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1. Introduction 
1.1  Purpose of the Final EIR 
 
The City of Long Beach (City), as the Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), has prepared this final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the Park Tower Student 
Housing Project (Project). This document, in conjunction with the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(Draft EIR), comprise the Final EIR.  
 
As described in Sections 15088, 15089, 15090 and 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Lead Agency 
must evaluate comments received on the Draft EIR and prepare written responses and consider the 
information contained in a Final EIR before approving a project.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15132, a Final EIR consists of: a) the Draft EIