plan (SMP) is proposed as part of the proposed
project. Prior to issuance of any grading permits, the City of Long Beach shall ensure
the following details are incorporated into the SMP:

e Provide guidelines for safety measures, soil management, and handling of
disturbed soils during construction in a manner protective of human health and
consistent with applicable regulatory requirements;

e Require a qualified Phase 11/Site Characterization Specialist be on-site duting
all ground-disturbing work to monitor proper implementation of the SMP;

e Provide an outline of existing federal, State, and local laws and regulations
pertaining to transport, treatment, and disposal of excavation and exports of
impacted soils, which shall be conducted in consultation with the Phase I1/Site
Characterization Specialist; and

e Require a copy of the SMP to be made available to the contractor and the City
of Long Beach for use during grading and excavation activities.

HAZ-2 During ground disturbing activities, observations shall be made by the contractor for
the potential presence of oil/gas well heads (including Bunny #1 and Featherstone
#15), associated underground infrastructure, and soil potentially impacted by
chemicals compounds or fuel and oil hydrocarbons. Indications of impacted soil may
include chemical or fuel odors, unusual coloration, apparent moisture, and staining. If
any of the above are encountered, the qualified environmental professional with Phase
11/Site Characterization experience (retained in accordance with Mitigation Measure
HAZ-1) shall assist with segregation of excavated material for proper disposal at a
licensed waste-handling facility. If Bunny #1 and/or Featherstone #15 are uncovered
during project construction, the wells shall be abandoned in accordance with
California Department of Conservation Geologic Energy Management Division
(CalGEM) standards or the City of Long Beach’s equivalency abandonment standards
pursuant to Long Beach Municipal Code Section 18.78.070, Eguivalency Abandonment
Standard.

HAZ-3 The Applicant shall ensure the design of the proposed active or passive vapor intrusion
mitigation system (VIMS) required as part of the methane mitigation plan to be
submitted in conjunction with the project grading and/or building plans include design
measures to address potential vapor intrusion from volatile organic compounds
(VOCs). The methane mitigation plan shall be verified by the City of Long Beach
Building Official during plan check review. If a passive VIMS is designed for the
project as part of the methane mitigation plan, it shall be designed such that in the
event indoor air concentrations indicate ineffective mitigation of vapor intrusion
during project operation, the passive VIMS can be converted to an active system. Such
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design may require additional permitting with the local air district (i.e., South Coast Air
Quality Management District). Additionally, the Applicant shall ensure the operation,
monitoring, and maintenance plan (OMM Plan), established as part of the methane
mitigation plan, include a VOC monitoring program to evaluate system performance
of VOC mitigation.

Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.
SCHOOL SITES

HAZ-2 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION COULD EMIT HAZARDOUS EMISSIONS
OR HANDLE HAZARDOUS OR ACUTELY HAZARDOUS MATERIALS,
SUBSTANCES, OR WASTE WITHIN ONE-QUARTER MILE OF AN
EXISTING SCHOOL.

Impact Analysis: As discussed in Section 5.5.1, one existing school (Intellectual Virtues Academy of
Long Beach) is located within a 0.25-mile radius of the project site (approximately 0.15-mile to the
northeast). Additionally, an NOP comment letter received from LBUSD identified three LBUSD
schools within one-mile of the project site (Birney Elementary School, Los Cerritos Elementary
School, and Charles Evans Hughes Middle School). The LBUSD comment letter raised concerns
regarding potential release of hazardous emissions (e.g., methane) during construction activities on-
site as well as potentially hazardous conditions associated with the transport of hazardous materials
off-site by construction trucks using haul routes that could pass by LBUSD schools.

Project construction would involve the handling and transporting of potentially hazardous materials
on- and off-site. However, with implementation of the proposed SMP, the excavation and
construction contractors with would be provided with guidelines for safety measures, soil
management, and handling of disturbed soils during construction in a manner protective of human
health and consistent with applicable regulatory requirements. Further, in accordance with Mitigation
Measure HAZ-1, a qualified Phase II/Site Characterization Specialist would be on-site during all
ground-disturbing work to monitor proper implementation of the SMP, and all excavation and exports
of impacted soils would be conducted in consultation with the Phase II/Site Characterization
Specialist and in compliance with existing federal, State, and local laws and regulations pertaining to
transport and disposal (Mitigation Measure HAZ-1). Additionally, implementation of Mitigation
Measures HAZ-2 would ensutre impacts pertaining to the accidental discovery of former oil/gas wells
(i.e., Bunny #1 and/or Featherstone #15) during project construction would be reduced to less than
significant levels. Upon implementation of the proposed SMP and Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and
HAZ-2, the project is not anticipated to result in substantially adverse impacts involving the handling
of hazardous materials, substances, or waste within the vicinity of these schools during project
construction. Impacts in this regard would be reduced to less than significant level.

With regards to project operations, project operations would involve typical office (banking) activities
and would not involve activities that could potentially emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste (e.g., impacted soils) near existing school.
However, future workers and visitors of the proposed bank may still be exposed to existing on-site
soils with elevated concentrations of TPH-DRO, as well as vapor intrusion from VOCs and methane.
The project would be subject to methane mitigation design requirements pursuant to the City’s IB-
055 Bulletin and LBMC Chapter 18.79. A methane mitigation plan is required for the project in
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accordance with the City’s prescriptive standards in conjunction with the project grading or building
plans. At a minimum, a passive VIMS would be required to be installed and in operation prior to
occupancy of the proposed bank building. The project would also be required to implement Mitigation
Measure HAZ-3, which requires the proposed VIMS to be designed for VOC mitigation as well. In
accordance with Mitigation Measure HAZ-3, a VOC monitoring program would be established along
with the methane gas monitoring program in the OMM Plan to evaluate system performance of VOC
mitigation. Following compliance with existing federal, State, and local laws and regulations (such as
soil gas investigation and a proposed methane mitigation plan in accordance with IB-055 Bulletin and
LBMC Chapter 18.79) as well as implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-3, potential risks from
impacted soil and soil vapor during project operations would be reduced to less than significant levels.
Subsequently, the project is not anticipated to result in substantially adverse impacts involving the
handling of hazardous materials, substances, or waste within the vicinity of nearby schools during
project operations. Impacts in this regard would be reduced to less than significant level.

Furthermore, it should be acknowledged that regional access to the project site is provided via 1-405
(located approximately 0.1-mile west and south of the project site) and local access is provided via
Long Beach Boulevard and Wardlow Road. Given that the three identified LBUSD schools are located
more than 0.5-mile away, construction traffic, including haul truck trips, is not anticipated to utilize
roadways within the vicinity of these LBUSD schools. Furthermore, methane or other types of vapor
contamination is typically a localized issue and does not have the potential to impact sensitive
receptors more than 0.5-mile away.

Mitigation Measures: Refer to Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-3.

Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

5.5.5 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Table 4-1, Cumulative Projects List, identifies the related projects and other possible development in the
area determined as having the potential to interact with the project to the extent that a significant
cumulative effect may occur. The following discussions are included to determine whether a significant
cumulative effect would occur.

® THE PROPOSED PROJECT, COMBINED WITH OTHER RELATED PROJECTS,
COULD CREATE A SIGNIFICANT HAZARD TO THE PUBLIC OR
ENVIRONMENT THROUGH ROUTINE TRANSPORT, USE, OR DISPOSAL OF
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, OR REASONABLY FORESEEABLE UPSET AND
ACCIDENT CONDITIONS INVOLVING THE RELEASE OF HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS INTO THE ENVIRONMENT.

Impact Analysis: Cumulative projects could result in creating a significant hazard to the public or
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, or reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment. However, with implementation of existing laws and regulations established by the
DTSC, Los Angeles RWQCB, Caltrans, Cal/OSHA, SCAQMD, and Long Beach CUPA, among
others, these cumulative impacts would be minimized. As discussed in Impact Statement HAZ-1, with
implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-3, implementation of the proposed
project would not result in significant impacts involving hazards and hazardous materials during
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construction and operations. As such, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable
impact in this regard and impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: Refer to Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-3.

Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

® THE PROPOSED PROJECT, COMBINED WITH OTHER RELATED PROJECTS,
COULD EMIT HAZARDOUS EMISSIONS OR HANDLE HAZARDOUS OR
ACUTELY HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, SUBSTANCES, OR WASTE WITHIN ONE-
QUARTER MILE OF AN EXISTING SCHOOL.

Impact Analysis: Cumulative projects that result in hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing school would
be required to undergo environmental review under CEQA to evaluate potentially significant impacts.
Further, upon compliance with the laws and regulations established by the DTSC, Los Angeles
RWQCB, Caltrans, Cal/OSHA, SCAQMD, and Long Beach CUPA, among others, these cumulative
impacts would be minimized. As the proposed project would not result in significant impacts involving
hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing school with preparation and implementation of Mitigation Measures
HAZ-1 through HAZ-3, the project would not significantly contribute to a cumulatively considerable
impact in this regard. Impacts in this regard would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: Refer to Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-3.

Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

5.5.6 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

No significant unavoidable impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would occur.
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5.6 NOISE

The purpose of this section is to evaluate potential noise related impacts to surrounding land uses as
a result of implementation of the project. Both short-term construction-related impacts and long-term
operational-related impacts are evaluated. This section is primarily based upon the Noise and 1 ibration
Assessment First Citizens Bank — Long Beach Project, City of Long Beach, California (Noise and Vibration
Assessment), prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. and dated July 31, 2024, provided as
Appendix 11.8, Noise and 1'ibration Assessment, of this EIR.

5.6.1 EXISTING SETTING
ACOUSTIC FUNDAMENTALS

Sound and Environmental Noise

Acoustics is the science of sound. Sound can be described as the mechanical energy of a vibrating
object transmitted by pressure waves through a medium (e.g., air) to human (or animal) ear. If the
pressure variations occur frequently enough (at least 20 times per second), they can be heard and are
called sound. The number of pressure variations per second is called the frequency of sound and is
expressed as cycles per second, or hertz (Hz).

Noise is defined as loud, unexpected, or annoying sound. The fundamental model consists of a noise
source, a receptor, and the propagation path between the two. The loudness of the noise source,
obstructions, or atmospheric factors affecting the propagation path, determine the perceived sound
level and noise characteristics at the receptor. Acoustics deal primarily with the propagation and
control of sound. A typical noise environment consists of ambient noise that is the sum of many
distant and indistinguishable noise sources. Superimposed on this ambient noise is the sound from
individual local sources. These sources can vary from an occasional aircraft or train passing by to
continuous noise from traffic on a major highway. Perceptions of sound and noise are highly
subjective from person to person.

Measuring sound directly in terms of pressure would require a large range of numbers. To avoid this,
the decibel (dB) scale was devised. The dB scale uses the hearing threshold of 20 micro-pascals (uPa)
as a point of reference, defined as 0 dB. Other sound pressures are then compared to this reference
pressure, and the logarithm is taken to keep the numbers in a practical range. The dB scale allows a
million-fold increase in pressure to be expressed as 120 dB, and changes in levels correspond closely
to human perception of relative loudness. Table 5.6-1, Typical Noise I evels, provides typical noise levels.
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Table 5.6-1
Typical Noise Levels
Common Outdoor Activities Noise Level (dBA) Common Indoor Activities
-110 - Rock Band
Jet fly-over at 1,000 feet
-100 - Garbage Truck
Gas lawnmower at 3 feet
-90 - Lawn Mower
Diesel truck at 5?] gi(ret at 50 miles per Food blender at 3 feet
-80 - Garbage disposal at 3 feet
Noisy urban area, daytime
Gas lawnmower, 100 feet -70- Vacuum cleaner at 10 feet
Commercial area Normal Speech at 3 feet
Heavy traffic at 300 feet - 60 -
Large business office
Quiet urban daytime -50 - Dishwasher in next room
Quiet urban nighttime _40 - Theater, large conference room
g (background)
Quiet suburban nighttime
-30- Library
. i Bedroom at night, concert hall
Quiet rural nighttime (background)
-20-
Broadcast/recording studio
-10- Rustling leaves
Lowest threshold of human hearing -0- Lowest threshold of human hearing
Source: California Department of Transportation, Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, September 2013;
Melville C. Branch, Outdoor Noise in the Metropolitan Environment, 1970.

NOISE DESCRIPTORS

The dB scale alone does not adequately characterize how humans perceive noise. The dominant
frequencies of a sound have a substantial effect on the human response to that sound. Several rating
scales have been developed to analyze the adverse effect of community noise on people. Because
environmental noise fluctuates over time, these scales consider that the effect of noise on people is
largely dependent on the total acoustical energy content of the noise, as well as the time of day when
the noise occurs. The equivalent noise level (L) represents the equivalent continuous sound pressure
level over the measurement period, while the day-night noise level (L) and Community Equivalent
Noise Level (CNEL) are measures of sound energy during a 24-hour period, with dB weighted sound
levels from 7:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. Most commonly, environmental sounds are described in terms of
L, that has the same acoustical energy as the summation of all the time-varying events. Each is
applicable to this analysis and defined in Table 5.6-2, Definitions of Acoustical Tersms.
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Table 5.6-2
Definitions of Acoustical Terms
Term Definitions
A unit describing the amplitude of sound, equal to 20 times the logarithm to the base 10 of the
Decibel (dB) ratio of the pressure of the sound measured to the reference pressure. The reference pressure
for air is 20.

Sound pressure is the sound force per unit area, usually expressed in uPa (or 20 micronewtons
per square meter), where 1 pascal is the pressure resulting from a force of 1 newton exerted
over an area of 1 square meter. The sound pressure level is expressed in dB as 20 times the
logarithm to the base 10 of the ratio between the pressures exerted by the sound to a reference
sound pressure (e.g., 20 puPa). Sound pressure level is the quantity that is directly measured
by a sound level meter.
The number of complete pressure fluctuations per second above and below atmospheric
Frequency (Hz) pressure. Normal human hearing is between 20 Hz and 20,000 Hz. Infrasonic sound are below
20 Hz and ultrasonic sounds are above 20,000 Hz.
The sound pressure level in dB as measured on a sound level meter using the A-weighting
A-Weighted Sound Level filter network. The A-weighting filter de-emphasizes the very low and very high frequency
(dBA) components of the sound in a manner similar to the frequency response of the human ear and
correlates well with subjective reactions to noise.
The average acoustic energy content of noise for a stated period of time. Thus, the Leq of @
time-varying noise and that of a steady noise are the same if they deliver the same acoustic
energy to the ear during exposure. For evaluating community impacts, this rating scale does
not vary, regardless of whether the noise occurs during the day or the night.

Sound Pressure Level

Equivalent Noise Level (Leq)

Maximum Noise Level (Lmax)

Minimum Noise Level (Lmin)

Exceeded Noise Levels (Lo, | The dBA values that are exceeded 1%, 10%, 50%, and 90% of the time during the
Lo, Lso, Loo) measurement period.

A 24-hour average Leq with a 10-dBA weighting added to noise during the hours of 10:00 p.m.

Day-Night Noise Level (Lan) | to 7:00 a.m. to account for noise sensitivity at nighttime. The logarithmic effect of these

additions is that a 60 dBA 24-hour Leq would result in a measurement of 66.4 dBA Lan.

A 24-hour average Leq With a 5-dBA weighting during the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. and

Community Noise Equivalent | a 10-dBA weighting added to noise during the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. to account for
Level (CNEL) noise sensitivity in the evening and nighttime, respectively. The logarithmic effect of these

additions is that a 60 dBA 24-hour Leq would result in @ measurement of 66.7 dBA CNEL.

The composite of noise from all sources near and far. The normal or existing level of

environmental noise at a given location.

That noise which intrudes over and above the existing ambient noise at a given location. The

Intrusive relative intrusiveness of a sound depends on its amplitude, duration, frequency, and time of

occurrence and tonal or informational content as well as the prevailing ambient noise level.

Source: Appendix 11.8, Noise and Vibration Assessment.

The maximum and minimum dBA during the measurement period.

Ambient Noise Level

The A-weighted decibel (dBA) sound level scale gives greater weight to the frequencies of sound to
which the human ear is most sensitive. Because sound levels can vary markedly over a short period of
time, a method for describing either the average character of the sound or the statistical behavior of
the variations must be utilized. Most commonly, environmental sounds are described in terms of an
average level that has the same acoustical energy as the summation of all the time-varying events.

The scientific instrument used to measure noise is the sound level meter. Sound level meters can
accurately measure environmental noise levels to within about plus or minus 1 dBA. Various computer
models are used to predict environmental noise levels from sources, such as roadways and airports.

Public Review Draft | April 2025 5.6-3 Noise



First Citizens Bank Project
Environmental Impact Report

The accuracy of the predicted models depends on the distance between the receptor and the noise
source.

A-WEIGHTED DECIBELS

The perceived loudness of sounds is dependent on many factors, including sound pressure level and
frequency content. However, within the usual range of environmental noise levels, perception of
loudness is relatively predictable and can be approximated by dBA values. There is a strong correlation
between dBA and the way the human ear perceives sound. For this reason, the dBA has become the
standard tool of environmental noise assessment. All noise levels reported in this document are in
terms of dBA, but are expressed as dB, unless otherwise noted.

ADDITION OF DECIBELS

The dB scale is logarithmic, not linear, and therefore sound levels cannot be added or subtracted
through ordinary arithmetic. Two sound levels 10 dB apart differ in acoustic energy by a factor of 10.
When the standard logarithmic dB is A-weighted, an increase of 10 dBA is generally perceived as a
doubling in loudness. For example, a 70-dBA sound is half as loud as an 80-dBA sound and twice as
loud as a 60-dBA sound. When two identical sources are each producing sound of the same loudness,
the resulting sound level at a given distance would be 3 dBA higher than one source under the same
conditions. Under the dB scale, three sources of equal loudness together would produce an increase
of approximately 5 dBA.

SOUND PROPAGATION AND ATTENUATION

Sound spreads (propagates) uniformly outward in a spherical pattern, and the sound level decreases
(attenuates) at a rate of approximately 6 dB for each doubling of distance from a stationary or point
source. Sound from a line source, such as a highway, propagates outward in a cylindrical pattern.
Sound levels attenuate at a rate of approximately 3 dB for each doubling of distance from a line source,
such as a roadway, depending on ground surface characteristics. No excess attenuation is assumed for
hard surfaces like a parking lot or a body of water. Soft surfaces, such as soft dirt or grass, can absorb
sound, so an excess ground-attenuation value of 1.5 dB per doubling of distance is normally assumed.
Noise levels may also be reduced by intervening structures; generally, a single row of buildings between
the receptor and the noise source reduces the noise level by about 5 dBA, while a solid wall or berm
reduces noise levels by 5 to 10 dBA. The way older homes in California were constructed generally
provides a reduction of exterior-to-interior noise levels of about 20 to 25 dBA with closed windows.
The exterior-to-interior reduction of newer residential units is generally 30 dBA or more.

HUMAN RESPONSE TO NOISE

The human response to environmental noise is subjective and varies considerably from individual to
individual. Noise in the community has often been cited as a health problem, not in terms of actual
physiological damage, such as hearing impairment, but in terms of inhibiting general well-being and
contributing to undue stress and annoyance. The health effects of noise in the community arise from
interference with human activities, including sleep, speech, recreation, and tasks that demand
concentration or coordination. Hearing loss can occur at the highest noise intensity levels.

Noise environments and consequences of human activities are usually well represented by median
noise levels during the day or night or over a 24-hour period. Environmental noise levels are generally
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considered low when the CNEL is below 60 dBA, moderate in the 60 to 70 dBA range, and high
above 70 dBA. Examples of low daytime levels are isolated, natural settings with noise levels as low
as 20 dBA and quiet, suburban, residential streets with noise levels around 40 dBA. Noise levels above
45 dBA at night can disrupt sleep. Examples of moderate-level noise environments are urban
residential or semicommercial areas (typically 55 to 60 dBA) and commercial locations (typically 60
dBA). People may consider louder environments adverse, but most will accept the higher levels
associated with noisier urban residential or residential-commercial areas (60 to 75 dBA) or dense urban
or industrial areas (65 to 80 dBA). Regarding increases in dBA, the following relationships should be
noted.

e Except in carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a 1-dBA change cannot be perceived
by humans.

e Outside of the laboratory, a 3-dBA change is considered a just-perceivable difference.

e A minimum 5-dBA change is required before any noticeable change in community response
would be expected. A 5-dBA increase is typically considered substantial.

e A 10-dBA change is subjectively heard as an approximate doubling in loudness and would
almost certainly cause an adverse change in community response.

EFFECTS OF NOISE ON PEOPLE

Hearing Loss. While physical damage to the ear from an intense noise impulse is rare, a degradation
of auditory acuity can occur even within a community noise environment. Hearing loss occurs mainly
due to chronic exposure to excessive noise but may be due to a single event such as an explosion.
Natural hearing loss associated with aging may also be accelerated from chronic exposure to loud
noise. The Occupational Safety and Health Administration has a noise exposure standard that is set
at the noise threshold where hearing loss may occur from long-term exposures. The maximum
allowable level is 90 dBA averaged over 8 hours. If the noise is above 90 dBA, the allowable exposure
time is correspondingly shorter.

Annoyance. Attitude surveys are used for measuring the annoyance felt in a community for noises
intruding into homes or affecting outdoor activity areas. In these surveys, it was determined that causes
for annoyance include interference with speech, radio and television, house vibrations, and
interference with sleep and rest. The Lg, as a measure of noise has been found to provide a valid
correlation of noise level and the percentage of people annoyed. People have been asked to judge the
annoyance caused by aircraft noise and ground transportation noise. There continues to be
disagreement about the relative annoyance of these different sources. A noise level of about 55 dBA
Lan is the threshold at which a substantial percentage of people begin to report annoyance.

Ground-Borne Vibration

Sources of ground-borne vibrations include natural phenomena (earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, sea
waves, landslides, etc.) or man-made causes (explosions, machinery, traffic, trains, construction
equipment, etc.). Vibration sources may be continuous (e.g., factory machinery) or transient (e.g.,
explosions or heavy equipment use during construction). Ground vibration consists of rapidly
fluctuating motions or waves with an average motion of zero. Several different methods are typically
used to quantify vibration amplitude. One is vibration decibels (VdB) (the vibration velocity level in
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decibel scale). Other methods are the peak particle velocity (PPV) and the root mean square (RMS)
velocity. The PPV is defined as the maximum instantaneous positive or negative peak of the vibration
wave. The RMS velocity is defined as the average of the squared amplitude of the signal. The PPV
and RMS vibration velocity amplitudes are used to evaluate human response to vibration.

Table 5.6-3, Human Reaction and Damage to Buildings for Continuons or Frequent Intermittent 1 ibrations,
displays the reactions of people and the effects on buildings produced by continuous vibration levels.
The annoyance levels shown in the table should be interpreted with care since vibration may be found
to be annoying at much lower levels than those listed, depending on the level of activity or the
sensitivity of the individual.

Table 5.6-3
Human Reaction and Damage to Buildings for Continuous or
Frequent Intermittent Vibrations

Vibration Damage

Maximum Vibration Annoyance Potential FTA Vibration Damage
PPV (in/sec) Potential Criteria Threshold Criteria Criteria
Extremely fragile historic
0.008 - buildings, ruins, ancient -
monuments
0.01 Barely Perceptible - -
0.04 Distinctly Perceptible - -
0.1 Strongly Perceptible Fragile buildings -

Buildings extremely

0.12 - - susceptible to
vibration damage

Non-engineered timber and

0.2 - - masonry
buildings
0.25 N Historic qnq some old 3
buildings
Engineered concrete and
0.3 - Older residential structures masonry (no
plaster)
04 - -
New residential structures, .
Reinforced-concrete, steel or
Modern )
05 - . . . timber
industrial/commercial (no plaster)
buildings P

Notes: PPV = peak particle velocity; in/sec = inches per second; FTA = Federal Transit Administration
Source: Appendix 11.8, Noise and Vibration Assessment.

To sensitive individuals, vibrations approaching the threshold of perception can be annoying. Low-
level vibrations frequently cause irritating secondary vibration, such as a slight rattling of windows,
doors, or stacked dishes. The rattling sound can give rise to exaggerated vibration complaints, even
though there is very little risk of actual structural damage. In high noise environments, which are more
prevalent where ground-borne vibration approaches perceptible levels, this rattling phenomenon may
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also be produced by loud airborne environmental noise causing induced vibration in exterior doors
and windows.

Ground vibration can be a concern in instances where buildings shake, and substantial rumblings
occur. However, it is unusual for vibration from typical urban sources such as buses and heavy trucks
to be perceptible. Common sources for ground-borne vibration are planes, trains, and construction
activities such as earthmoving which requires the use of heavy-duty earth moving equipment. For the
purposes of this analysis, a PPV descriptor with units of inches per second (in/sec) is used to evaluate
construction-generated vibration for building damage and human complaints.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Existing Noise Sources

The project site is impacted by various noise sources. Existing noise sources are primarily from traffic
along LLong Beach Boulevard to the west, Wardlow Drive to the south, the San Diego Freeway to the
south, the Long Beach Freeway to the west, and the operational noise from commercial uses along
Long Beach Boulevard. The primary sources of stationary noise near the project site include parking
lot noise at the nearby office and commercial buildings, mechanical equipment (e.g., HVAC units) and
other urban-related activities (e.g., idling cars/trucks, pedestrians, car radios and music playing, dogs
barking, etc.). The noise associated with these sources may represent a single-event noise occurrence
or short-term noise.

Noise Measurements

Transportation systems are a primary source of urban noise. Management of noise from the most
significant of these sources (aircraft, trains, and freeways) is generally preempted by federal and State
authority. The primary local authority is municipal regulation of land use (i.e., land use planning) and
establishment and enforcement of noise ordinances. Management of noise emanating from freeways
is generally within the authority of federal and State jurisdictions, namely, the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).

Ambient noise levels were measured in 15-minute intervals at four locations (short term, or ST), one
location near the proposed project’s southwestern boundary along Long Beach Boulevard, one near
the proposed projects northeastern boundary, one in the residential neighborhood southwest of the
project site, and one near the proposed project’s southeastern boundary. The average noise levels and
sources of noise measured at each location are listed in Table 5.6-4, Existing Noise Measurements, and
shown on Noise and Vibration Assessment Exhibit 4, Noise Measurement Locations; refer to Appendix
11.8.
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Table 5.6-4
Existing Noise Measurements
Site Location Duration Time ( d';’Ry &"JB% Primary Noise Sources
Project site — Southwestern Traffic on the Long Beach
ST-1 Boundary along Long Beach | 15 minutes | 9:20 a.m. 71.8 - Boulevard, Freeway noise,
Boulevard pedestrian activities.
Project site — Projects Traffic on Long Beach
ST-2 15 minutes | 9:44 a.m. 58.8 - Boulevard, parking lot noise,
northeastern boundary ! -
pedestrian activities.
Project Site — Projects Traffic on Long Beach and
ST-3 southleast.ern bqundgry, 15 minutes | 11:08 a.m. 626 B Wardlow Boulevard, parking
multifamily residential lot noise, pedestrian
area activities.
Southwest of Project site — Traffic on surrounding
ST4 Near single-family 15 minutes | 10:10 a.m. 64.9 - ;
. reeways.
residences to the southwest
Notes:
1. Leq is the average noise level equivalent to the energy content of the time period. Measured using a Larson Davis LxT Sound Level Meter
meeting the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) Type 1 Standard.
Source: Appendix 11.8, Noise and Vibration Assessment.

Sensitive Receptors

Noise exposure standards and guidelines for various types of land uses reflect the varying noise
sensitivities associated with each of these uses. Residences, hospitals, schools, guest lodging, libraries,
and churches are treated as the most sensitive to noise intrusion and therefore have more stringent
noise exposure targets than do other uses, such as manufacturing or agricultural uses that are not
subject to impacts such as sleep disturbance. The nearest sensitive receptors to the project site are
shown in Table 5.6-5, Sensitive Receptors, and in Noise and Vibration Assessment Exhibit 4.

Table 5.6-5
Sensitive Receptors

Distance and Direction from the

SERAE RETEpar =G Closest Project Boundary

Receptor Description

SR-1 Multi-Family Residential Dwellings 40 feet to the east
SR-2 Single-Family Residential Dwellings 300 feet to the southwest
SR-3 Single-Family Residential Dwellings 350 feet to the southeast
Source: Appendix 11.8, Noise and Vibration Assessment.
5.6.2 REGULATORY SETTING
FEDERAL LEVEL

Federal Transit Administration Noise and Vibration Guidance

The Federal Transit Administration (FT'A) has published the Transit Noise and Vibration Impact
Assessment Mannal (FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Manual) to provide guidance on procedures for
assessing impacts at different stages of transit project development. The report covers both
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construction and operational noise impacts and describes a range of measures for controlling excessive
noise and vibration. In general, the primary concern regarding vibration relates to potential damage
from construction. The guidance document establishes criteria for evaluating the potential for damage
for various structural categories from vibration.

STATE LEVEL

California Government Code

California Government Code Section 65302(f) mandates that the legislative body of each county and
city adopt a noise element as part of its comprehensive general plan. The local noise element must
recognize the land use compatibility guidelines established by the State Department of Health Services.

2 (13

The guidelines rank noise land use compatibility in terms of “normally acceptable”, “conditionally
acceptable”, “normally unacceptable”, and “clearly unacceptable” noise levels for various land use
types. Single-family homes are “normally acceptable” in exterior noise environments up to 60 CNEL
and “conditionally acceptable” up to 70 CNEL. Multiple-family residential uses are “normally
acceptable” up to 65 CNEL and “conditionally acceptable” up to 70 CNEL. Schools, libraries, and
churches are “normally acceptable” up to 70 CNEL, as are office buildings and business, commercial,

and professional uses.

Title 24 — California Building Code

The State’s noise insulation standards are codified in the California Code of Regulations, Title 24: Part
1, Building Standards Administrative Code, and Part 2, California Building Code. These noise
standards are applied to new construction in California for interior noise compatibility from exterior
noise sources. The regulations specify that acoustical studies must be prepared when noise-sensitive
structures, such as residential buildings, schools, or hospitals, are located near major transportation
noise sources, and where such noise sources create an exterior noise level of 65 dBA CNEL or higher.
Acoustical studies that accompany building plans must demonstrate that the structure has been
designed to limit interior noise in habitable rooms to acceptable noise levels. For new multi-family
residential buildings, the acceptable interior noise limit for new construction is 45 dBA CNEL.

LOCAL LEVEL

City of Long Beach Municipal Code

The City of Long Beach Municipal Code (LBMC) has several policies directed at controlling or
mitigating environmental noise effects. LBMC Chapter 8.80 provides all noise regulations to control
and limit unnecessary and excessive noise and vibration in the City. LBMC Section 8.80.150, Exterior
Noise Limits — Sound levels by receiving land use district, provides exterior noise standards dependent on
noise-specific land use districts identified by the City’s noise control program. There are five receiving
land use districts based on the predominant land use in the area. Each district has specific exterior
noise level limits. The project site is within Receiving L.and Use District One. Receiving Land Use
District One is characterized as predominantly residential with other land uses present.

Table 5.6-6, City of Long Beach Excterior Noise Limits for District One, identifies the exterior noise level
standards listed in LBMC for Land Use District One. These standards and criteria are incorporated
into the City’s land use planning process to reduce future noise and land use incompatibilities. Table
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5.6-6 is the primary tool that allows the City to ensure integrated planning for compatibility between
land uses and exterior noise levels.

Table 5.6-6
City of Long Beach Exterior Noise Limits for District One
Receiving Land Use District* Time Period Noise Level
- . Night: 10:00 p.m.—7:00 a.m. 45
District One Day: 7:00 a.m—10:00 p.m, 50

Notes:
* District One: Predominantly residential with other land use types also present
Source: Appendix 11.8, Noise and Vibration Assessment.

LBMC Section 8.80.150 (C) states that if measured ambient sound levels near a project site are higher
than the City’s daytime exterior noise standards, allowable noise exposure standard shall be increased
by 5 dBA increments to encompass the project’s current existing ambient noise levels.

The ambient noise measurements taken near the project site as shown in Table 5.6-4, Existing Nozse
Measurements, are higher than the City’s daytime exterior standards for Land Use District One listed in
Table 5.6-6. In accordance with LBMC Section 8.80.150(C), if the measured ambient noise levels
exceed the exterior noise standards for the project site’s land use district, the allowable noise exposure
standard for the project site shall increase by 5 dBA. Table 5.6-7, City of Long Beach Adjusted Exterior
Noise Standards for District One, lists adjusted exterior ambient noise levels around the project site.

Table 5.6-7
City of Long Beach Adjusted Exterior Noise Standards for District One
Noise Original Noise Monitored Adjusted
Measurement Noise Measurement Locations Threshold for Noise Levels Standard
District One (dBA, Leq) | (dBA, Leg)! (dBA, Lso)?
ST-1 Project site — Southwestern boundary along 50 718 75
Long Beach Boulevard
ST-2 Project site — Northeastern boundary 50 58.8 60
ST-3 Project Site — Southgastern boundary, multi- 50 626 65
family residential area
ST4 Southwest qf Project site — Near single-family 50 64.9 65
residences to the southwest
Notes:
1. Leq is the average noise level equivalent to the energy content of the time period. Measured using a Larson Davis LxT Sound Level Meter
meeting the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) Type 1 Standard.
2. In accordance with LBMC Section 8.80.150(C), if the measured ambient noise levels exceed the exterior noise standards for the project
sites land use district, the allowable noise exposure standard for the project site shall increase by 5 dBA.
Source: Appendix 11.8, Noise and Vibration Assessment.

LBMC Section 8.80.202, Construction Activity — Noise Regulation, states allowable hours for construction.
LBMC has not established quantitative standards for construction noise but is regulated through
allowable hours of construction. All construction must occur outside of the hours of 7:00 p.m. to 7:00
a.m., Monday through Friday, and federal holidays occurring on weekdays. Construction equipment
operation shall only be permitted outside of the hours of 7:00 p.m. on Friday and 9:00 a.m. on Saturday
and after 6:00 pm on Saturday. Construction work shall not be conducted on Sunday. To perform
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construction on Sundays, only between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., a Sunday work Permit
must be issued by the Noise Control Officer.

LBMC Section 8.20.200(N), Noise Disturbance — Act Specific, requires that air-conditioning and/or
refrigeration equipment noise shall not exceed 55 dBA at the closest property line, 50 dB at a
neighboring patio, or 50 dBA outside a neighboring living area window closest to the equipment’s
location.

LBMC Section 8.80.340(A), Variance — Exemption from regulations, states that variance may be obtained

from a noise control officer to grant exemptions from any provision in the Noise Regulations in
Chapter 8.80 of the LBMC.

City of Long Beach General Plan

The General Plan Noise Element has several policies directed at controlling or mitigating
environmental noise effects. The City recently updated the Noise Element and was adopted by the
Long Beach City Council on June 6, 2023.

Table 5.6-8, Recommended Criteria for Maximum Acceptable Noise Ievels In A-Weighted Decibels (dBA),
identifies U.S. EPA’s 1974 established guidelines for maximum noise levels for each land use occurring
in the City. These standards and criteria are incorporated into the City’s land use planning process to
reduce future noise and land use incompatibilities. Table 5.6-8 lists the recommended criteria for
maximum acceptable noise levels for the City’s land uses to ensure integrated planning for
compatibility between land uses and outdoor noise.

Table 5.6-8
Recommended Criteria for Maximum Acceptable Noise Levels
In A-Weighted Decibels (dBA)

Outdoor Indoor
Land Use Category Maximum Single

2 3 4

Hourly Peak! L1o Lso Indoor (Ldn)
Residential® 7:00 a.m. - 10:00 p.m. 70 55 45 45
Residential® 10:00 p.m. — 7 a.m. 60 45 35 35
Commercial (anytime) 75 65 55 6
Industrial (anytime) 85 70 60 5

Notes:

1. Based on existing ambient level ranges in Long Beach and recommended U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ratios and standards for
interference and annoyance.

2. Noise levels exceeded ten percent of the time.

3. Noise levels exceeded fifty- percent of the time.

4. Day-night average sound level. The 24-hour A-weighted equivalent sound level with a 10 decibel penalty applied to nighttime levels.

5. Includes all residential categories and all noise sensitive land uses such as hospitals, schools, etc.

6. Since different types of commercial and industrial activities appear to be associated with different noise levels, identification of a maximum
indoor level for activity interference is unfeasible.

Source: Appendix 11.8, Noise and Vibration Assessment.
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5.6.3 IMPACT THRESHOLDS AND SIGNIFICANCE
CRITERIA

CEQA THRESHOLDS

Appendix G of the CEQ.A Guidelines contains the Initial Study Environmental Checklist form that was
used during the preparation of the Initial Study, which is contained in Appendix 11.1, of this EIR.
The issues presented in the Environmental Checklist have been utilized as thresholds of significance
in this section. Accordingly, a project may create a significant adverse environmental impact if it would:

a) Generate a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity
of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance,
or applicable standards of other agencies (refer to Impact Statement NOI-1);

b) Generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels (refer to Impact
Statement NOI-2); and/or

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels (refer
to Appendix 11.1, Notice of Preparation/Initial Study)

Based on these standards/criteria, the effects of the proposed project have been categorized as either
a “less than significant impact” or “potentially significant impact.” Mitigation measures are
recommended for potentially significant impacts. If a potentially significant impact cannot be reduced
to a less than significant level through the application of mitigation, it is categorized as a significant
and unavoidable impact.

METHODOLOGY

Construction

Construction noise levels were based on typical noise levels generated by construction equipment
published by the FTA and FHWA. Construction noise is assessed in dBA L. This unit is appropriate
because L., can be used to describe noise level from operation of each piece of equipment separately,
and levels can be combined to represent the noise level from all equipment operating during a given

period.

Reference noise levels are used to estimate operational noise levels at nearby sensitive receptors based
on a standard noise attenuation rate of 6 dB per doubling of distance (line-of-sight method of sound
attenuation for point sources of noise). Noise level estimates do not account for the presence of
intervening structures or topography, which may reduce noise levels at receptor locations. Therefore,
the noise levels presented herein represent a conservative, reasonable worst-case estimate of actual
temporary construction noise.

The City of Long Beach has not adopted a numerical threshold that identifies what a substantial
increase would be, but noise is regulated through allowable hours of construction. For purposes of
this analysis, the criteria from the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Manual are used to establish
significance thresholds. The FTA provides reasonable criteria for assessing construction noise impacts
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based on the potential for adverse community reaction. The FT'A Transit Noise and Vibration Manual
identifies a maximum 8-hour noise level standard of 80 dBA L at residential uses and 90 dBA L at
commercial and industrial uses for short-term construction activities. In compliance with LBMC, it is
assumed that construction would not occur during the noise-sensitive nighttime hours.

Operations

The analysis of the project’s noise environment is based on noise prediction modeling and empirical
observations. Reference noise level data are used to estimate the project’s operational noise impacts
from stationary sources. Noise levels were collected from published sources from similar types of
activities and used to estimate noise levels expected with the project’s stationary sources. The reference
noise levels are used to represent a worst-case noise environment as noise level from stationary sources
can vary throughout the day. Operational noise is evaluated based on the standards within the City’s
noise standards and General Plan; refer to Table 5.6-6 and Table 5.6-7.

Further, the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON) guidance provides an established
source of criteria to assess the impacts of substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels. Based
on the FICON criteria, the amount to which a given noise level increase is considered acceptable is
reduced when the without project noise levels are already shown to exceed certain land-use specific
exterior noise level criteria. The specific levels are based on typical responses to noise level increases
of 5 dBA or readily perceptible, 3 dBA or barely perceptible, and 1.5 dBA depending on the underlying
without project noise levels for noise-sensitive uses. These levels of increases and their perceived
acceptance are consistent with guidance provided by both the Federal Highway Administration and
Caltrans. As stated in the FICON guidance, a significant impact would occur if project noise levels
would result in an incremental increase of more than 3 dBA over existing ambient noise levels.

Vibration

Ground-borne vibration levels associated with construction activities for the project were evaluated
utilizing typical ground-borne vibration levels associated with construction equipment, obtained from
FTA published data for construction equipment. Potential ground-borne vibration impacts related to
building/structure damage and interference with sensitive existing operations were evaluated,
considering the distance from construction activities to nearby land uses and typically applied criteria
for structural damage and human annoyance. Per FT'A guidance, a vibration limit of 12.7 millimeters
pet second (mm/sec; 0.5 inch/sec) PPV is used for buildings that are structurally sound and designed
to modern engineering standards. A conservative vibration limit of five mm/sec (0.2 in/sec) PPV has
been used for buildings that are found to be structurally sound but where structural damage is a major
concern. For historic buildings or buildings that are documented to be structurally weakened, a
conservative limit of two mm/sec (0.08 in/sec) PPV is used to provide the highest level of protection.
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5.6.4 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

TEMPORARY AND PERMANENT NOISE IMPACTS

NOI-1 A SUBSTANTIAL TEMPORARY OR PERMANENT INCREASE IN
AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS IN THE AREA COULD RESULT FROM THE
PROJECT IN EXCESS OF STANDARDS ESTABLISHED IN THE LOCAL
GENERAL PLAN OR NOISE ORDINANCE, OR APPLICABLE STANDARDS
OF OTHER AGENCIES.

Impact Analysis:
CONSTRUCTION

Construction noise typically occurs intermittently and varies depending on the nature or phase of
construction (e.g., land clearing, grading, excavation, paving). Noise generated by construction
equipment, including earth movers, material handlers, and portable generators, can reach high levels.
During construction, exterior noise levels could affect the buildings near the construction site.

Construction activities would include site preparation, grading, building construction, paving, and
architectural coating. Such activities may require graders, tractors/loaders/backhoes and dozers
during site preparation; graders, dozers, and tractors/loaders/backhoes during grading; forklifts,
generator sets, tractors/loaders/backhoes, and welders during building construction; pavers, rollers,
mixers, tractors/loaders/backhoes, and paving equipment during paving; and air compressors duting
architectural coating. Typical operating cycles for these types of construction equipment may involve
one or two minutes of full power operation followed by three to four minutes at lower power settings.
Other primary sources of acoustical disturbance would be random incidents, which would last less
than one minute (such as dropping large pieces of equipment or the hydraulic movement of machinery
lifts). Noise generated by construction equipment, including earth movers, material handlers, and
portable generators, can reach high levels. The site preparation and grading phases of proposed project
construction tend to be the shortest in duration and create the highest construction noise levels due
to the operation of heavy equipment required to complete these activities. It should be noted that only
a limited amount of equipment can operate near a given location at a particular time. Typical noise
levels associated with individual construction equipment are listed in Table 5.6-9, Typical Construction
Noise I evels.

Following the methodology for quantitative construction noise assessments in the FT'A Transit Noise
and Vibration Manual, the FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM) was used to predict
construction noise at the nearest receptors. The FT'A Noise and Vibration Manual identifies a
maximum 8-hour noise level standard of 80 dBA L., at residential uses and 90 dBA L., at commercial
and industrial uses for short-term construction activities. Reference noise levels are used to estimate
noise levels at nearby sensitive receptors based on a standard noise attenuation rate of 6 dB per
doubling of distance (line-of-sight method of sound attenuation for point sources of noise).
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Table 5.6-9
Typical Construction Noise Levels

Equipment Typical Noise Level (dBA) at 50 feet from Source
Air Compressor 80
Backhoe 80
Compactor 82
Concrete Mixer 85
Concrete Pump 82
Concrete Vibrator 76
Crane, Mobile 83
Dozer 85
Generator 82
Grader 85
Impact Wrench 85
Jack Hammer 88
Loader 80
Paver 80
Pneumatic Tool 85
Pump 77
Roller 85
Saw 76
Scraper 85
Shovel 82
Truck 84

Source: Appendix 11.8, Noise and Vibration Assessment.

Construction noise level estimates do not account for the presence of intervening structures or
topography, which may reduce noise levels at receptor locations. Therefore, the noise levels presented
herein represent a conservative, reasonable worst-case estimate of actual temporary construction
noise. Following FT'A methodology, construction equipment is assumed to operate at the center of a
project site because equipment operates throughout the site rather than a fixed location for extended
periods of time. The nearest noise sensitive receptors (SR-1) are multi-family residences located
directly east of the property line and 90 feet from the center of construction activity. Assumptions
represent a worst-case scenario as construction activities would routinely be spread throughout the
construction site further away from noise sensitive receptors. Table 5.6-10, Project Construction
Egquipment Noise I evels, shows the estimated exterior construction noise levels at the nearest sensitive
receptofs.

Public Review Draft | April 2025 5.6-15 Noise



First Citizens Bank Project
Environmental Impact Report

Table 5.6-10
Project Construction Equipment Noise Levels

Receptor Location Worst Case
Construction Model_ed Noise
Phase Land Use S Distance E_xterlor Threshold Exceeded?
(feet)! Noise Level (dBA Leg)?
(dBA Leg)
Residential East 90 78.5 80 No
Site Residential Southwest 380 68.8 80 No
Preparation Commercial Southwest 100 775 90 No
Commercial Northeast 130 75.3 90 No
Residential East 90 795 80 No
) Residential Southwest 380 69.9 80 No
Grading ,
Commercial Southwest 100 795 90 No
Commercial Northeast 130 76.3 90 No
Residential East 90 78.3 80 No
Construction Residential Southwest 380 69.3 80 No
Commercial Southwest 100 774 90 No
Commercial Northeast 130 751 90 No
Residential East 90 79.2 80 No
Paving Residential Southwest 380 69.2 80 No
Commercial Southwest 100 78.3 90 No
Commercial Northeast 130 76.0 90 No
Residential East 90 68.6 80 No
Architectural Residential Southwest 380 65.0 80 No
Coating Commercial Southwest 100 67.7 9 No
Commercial Northeast 130 65.4 90 No
Notes:
1. In accordance with methodology from the FTA Noise and Vibration Manual, the equipment distance is assumed at the center of the project
2. ?’lﬁésholds from the Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual, September 2018.
Source: Appendix 11.8, Noise and Vibration Assessment.

As shown in Table 5.6-10, the proposed project’s anticipated construction noise levels at the nearest
sensitive receptors would not exceed the FTA noise thresholds of 80 dBA L, for residential uses and
90 dBA L, for commercial uses during all phases of construction. Additionally, project construction
would not result in a violation of the construction noise regulation hours established by LMBC Section
8.80.202 because project construction activities would occur within the allowable hours of
construction in the LBMC, which are 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, 9:00 a.m. to 6:00
p.m. on Saturday, and no construction activity on Sundays.

Construction noise may be higher than the existing ambient levels in the area; however, construction
noise would be intermittent and temporary, dependent on the proposed project’s construction phase,
equipment type, and duration of use and would not result in a permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the area. As noted above, construction noise levels would not exceed identified FTA noise
thresholds. All construction activity would comply with allowable hours of construction defined in
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LBMC Section 8.80.202, and construction noise would be temporary and intermittent. The proposed
project’s construction noise would result in a less than significant impact.

OPERATIONS

The primary noise sources associated with the project include parking lot noise, mechanical
equipment, and mobile traffic noise. A discussion of each noise source is provided below.

Parking Lot Noise

Traffic associated with parking lots is typically not of sufficient volume to exceed community noise
standards, which are based on a time-averaged scale such as the one-hour L., and CNEL scales. The
instantaneous maximum sound levels generated by a car door slamming, engine starting up, and car
pass-by range from 53 to 61 dBA and may be an annoyance to adjacent sensitive receptors.
Conversations in parking areas may also be an annoyance to adjacent sensitive receptors. Sound levels
of speech typically range from 33 dBA at 50 feet for normal speech to 50 dBA at 50 feet for very loud
speech.

The proposed building would be situated in the northeast corner of the project site with parking areas
provided to the west and south of the building. Parking lot noise would occur at the proposed surface
parking lot directly adjacent to the residences to the east of the project site. Ambient noise
measurements were taken southeast of the project site near the multi-family residences. As shown in
Table 5.6-4, the dBA L, from a 15-minute measurement ranged from 58.8 (ST-2) to 71.8 (ST-1).
These noise levels are used as the existing daytime ambient noise levels in this analysis. Noise
associated with parking would be a maximum of 58.9 dBA at 80 feet. Parking lot noise would also be
partially masked by the background noise from traffic along L.ong Beach Boulevard and would not
exceed the City’s adjusted 65 dBA standard for District One residential uses. Further, as shown in
Table 5.6-11, Prgject Operational Noise I evel Increases, parking lot noise would not result in an incremental
increase of 3 dBA over existing ambient noise levels and impacts would be less than significant.

Table 5.6-11
Project Operational Noise Level Increases

6, 2010.

2. Kariel, H. G., Noise in Rural Recreational Environments, Canadian Acoustics 19(5), 3-10, 1991.
3. Measured ambient noise levels ranged from 58.8 dBA and 71.8 dBA. The lowest measured level at the closest residential receptor is
conservatively used for this evaluation.
4. As stated in the FICON guidance, a significant impact would occur if project noise levels would result in an incremental increase of more
than 3 dBA over existing ambient noise levels.

Reference Distance Ambient Combined Incremental
Noise Reference ' To Noise at Exceed
s Distance Level Increase
ource Level (dBA) (feet) Receptor (dBA)? Receptor (dBA) Threshold?4
(feet) (dBA)

Mechanical 52 50 80 58.8 59.1 03 No
Equipment!
Emergency 635 50 ) 58.8 616 28 No
Generator!

Parking? 61 50 80 58.8 61 2.2 No
Notes:

1. Elliott H. Berger, Rick Neitzel, and Cynthia A. Kladden, Noise Navigator Sound Level Database with Over 1700 Measurement Values, July

Source: Appendix 11.8, Noise and Vibration Assessment.
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Mechanical Equipment

During operations, the proposed project’s rooftop HVAC units could be a source of noise affecting
existing ambient noise levels in the immediate vicinity. The proposed project’s rooftop HVAC would
be most active during the daytime as the proposed project would develop a bank and office building.
This analysis assumes that the proposed project would include one commercial packaged rooftop
HVAC unit for the proposed building. HVAC units typically generate noise levels of approximately
52 dBA at 50 feet. The nearest mechanical equipment would be at the closest approximately 80 feet
from the nearest sensitive receptor (SR-1). At this distance, HVAC equipment noise would be
approximately 47.9 dBA based on distance attenuation alone (using the inverse square law of sound
propagation) and would not exceed the LBMC Section 8.20.200(N)’s Noise Disturbance standards for
air-conditioning and refrigeration equipment of 55 dBA at the closest property line.

During operations, the proposed project would also utilize one portable emergency generator if
needed. One generator would generate a noise level of 70.2 dB at 23 feet. The nearest sensitive
receptor (SR-1) would be located 90 feet from the potential portable emergency generator location.
At the nearest sensitive receptor location (SR-1), the estimated operative noise level from the proposed
emergency generator would be a maximum of 58.3 dBA L., These noise levels would not exceed
adjusted 65 dBA standards for District One Residential Uses. Additionally, as shown in Table 5.6-11,
noise associated with the proposed mechanical equipment would not result in an incremental increase
of 3 dBA over existing ambient noise levels and impacts would be less than significant.

Traffic Noise

In general, a 3 dBA increase in traffic noise is barely perceptible to people, while a 5 dBA increase is
readily noticeable. Traffic volumes (measured by ADT) on proposed project area roadways would
have to approximately double (i.e., result in a 100 percent increase) for the resulting traffic noise levels
to generate a 3 dBA increase. Project implementation would generate increased traffic volumes along
surrounding roadway segments. Project-related trips would occur along Long Beach Boulevard and
Wardlow Boulevard. Long Beach Boulevard is categorized as a boulevard according to the General
Plan Mobility Element. Boulevards are characterized by a long-distance, medium-speed corridors that
traverse urbanized areas, consisting of four or fewer vehicle travel lanes, with ADT volumes between
20,000 and 30,000 trips. Wardlow Boulevard is categorized as a minor avenue, which is characterized
as traffic routes leading to neighborhood activity centers, routes between neighborhoods, primary
bicycle routes, and local transit routes. According to the City’s Traffic Map, Long Beach Boulevard
and Wardlow Avenue have ADT volumes of 27,200 and 17,300 daily vehicles nearest to the project
site, respectively; refer to the Noise and Vibration Assessment. The proposed project would generate
approximately 293 daily vehicle trips, which would not double the existing traffic volumes and would
not result in a perceivable noise increase.

Therefore, proposed project operations would not generate a substantial temporary or permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the proposed project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies, and
impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact.
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VIBRATION IMPACTS

NOI-2 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION COULD RESULT IN ADVERSE
VIBRATION IMPACTS TO NEARBY SENSITIVE RECEPTORS AND
STRUCTURES.

Impact Analysis:
CONSTRUCTION

Increases in groundborne vibration levels attributable to the proposed project would be primarily
associated with short-term construction-related activities. Project construction would have the
potential to result in varying degrees of temporary groundborne vibration, depending on the specific
construction equipment used and the operations involved.

The FTA has published standard vibration velocities for construction equipment operations. In
general, the FT'A architectural damage criterion for continuous vibrations (i.e., 0.2 in/sec) appears to
be conservative. The types of construction vibration impacts include human annoyance and building
damage. Human annoyance occurs when construction vibration rises significantly above the threshold
of human perception for extended periods of time. Building damage can be cosmetic or structural.
Ordinary buildings that are not particularly fragile would not experience any cosmetic damage (e.g.,
plaster cracks) at distances beyond 30 feet. This distance can vary substantially depending on the soil
composition and underground geological layer between vibration source and receiver. In addition, not
all buildings respond similatly to vibration generated by construction equipment. For example, for a
building that is constructed with reinforced concrete with no plaster, the FT'A guidelines show that a
vibration level of up to 0.50 in/sec is considered safe and would not result in any construction
vibration damage. This evaluation uses the FTA architectural damage criterion for continuous
vibrations at non-engineered timber and masonry buildings of 0.2 in/sec PPV and human annoyance
critetion of 0.4 in/sec PPV in accordance with Caltrans guidance.

Table 5.6-12, Typical Construction Equipment Vibration 1evels, lists vibration levels at 25 feet for typical
construction equipment. Groundborne vibration generated by construction equipment spreads
through the ground and diminishes in magnitude with increases in distance. As indicated in the table,
based on FTA data, vibration velocities from typical heavy construction equipment operations that
would be used during project construction range from 0.003 to 0.089 in/sec PPV at 25 feet from the
source of activity.

Table 5.6-12
Typical Construction Equipment Vibration Levels
Equipment PPV at 25 feet (in/sec)
Large Bulldozers 0.089
Caisson Drilling 0.089
Loaded Trucks 0.076
Jackhammer 0.035
Small Bulldozer/Tractors 0.003
Notes: PPV = peak particle velocity; in/sec = inches per second
Source: Appendix 11.8, Noise and Vibration Assessment.
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The concentration of construction activities would occur at least 25 feet from the nearest off-site
structures/receptors. As shown in Table 5.6-12, at 25 feet, construction equipment vibration velocities
could reach approximately 0.089 in/sec PPV, which is below the FT'A’s 0.20 in/sec PPV threshold
and Caltrans’ 0.4 in/sec PPV threshold for human annoyance. It is also acknowledged that
construction activities would occur throughout the project site and would not be concentrated at the
point closest to the nearest offsite structure. Impacts from construction vibration would be less than
significant.

OPERATIONS

The project proposes an office building that would not involve railroads or substantial heavy truck
operations. Therefore, proposed project operations would not generate excessive groundborne
vibration; impacts from operational vibration would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact.

5.6.5 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Table 4-1, Cumunlative Projects 1 ist, identifies the related projects and other possible development in the
area determined as having the potential to interact with the proposed project to the extent that a
significant cumulative effect may occur. The following discussions are included to determine whether
a significant cumulative effect would occur.

SHORT-TERM CONSTRUCTION NOISE IMPACTS

® CONSTRUCTION-RELATED ACTIVITIES WITHIN THE PROJECT AREA
COULD RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT TEMPORARY NOISE IMPACTS TO NEARBY
NOISE SENSITIVE RECEIVERS.

Impact Analysis: The project’s construction activities would not result in a substantial temporary
increase in ambient noise levels. Construction noise would be periodic and temporary noise impacts
that would cease upon completion of construction activities. The project would cumulatively
contribute to other proximate construction project noise impacts if construction activities were
conducted concurrently. However, based on the noise analysis above, the project’s construction-
related noise impacts would be less than significant following the City and FT'A construction noise
standards.

Construction activities at other planned and approved projects near the project site would be required
to undergo site-specific environmental review and comply with applicable rules related to noise and
would take place during daytime hours on the days permitted by the applicable municipal code, and
projects requiring discretionary approvals would be required to evaluate construction noise impacts,
comply with the applicable standard conditions of approval, and implement mitigation, if necessary,
to minimize noise impacts. Construction noise impacts are by nature localized. Because noise
dissipates as it travels away from its source, noise impacts would be limited to the project site and
vicinity. Therefore, project construction would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution
to significant cumulative impacts, assuming such a cumulative impact existed, and impacts in this
regard are not cumulatively considerable.
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Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact.

LONG-TERM NOISE IMPACTS

® THE PROPOSED PROJECT COULD RESULT IN A SIGNIFICANT INCREASE IN
TRAFFIC AND LONG-TERM STATIONARY AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS.

Impact Analysis:
CUMULATIVE OFF-SITE TRAFFIC NOISE

Cumulative noise impacts describe how much noise levels are projected to increase over existing
conditions with the development of the proposed project and other foreseeable projects. Cumulative
noise impacts generally occur as a result of increased traffic on local roadways due to buildout of the
proposed project and other projects in the vicinity. However, the project is projected to result in 293
daily vehicle trips and would result in a minimal traffic noise increase (less than 3.0 dBA) along local
roadways. Therefore, the proposed project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable.

CUMULATIVE STATIONARY NOISE

Stationary noise sources of the proposed project would result in an incremental increase in non-
transportation noise sources in the vicinity of the site. However, as discussed above, operational noise
caused by the proposed project would be less than significant. Like the proposed project, other
planned and approved projects would be required to mitigate for stationary noise impacts at nearby
sensitive receptors, if necessary. As stationary noise sources are generally localized, there is a limited
potential for other projects to contribute to cumulative noise impacts.

No known present or reasonably foreseeable projects would combine with the operational noise levels
generated by the project to increase noise levels above acceptable standards because each project must
comply with applicable city regulations that limit operational noise. Therefore, the project, together
with other projects, would not create a significant cumulative impact, and even if there was such a
significant cumulative impact, the project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution
to significant cumulative operational noises.

Given that noise dissipates as it travels away from its source, operational noise impacts from on-site
activities and other stationary sources would be limited to the project site and immediate vicinity.
Thus, cumulative operational noise impacts from related projects, in conjunction with project-specific
noise impacts, would not be cumulatively significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact.
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VIBRATION IMPACTS

® PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION COULD RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT VIBRATION
IMPACTS TO NEARBY SENSITIVE RECEPTORS AND STRUCTURES.

Impact Analysis: The project’s construction activities would not result in substantial groundborne
vibration. Project construction activities would not generate groundborne vibration on-site above the
significance critetia (i.e., FTA’s 0.20 in/sec PPV threshold and Caltrans’ 0.40 in/sec PPV threshold

for human annoyance).

Construction activities at other planned and approved projects near the project site would be required
to comply with applicable city rules related to vibration and would take place during daytime hours on
the days permitted by the applicable municipal code, and projects requiring discretionary approvals
would be required to evaluate construction noise impacts, comply with applicable standard conditions
of approval, and implement mitigation, if necessary, to minimize vibration impacts. Construction
vibration impacts are by nature localized. Therefore, project construction would not result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to vibration impacts and impacts in this regard would be less
than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact.

5.6.5 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

No significant unavoidable impacts related to noise would occur.
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6.0 OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS

6.1 SHORT- AND LONG-TERM IMPLICATIONS OF THE
PROPOSED PROJECT

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2, the following is a discussion of both short-term
construction-related impacts and long-term impacts of the project. If the proposed project is approved
and implemented, a variety of short- and long-term impacts would occur on a local level. During
project grading and construction, portions of surrounding uses may be temporarily impacted by dust
and noise. There may also be an increase in vehicle pollutant emissions caused by grading and
construction activities. However, these disruptions would be temporary and may be avoided or
lessened to a large degree through mitigation cited in this EIR and through compliance with the
established regulatory framework; refer to Section 5.0, Environmental Analysis, Section 8.0, Effects Found
Not To Be Significant, and Appendix 11.1, Notice of Preparation/ Initial Study.

The proposed project, which would involve the construction of a two-story office/bank building on
a site previously used for oil/gas production, would create long-term environmental consequences.
Project development and subsequent long-term effects may impact the physical, aesthetic, and human
environments. Long-term physical consequences of development include disturbance of impacted
soils, potential disturbance of cultural and tribal cultural resources, increased air pollutant and
greenhouse gas emissions from increased traffic, and increased noise from project-related mobile
(traffic) and stationary (mechanical, landscaping, etc.) sources. However, as concluded in Section 5.0,
Section 8.0, and Appendix 11.1 the project’s impacts would be less than significant following
compliance with the established regulatory framework and recommended mitigation measures.
Therefore, the proposed project would not have significant long-term implications in this regard.

6.2 IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES THAT
WOULD BE INVOLVED IN THE PROPOSED ACTION
SHOULD IT BE IMPLEMENTED

According to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15126(c) and 15126.2(c), an EIR is required to address any
significant irreversible environmental changes that would occur should the proposed project be
implemented. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d):

“Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be
trreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter likely,
Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts [such as highway improvement which provides
access to a previously inaccessible area generally commit future generations to similar uses. Also
trreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with the project. Irretrievable
commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current consumption is justified.”

The environmental impacts associated with the proposed project are analyzed in Section 5.0, Section
8.0, and Appendix 11.1. The project site is currently vacant. Construction of the proposed office/bank
building would consume limited, slowly renewable, and non-renewable resources. This consumption
would occur during the construction phase and would continue throughout its operational lifetime.
The proposed development would require a commitment of resources including building materials;
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fuel and operational materials/resources; and transportation of goods and people to and from
individual development sites. Construction would require the consumption of resources that are not
renewable or which may renew so slowly as to be considered non-renewable. These resources include,
but are not limited to, lumber and other forest products; aggregate materials used in concrete and
asphalt; metals; and water. Fossil fuels such as gasoline and oil would also be consumed in the use of
construction vehicles and equipment.

The proposed project would consume resources similar to those currently consumed within the City
(e.g., energy resources such as electricity and natural gas as well as petroleum-based fuels required for
vehicle trips, fossil fuels, and water). Fossil fuels would represent the primary energy source associated
with both construction and ongoing operation, and the existing, finite supplies of these natural
resources would be incrementally reduced. Future operations of the proposed residential development
would occur in accordance with California Code of Regulations Title 24 Part 6, which sets forth
conservation practices that would limit energy consumption. Nonetheless, the project’s energy
requirements represent a long-term commitment of essentially non-renewable resources.

Future construction activities associated with implementation of the proposed project could release
hazardous materials into the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accidental
conditions; refer to Section 5.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. However, grading and excavation
activities would be subject to established regulatory standards to ensure that hazardous materials
releases are minimized. Further, as detailed in Section 5.5, the project would be required to comply
with Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 that would reduce potential impacts associated with
historic oil/gas production activities to less than significant levels. Compliance with the established
regulatory framework and implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 would protect
against a significant and irreversible environmental change resulting from the accidental release of
hazardous materials.

In conclusion, development of the proposed project would result in the irretrievable commitment of
limited, slowly renewable, and nonrenewable resources, which would limit the availability of these
resource quantities for future generations or for other uses during the life of individual developments.
It is noted that the continued use of such resources would be on a relatively small scale in a regional
context. Although irreversible environmental changes would result from project implementation, such
changes would not be considered significant.

6.3 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(d) requires that an EIR analyze a project’s growth-inducing impacts.
Specifically, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(¢) requires that an EIR:

“Discuss the ways in which the proposed project conld foster economic or population growth, or the
construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.
Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to population growth |a major expansion
of a waste water treatment plant might, for example, allow for more construction in service areas).
Increases in the population may tax existing community service facilities, requiring construction of new
Sacilities that conld cause significant environmental effects. Also discuss the characteristic of some
projects which may encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the
environment, either individually or cumulatively. 1t must not be assumed that growth in any area is
necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.”
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It is noted that while CEQA does require an EIR to “discuss the ways” a project could be growth-
inducing and “discuss the characteristics of some projects that may encourage...activities that could
significantly affect the environment,” CEQA does not require an EIR to predict (or speculate)
specifically where such growth would occur, in what form it would occur, or when it would occur.
Answering such questions would require speculation, which CEQA discourages; see CEQA
Guidelines Section 15145, Speculation.

Pursuant to Sections 15126(d) and 15126.2(¢) of the CEQA Guidelines, this section of the Draft EIR
is provided to examine how the proposed project could foster economic or population growth
through the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly. The analysis considers
whether the proposed project would remove obstacles to population growth (such as infrastructure
expansions) ot encourage/facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment.
Not all aspects of growth inducement are negative; instead, negative impacts associated with growth
inducement occur only where the growth related to the project would cause adverse environmental
impacts.

Growth-inducing impacts fall into two categories: direct or indirect. Direct growth-inducing impacts
are generally associated with providing urban services to an undeveloped area. Indirect, or secondary,
growth-inducing impacts consist of growth-induced in the region by additional demand for housing,
goods, and services associated with a population increase caused by or attracted to a new project. This
analysis provides an overall discussion of project impacts and considers utility infrastructure and
circulation to determine whether the project would result in direct or indirect growth inducement.

ECONOMIC GROWTH

The project proposes to develop a commercial use on the project site, consistent with current land
use and zoning. The proposed bank would employ up to 24 people; new jobs generated by the
proposed bank would likely be filled by local residents who already reside in the City or in surrounding
areas. Compared to existing conditions (i.e., a vacant, disturbed lot), the proposed bank and generated
employment would foster economic expansion and increase the City’s revenue base the City’s business
license tax, utility user taxes, property taxes, and sales taxes.

As a bank within the centralized, urban area of the City with an established transit system, the project
would provide jobs and services for existing residents in the area. Given the use and size of the
proposed project in addition to the built-out nature of the vicinity, the project is not anticipated to
increase demand for economic goods and services in the City nor encourage the creation of other new
businesses and/or the expansion of existing businesses. As such, nominal economic growth is
anticipated, and future economic effects associated with the proposed project are not expected to
significantly affect the environment.

POPULATION GROWTH

A project can induce population growth in an area either directly (i.e., by proposing new homes or
businesses) or indirectly (i.e., through the extension of roads or other infrastructure). The project
proposes to develop a commercial use consistent with the site’s current land use and zoning and does
not include development of residential uses. The proposed bank would employ up to 24 people;
however, new jobs generated by the proposed bank would likely be filled by local residents who already
reside in the City or in surrounding areas. Further, given that the proposed project is consistent with
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the site’s existing land use and zoning, population growth associated with the project was already
contemplated in the General Plan. Overall, the project would not result in growth-inducing impacts
associated with population growth.

REMOVAL OF AN IMPEDIMENT TO GROWTH

Although the proposed project would require installation of utility improvements to serve the
proposed bank, the project is located in an urbanized area in the City surrounded by existing
development that is already served by existing utility infrastructure and services. Therefore, the project
would not extend infrastructure (e.g., wastewater treatment, roads, water storage) to new areas lacking
such services, potentially removing an impediment to growth. The proposed project-specific
infrastructure improvements would rely upon the existing network of utilities and service systems in
the project area and would only accommodate the proposed bank. As such, project implementation
would not result in a removal of an impediment to growth through the establishment of an essential
public service to an area.

The project site is located in a developed area of the City and roadway network in the project area is
fully built out with both regional and local access already provided by an existing roadway network.
Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not remove an existing impediment to
growth through the provision of new access to an area.

PRECEDENT-SETTING ACTION

The project would require the following City approvals: CEQA Clearance, Site Plan/Architectural
Review; Lot Merger, LBMC Section 18.78.070, Equivalency Abandonment Standard, Waiver, and Public
Works Permits.

The approval of these discretionary and ministerial actions would not set a precedent that would make
it more likely for other projects in the City to gain approval of similar applications. For example, a
future project in the City requesting similar discretionary and ministerial approvals would still need to
undergo the same environmental review as the proposed project and mitigate potentially significant
environmental impacts on a project-level. Overall, the proposed discretionary and ministerial
approvals would only apply to the project. Future projects with similar required discretionary and
ministerial actions would also be subject to applicable environmental review on a project-by-project
basis. Implementation of the proposed project would not establish a procedure that would make
future site plan reviews, lot mergers, waivers, or Public Works permits any easier and would be
speculative to determine any such effect. As such, the proposed project would not involve a precedent-
setting action that could significantly affect the environment.

DEVELOPMENT OR ENCROACHMENT OF OPEN SPACE

The project site is vacant and highly disturbed, largely devoid of vegetation excluding a narrow band
of vegetation featuring patches of grass and four palm trees bordering .ong Beach Boulevard, a cluster
of two palm trees located in the northeast corner of the project site, and a single palm tree located on
the eastern side of the project site, towards the southeast corner. The project site is designated
Community Commercial PlaceType and zoned Community Commercial Automobile-Oriented (CCA)
with High-Rise Overlay, Four Story Limit (HR-4) overlay. Surrounding land uses include
transportation, restaurant, commercial retail, office, high density residential, church, gas station, and
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high-density commercial uses. Overall, there are no existing isolated areas of existing open space
within or in proximity to the project site. As such, the proposed infill development would not develop
or encroach on an isolated or adjacent area of open space, resulting in a growth-inducing impact.

SUMMARY

In summary, project implementation is not considered growth-inducing with respect to removing an
impediment to growth, fostering economic expansion or population growth, establishing a precedent-
setting action, or encroaching into an isolated area of open space. Not all aspects of growth
inducement are negative; instead, negative impacts associated with growth inducement occur only
where the growth related to the project would cause adverse environmental impacts. As analyzed
throughout Section 5.0 and Appendix 11.1, implementation of the proposed project would not result
in any significant and unavoidable environmental impacts with implementation of recommended
mitigation.

The City has only limited, isolated opportunities for growth and redevelopment. The proposed project
would be consistent with the City’s long-term growth projections by developing a commercial use
consistent with current land use and zoning on a vacant lot. It would not lead to other, off-site induced
growth. The proposed project does not involve uses that could directly or indirectly result in growth-
inducing impacts or other environmental effects not otherwise disclosed in this EIR. The proposed
project and project entitlements are site-specific and do not affect the development standards of any
other property. The development of the proposed project would not indirectly cause significant
growth, nor is it anticipated that the addition of these new residents and employees would indirectly
trigger additional population growth in the area. Overall, the proposed project’s growth-inducing
impacts would not be considered substantial.
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7.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Under CEQA, the identification and analysis of alternatives to a project is a fundamental part of the
environmental review process. CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21002.1(a) establishes the need
to address alternatives in an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) by stating that in addition to
determining a project’s significant environmental impacts and indicating potential means of mitigating
or avoiding those impacts, “the purpose of an environmental impact report is ... to identify alternatives
to the project.”

Direction regarding the definition of project alternatives is provided in the CEQA Guidelines as
follows:

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project,
which wonld feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but wonld avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.’

The CEQA Guidelines emphasize that the selection of project alternatives be based primarily on the
ability to reduce significant effects relative to the proposed project, “even if these alternatives would
impede to some degtree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly.”* The
CEQA Guidelines further direct that the range of alternatives be guided by a “rule of reason,” such
that only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice are addressed.’

In selecting project alternatives for analysis, potential alternatives must pass a test of feasibility. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) states that:

Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are
site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans
or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should
constder the regional context), and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise
have access to the alternative site ...

Beyond these factors, CEQA Guidelines require the analysis of a “no project” alternative and an
evaluation of alternative location(s) for the project, if feasible. Based on the alternatives analysis, an
environmentally superior alternative is to be designated. If the environmentally superior alternative is
the No Project Alternative, then the EIR shall identify an environmentally superior alternative among
the other alternatives.” In addition, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) requires that an EIR identify
any alternatives that were considered for analysis but rejected as infeasible and discuss the reasons for
their rejection.

The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful
public participation and informed decision making. The range of potential alternatives to a project
shall also include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a).
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b).
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f).
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(¢)(2).

N N

Public Review Draft | April 2025 7-1 Alternatives to the Proposed Project



First Citizens Bank Project
Environmental Impact Report

could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. Among the factors that may
be considered when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability,
availability of infrastructure, General Plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations,
jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise
have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent). Only locations that
would avoid or substantially lessen any of a project’s significant effects need be considered for
inclusion. An alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is
remote and speculative need not be considered.

Potential environmental impacts associated with the following alternatives are compared to the
proposed project’s impacts:

e Alternative 1 — “No Project/Existing Conditions” Alternative;
e Alternative 2 — “Building Relocation” Alternative; and
o Alternative 3 — “Reduced Density” Alternative.

These alternatives were selected based on their potential to implement certain components of the
project to accomplish some or most of the basic objectives of the project and avoid or substantially
lessen one or more of the proposed project’s environmental impacts with the understanding that the
project would not result in any significant unavoidable effects. Specifically, the “No Project/Existing
Conditions” Alternative is considered to enable the decision-makers to compare the impacts of
approving the project with the impacts of not approving the project. The “Building Relocation”
Alternative was selected for analysis to evaluate an alternative that relocates the proposed building
closer to the western property boundary (along Long Beach Boulevard) with the intent of reducing
hazardous impacts related to the unknown location of the wellhead identified as Featherstone #15.
The “Reduced Density” Alternative was selected for analysis to evaluate an alternative that reduces
the project’s development potential with the intent to also proportionally reduce project-related
environmental impacts.

Throughout the following analysis, the alternatives’ impacts are analyzed for each environmental issue
area, as examined in Section 5.0, Emvironmental Analysis of this EIR. In this manner, each alternative
can be compared to the project on an issue-by-issue basis. A table is included at the end of this section
that provides an overview of the alternatives analyzed and a comparison of each alternative’s impact
in relation to the project. This section also identifies alternatives that were considered by the Lead
Agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process. Among the factors used to eliminate
alternatives from detailed consideration include failure to meet most of the basic project objectives,
infeasibility, or inability to avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the project’s environmental
impacts. Section 7.5, “Environmentally Superior” Alternative, identifies the “environmentally superior”
alternative, as required by the CEQA Guidelines.

7.1 SUMMARY OF PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), an EIR must only discuss in detail an alternative
that is capable of feasibly attaining most of the basic objectives associated with the action, while at the
same time avoiding or substantially lessening any of the significant effects associated with a proposed
project. Below is a summary of the project objectives, as provided in Section 3.5, Goals and Objectives.
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1. Redevelop the vacant project site with a commercial use that is compatible with nearby uses
and fiscally positive for the City.

2. Establish a new commercial use that promotes environmentally sustainable design.
3. Reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by providing a neighborhood-serving commercial use.

4. Implement best management practices related to hazards and hazardous materials to treat
contamination on-site from historic oil drilling.

7.2 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Only those impacts found significant and unavoidable are relevant in making the final determination
of whether an alternative is environmentally superior or inferior to the proposed project. As detailed
in Section 5.0 of this EIR, upon compliance with existing regulations and mitigation measures, project
implementation would not result in any significant and unavoidable impacts.

7.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), an EIR should identify any alternatives that
were considered for analysis but rejected as infeasible and briefly explain the reasons for their rejection.
According to the CEQA Guidelines, among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives
from detailed consideration are the alternative’s failures to meet most of the basic project objectives,
the alternative’s infeasibility, or the alternative’s inability to avoid significant environmental impacts.
The following possible alternatives were considered but not carried forward for additional analysis,
since they would not accomplish most of the project objectives of the project and/or are considered
infeasible.

“ALTERNATIVE SITE” ALTERNATIVE

CEQA requires a discussion of alternatives to the project or its location that are capable of avoiding
or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project. The key question and first step in the
analysis is evaluating whether any of the significant effects of the project would be avoided or
substantially lessened by developing the project in another location. Only locations that would avoid
ot substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project need be considered for inclusion in
the EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2)(A). In general, any development or redevelopment
of the size and type proposed by the project would have similar impacts related to construction and
operational air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions impacts. Without a site-specific analysis,
impacts on cultural and tribal cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials,
and noise cannot be evaluated. It is acknowledged that impacts related to hazards and hazardous
materials may be reduced if the alternative location is located outside of the City’s methane mitigation
zone and was not historically utilized for oil drilling activities. However, the project site is currently
owned by the Applicant and the Applicant does not own other comparably sized properties within
the City that can accommodate the proposed project. Additionally, acquisition by the Applicant of
other comparably sized properties within the City is not economically viable at this time.

Although an alternative location could meet the majority of the project objectives (i.e., redeveloping
a vacant site with a commercial use that is compatible with nearby uses and helping reduce VMT by
providing a neighborhood-serving commercial use), this alternative would not implement best
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management practices related to hazards and hazardous materials to treat contamination on-site from
historic oil drilling. More specifically, implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-
3 requiring development of a site-specific Soil Management Plan (SMP) and installation of a vapor
intrusion mitigation system (VIMS) on-site would not be required. Further, development of project
on the proposed project site would not result in any significant unavoidable adverse environmental
effects. Thus, an alternative location would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the project’s
significant environmental impacts.

Opverall, due to the lack of economically viable and comparable sites in the City that would allow for
development of the project in a manner that would avoid or substantially lessen the project’s
significant impacts while achieving the majority of the project objectives, development of the project
on an alternative site has been eliminated from consideration.

“NO PROJECT/EXISTING LAND USE AND ZONING” ALTERNATIVE

The “No Project/Existing Land Use and Zoning” Alternative assumes the proposed project is not
developed and instead is developed with another use that is consistent with the site’s existing
Community Commercial PlaceType land use designation and Community Commercial Automobile-
Oriented (CCA) zoning. However, the proposed office/bank use is already consistent with the site’s
land use designation and zoning. Developing another use consistent with the site’s land use
designation and zoning would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the project’s potentially
significant impacts. Rather, development under this alternative would still be subject to the same site-
specific mitigation measures as the proposed project, including Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through
CUL-4, GEO-1, GEO-2, and HAZ-1 through HAZ-3. Thus, the “No Project/Existing Land Use and
Zoning” Alternative was considered but rejected from further analysis.

7.4 ALTERNATIVES TO BE ANALYZED
7.4.1 “NO PROJECT/EXISTING CONDITIONS” ALTERNATIVE

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, “the no project analysis shall discuss the existing conditions
at the time the notice of preparation is published...as well as what would be reasonably expected to
occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent
with available infrastructure and community services.”” The CEQA Guidelines continue to state that
“[I]n certain instances, the no project alternative means ‘no build” wherein the existing environmental
setting is maintained.”’

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), the specific alternative of “no project” shall also
be evaluated along with its impact. The purpose of describing and analyzing a no project alternative is
to allow decision makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts
of not approving the proposed project. The “no project” analysis is required to discuss the existing
conditions at the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) was published (July 16, 2024) as well as what

5 CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(¢)(2).
¢ CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B).
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would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved,
based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services.

DESCRIPTION

The “No Project/Existing Conditions” Alternative assumes the site remains as is and the proposed
project is not developed. The project site would remain a vacant and disturbed lot and no construction
activities would occur on-site. The project’s proposed site remediation efforts related to potentially
hazardous conditions from historic oil drilling activities on-site would not be implemented.

IMPACT COMPARISON TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT
Air Quality

The “No Project/Existing Conditions” Alternative would not result in any new development
compared to the proposed project. Thus, no short-term construction or long-term operational air
quality emissions would be generated. This alternative would be environmentally superior to the
proposed project in this regard.

Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources

No development would occur under the “No Project/Existing Conditions” Alternative. Thus, the
potential to impact previously undiscovered cultural or tribal cultural resources during construction
activities would not occur. As such, implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-4
to minimize impacts related to the inadvertent discovery of archaeological resources or tribal cultural
resources would not be required. This alternative would be environmentally superior to the proposed
project.

Geology and Soils

The “No Project/Existing Conditions” Alternative would not result in any new development
compared to the proposed project. Thus, no new building or structures would be located on unstable
ot expansive soils that could result in seismic and geological hazards associated with landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse and would not create substantial direct or indirect risks
to life or property. Additionally, the “No Project/Existing Conditions” Alternative would not result
in any ground-disturbing activities that could impact previously undiscovered paleontological
resources. As such, implementation of Mitigation Measures GEO-1 and GEO-2 to minimize impacts
related to geologic hazards and unknown paleontological resources would not be required. This
alternative would be environmentally superior to the proposed project.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The “No Project/Existing Conditions” Alternative would not result in any new development
compared to the proposed project. Thus, no short-term construction or long-term operational GHG
emissions would be generated. This alternative would be environmentally superior to the proposed
project in this regard.
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials

No new development would occur under the “No Project/Existing Conditions” Alternative
compared to the proposed project. Thus, the potential to result in an accidental release of hazardous
materials, such as soil/soil vapor contamination and/or inadvertent discovery of historic oil/gas wells
and associated well infrastructure during ground-disturbing activities would not occur. As such,
implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-3 to minimize potential risks associated
with contaminated soil/soil vapor and accidental discovery of a former oil/gas well during
construction and operational activities would not be required. While existing impacted soils on-site
would not be treated and no best management practices related to hazards and hazardous materials
would be applied on this site, with no remedial activities, minimal hazardous materials-related hazards
to the public or the environment would be created under this alternative. In addition, given that no
development would occur, the “No Project” Alternative would not result in substantially adverse
impacts involving the handling of hazardous materials, substances, or waste within the vicinity of
nearby schools during construction and operational activities. Overall, this alternative would be
environmentally superior to the proposed project in this regard.

Noise

The “No Project/Existing Conditions” Alternative would not result in any new development
compared to the proposed project. Thus, no short-term construction or long-term operational noise
or vibration impacts would be generated. This alternative would be environmentally superior to the
proposed project in this regard.

ABILITY TO MEET PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The “No Project/Existing Conditions” Alternative would not achieve any of the project’s basic
objectives. No new development would occur; therefore, this alternative would not redevelop the
vacant project site with a commercial use that is compatible with nearby uses and fiscally positive for
the City. This alternative would not establish a new commercial use that promotes environmentally
sustainable design, nor would it reduce VMT with the development of a neighborhood-serving
commercial use. Last, this alternative would not implement best management practices related to
hazards and hazardous materials to treat contamination on-site from historic oil drilling activities.

7.4.2 “BUILDING RELOCATION” ALTERNATIVE
DESCRIPTION

The “Building Relocation” Alternative would relocate the proposed building footprint closer to the
western property boundary (along LLong Beach Boulevard) with the intent to reduce hazardous impacts
related to the unknown location of the wellhead identified as Featherstone #15. As concluded in
Section 5.5, Hagards and Hazardous Materials, and shown on Exhibit 5.5-1, O# Well I ocations,
Featherstone #15 is located somewhere along the eastern portion of the site. Thus, the “Building
Relocation” Alternative attempts to reduce potential hazardous impacts related to grading and
excavation activities along the eastern portion of the site that could inadvertently uncover the wellhead
or other well infrastructure.
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Similar to the proposed project, the relocated building would be 12,469 square feet and up to 34 feet
in height. This alternative would shift the proposed driveway southerly towards the southwestern
corner of the project site. Additionally, as the building would be relocated to the northwestern corner
of the site, on-site parking areas would be provided to the south and east (rear) of the relocated
building. All other architectural features and elements, including the 51-foot bell tower, would remain
the same. This alternative would also comply with applicable CCA zone development standards related
to setbacks. Specifically, the relocated building would be setback at least 15 feet from Long Beach
Boulevard (to accommodate the required 10-foot front yard setback as well as a 15-foot sewer
easement), at least 5 feet from side yards, and at least 20 feet from rear yards. Similar to the proposed
project, the “Building Relocation” Alternative would require the same City approvals: CEQA
Clearance, Site Plan/Architectural Review, Lot Merger, LBMC Section 18.78.070 Waiver, and Public
Works Permits.

IMPACT COMPARISON TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT
Air Quality

While the “Building Relocation” Alternative would relocate the proposed building footprint closer to
the western property boundary (along Long Beach Boulevard), the relocated building would similarly
be 12,469 square feet and up to 34 feet in height. Construction and operational activities associated
with this alternative would be similar. Thus, this alternative would result in similar quantities of short-
term construction and long-term operational air quality emissions. As such, this alternative would be
neither environmentally superior nor inferior to the proposed project.

Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources

This alternative would have the same potential to encounter unknown archaeological resources and
tribal cultural resources during ground-disturbing activities as the proposed project. Similar to the
proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-4 would ensure
appropriate procedures are followed if ground disturbing activities result in inadvertent discoveries of
cultural or tribal cultural resources. Implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-4
would ensure impacts in this regard are reduced to less than significant levels. Thus, this alternative
would be neither environmentally superior nor inferior to the proposed project.

Geology and Soils

The “Building Relocation” Alternative would relocate the building closer to the western property
boundary (along LLong Beach Boulevard) on the same project site. As such, this alternative would have
the same potential geologic hazards (e.g., unstable or expansive soils that could result in geologic
hazards associated with landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse) as the
proposed project. The “Building Relocation” Alternative would also result in construction activities
that could impact previously undiscovered paleontological resources, similar to the proposed project.
As with the proposed project, this alternative would be subject to compliance with all applicable
federal and State laws and regulations related to seismic and geological hazards and be required to
implement Mitigation Measure GEO-1 related to implementing recommended construction designs
per the project’s Geotechnical Report and Mitigation Measure GEO-2 related to inadvertent
discoveries of paleontological resources. As such, this alternative would be neither environmentally
superior nor inferior to the proposed project.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The “Building Relocation” Alternative would relocate the proposed building footprint closer to the
western property boundary (along Long Beach Boulevard). Similar to the proposed project, the
relocated building would be 12,469 square feet and up to 34 feet in height. Thus, this alternative would
result in similar quantities of short-term construction and long-term operational GHG emissions. As
such, this alternative would be neither environmentally superior nor inferior to the proposed project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The intent of the “Building Relocation” Alternative is to potentially reduce hazardous impacts related
to the unknown location of the wellhead identified as Featherstone #15. Based on database searches,
technical analyses, and on-site excavations, Featherstone #15 is located somewhere along the eastern
portion of the site. Thus, the “Building Relocation” Alternative attempts to reduce potential hazardous
impacts related to grading and excavation activities along the eastern portion of the site that could
inadvertently uncover and/or damage the wellhead or other well infrastructure.

Similar to the proposed project, the “Building Relocation” Alternative would still construct the
proposed building on-site but relocate the building closer to the western property boundary (along
Long Beach Boulevard). As such, even with the relocated building, this alternative could still result in
an accidental release of hazardous materials, such as soil/soil vapor contamination and accidental
discovery of former oil/gas well and/or well infrastructure during ground-disturbing activities. In
addition, the “Building Relocation” Alternative would result in construction activities that could
disturb existing elevated concentrations of hazardous materials in on-site soils (including TPH-DRO,
VOCs, and methane). Similarly, the “Building Relocation” Alternative could also result in potential
impacts involving the handling or accidental release of hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within the vicinity of nearby schools during construction activities, similar to the proposed project.
Nonetheless, as with the proposed project, this alternative would be subject to compliance with all
applicable federal and State laws and regulations related to the accidental release of hazardous materials
and Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-3. Specifically, Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 would
requite a qualified Phase II/Site Characterization Specialist be on-site during all ground-disturbing
work to monitor proper implementation of a SMP; Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 establishes appropriate
procedures if any hazardous materials or conditions are unearthed during ground disturbing activities;
and Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 would require the proposed VIMS be designed to minimize methane
and VOC emissions. Following implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-3,
impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be reduced to less than significant levels.
While the potential for accidental release of hazardous materials or discovery of former oil/gas well
and/or well infrastructure can still occur, this alternative reduces the likelihood of encountering
Featherstone #15 and thus, would be environmentally superior to the proposed project in this regard.

Noise

The “Building Relocation” Alternative would relocate the proposed building footprint closer to the
western property boundary (along Long Beach Boulevard). Similar to the proposed project, the
relocated building would be 12,469 square feet and up to 34 feet in height. Thus, this alternative would
generate similar levels of short-term construction and long-term operational noise and vibration.
Specifically, this alternative would involve short-term construction (i.e., land clearing, grading,
excavation, and paving associated with the on-site parking area) and long-term operational activities
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(i.e., parking lot and mobile traffic noise) along the eastern property boundary, in the vicinity of the
nearest noise sensitive receptors (i.e., multi-family residences) located to the east of the project site.
As such, this alternative would be neither environmentally superior nor inferior to the proposed
project in this regard.

ABILITY TO MEET PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The “Building Relocation” Alternative would achieve all of the project objectives. This alternative
would redevelop the vacant project site with a commercial use that is compatible with nearby uses and
fiscally positive for the City. This alternative would also be designed the same as the proposed project
and thus, would establish a new commercial use that promotes environmentally sustainable design.
This alternative would provide a neighborhood-serving commercial use that would help reduce VMT
in the project area, and this alternative would implement best management practices related to hazards
and hazardous materials to treat contamination on-site from historic oil drilling.

7.4.3 “REDUCED DENSITY” ALTERNATIVE
DESCRIPTION

The “Reduced Density” Alternative would reduce the proposed project’s density by eliminating the
second story of the proposed building. By reducing the development to a one-story building
(approximately 24 feet in height), this alternative would reduce the building’s occupiable building space
from 7,821 square feet to 3,351 square feet (a reduction of 4,470 square feet). The 51-foot tall bell
tower would also be proportionally reduced to 41-feet in height. Given the reduced square footage,
the “Reduced Density” Alternative would also proportionally reduce provided parking spaces and
landscaping while complying with applicable CCA zone development standards. All other architectural
designs and features proposed by the project would remain the same. Similar to the proposed project,
the “Reduced Density” Alternative would require the same City approvals: CEQA Clearance, Site
Plan/Architectural Review, Lot Merger, LBMC Section 18.78.070 Waiver, and Public Works Permits.

IMPACT COMPARISON TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT
Air Quality

The “Reduced Density” Alternative would reduce the proposed project’s density by eliminating the
second story of the proposed building, which would reduce the building’s occupiable building space
by 4,470 square feet. Given the reduced scale of the development, this alternative would proportionally
reduce the project’s short-term construction and long-term operational air quality emissions. This
alternative would be environmentally superior to the proposed project in this regard.

Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources

Given that this alternative would require similar ground-disturbing activities as the proposed project
on the same site, this alternative would have similar potential to encounter unknown archaeological
resources and tribal cultural resources during ground-disturbing activities as the proposed project.
Similar to the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-4 would
ensure appropriate procedures are followed if cultural or tribal cultural resources are inadvertently
discovered during ground disturbing activities. Implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1
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through CUL-4 would ensure impacts in this regard are reduced to less than significant levels. Thus,
this alternative would be neither environmentally superior nor inferior to the proposed project.

Geology and Soils

Given that this alternative would be located on the same project site as the proposed project, this
alternative would have the same site-specific potential for geologic hazards related to unstable or
expansive soils, landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. Similarly,
construction activities could impact previously undiscovered paleontological resources. Similar to the
proposed project, this alternative would be subject to compliance with all applicable federal and State
laws and regulations related to seismic and geological hazards and be required to implement Mitigation
Measure GEO-1 related to implementing recommended construction designs per the project’s
geotechnical report and Mitigation Measure GEO-2 related to inadvertent discoveries of
paleontological resources. As such, this alternative would be neither environmentally superior nor
inferior to the proposed project.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The “Reduced Density” Alternative would reduce the proposed project’s density by eliminating the
second story of the proposed building. By reducing the development to a one-story building, this
alternative would reduce the building’s occupiable building space from 7,821 square feet to 3,351
square feet (a reduction of 4,470 square feet). Thus, this alternative would proportionally reduce the
project’s short-term construction and long-term operational GHG emissions. This alternative would
be environmentally superior to the proposed project in this regard.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The “Reduced Density” Alternative would have the same potential of accidental release of hazardous
materials, such as soil/soil vapor contamination and accidental discovery of former oil/gas well
and/or well infrastructure during ground-disturbing activities. This alternative would also have the
potential of handling or transporting hazardous materials, substances, or waste within the vicinity of
nearby schools during construction activities similar to the proposed project. However, similar to the
proposed project, this alternative would be subject to compliance with all applicable federal and State
laws and regulations related to the handling, transport, and accidental release of hazardous materials
and implement Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-3. Specifically, Mitigation Measure HAZ-
1 would require a qualified Phase 1I/Site Characterization Specialist be on-site during all ground-
disturbing work to monitor proper implementation of a SMP; Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 establishes
appropriate procedures if any hazardous materials or conditions are unearthed during ground
disturbing activities; and Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 would require the proposed VIMS be designed
to minimize methane and VOC emissions. As such, this alternative would be neither environmentally
superior nor inferior to the proposed project.

Noise

Due to the reduced development intensity of the “Reduced Density” Alternative, short-term
construction and long-term operational noise and vibration impacts would proportionally decrease
compared to the proposed project. As such, this alternative would be environmentally superior to the
proposed project.
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ABILITY TO MEET PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The “Reduced Density” Alternative would achieve the project objectives, some to a lesser extent than
others. This alternative would redevelop the vacant project site with a commercial use that is
compatible with nearby uses and fiscally positive for the City. However, it can be inferred that an
office/bank building reduced by more than half in size (an approximately 57 percent reduction in
square footage from 7,821 to 3,351 square feet), would not be as fiscally positive (i.e., profitable) as
the proposed project. This lack of profitability could result in the Applicant not being able to maintain
viable operations over the long term. Nevertheless, this alternative would establish a new commercial
use that promotes environmentally sustainable design and help reduce VMT by providing a
neighborhood-serving commercial use in the project area. This alternative would also implement best
management practices related to hazards and hazardous materials to treat contamination on-site from
historic oil drilling activities.

7.5 “ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR” ALTERNATIVE

Table 7-1, Comparison of Alternatives, summarizes the comparative analysis presented above (i.e., the
alternatives compared to the proposed project). Review of Table 7-1 indicates the “No Project”
Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, as it would avoid or lessen most of the project’s
environmental impacts. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), “if the environmentally
superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally
superior alternative among the other alternatives.” Accordingly, the “Reduced Density Alternative” is
considered the environmentally superior alternative to the proposed project, since this alternative
reduces the project’s impacts to air quality, GHG emissions, and noise.

Table 7-1
Comparison of Alternatives
« . o P . « o
ErvronmenaiTopi Area | heTOREEKstng | "Buldng Reocaton” | “RedieedDnsy

Air Quality M = 4
Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources v = =
Geology and Soils 4 = =
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 4 = 4
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 4 v =
Noise 4 = 4
A Indicates an impact that is greater than the proposed project (environmentally inferior).
v Indicates an impact that is less than the proposed project (environmentally superior).
= Indicates an impact that is equal to the proposed project (neither environmentally superior nor inferior).

The “Reduced Density” Alternative would achieve the project objectives, some to a lesser extent than
others. This alternative would redevelop the vacant project site with a commercial use that is
compatible with nearby uses and fiscally positive for the City. However, it can be inferred that an
office/bank building reduced by more than half in size (approximately 57 percent reduction in square
footage from 7,821 to 3,351 square feet) would not be as fiscally positive (i.e., profitable) as the
proposed project. This lack of profitability could result in the Applicant not being able to maintain
viable operations over the long term. Nevertheless, this alternative would establish a new commercial
use that promotes environmentally sustainable design and help reduce VMT by providing a
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neighborhood-serving commercial use in the project area. This alternative would also implement best
management practices related to hazards and hazardous materials to treat contamination on-site from
historic oil drilling activities.
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8.0 EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

CEQA provides that an EIR shall focus on the significant effects on the environment and discuss
potential environmental effects with emphasis in proportion to their severity and probability of
occurrence. The City prepared the First-Citizens Bank — Long Beach Project Initial Study (Initial Study) in
July 2024 to determine significant effects of the proposed project; refer to Appendix 11.1, Notce of
Preparation/ Initial Study. In the course of this evaluation, certain impacts were identified as “less than
significant” or “no impact” due to the inability of a project of this scope to yield such impacts or the
absence of project characteristics producing effects of this type. These effects are not required to be
included in the EIR. Refer to Appendix 11.1 for a full discussion of project effects found not to be
significant.
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LEAD AGENCY

CITY OF LONG BEACH
411 West Ocean Boulevard, 3rd Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

Amy L. Harbin, AICP, Planner 1
Manraj G. Bhatia, PhD, AICP, Planner 1
Eljjio Sandoval, Planner IV

APPLICANT TEAM

FIRST CITIZENS BANK
100 East Tryon Road, DAC-41
Raleigh, NC 27603

Starla Duffy, V'ice President of Construction Project Management

KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
660 South Figueroa Street, Suite 2050
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Hezdi Rous, Project Manager

PREPARERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

MICHAEL BAKER INTERNATIONAL
5 Hutton Centre Drive, Suite 500
Santa Ana, California 92707

Alan Ashimine, Project Director

Frances Yau, AICP, Project Manager

Winnie Woo, Environmental Analyst

Oscar Escobar, Environmental Analyst

Zhe Chen, Air Quality/ Energy/ Greenhouse Gas/ Noise Specialist
Darshan Shivaiah, Air Quality/ Energy/ Greenhouse Gas/ Noise Specialist
Jeanette Cappiello, Graphic Artist
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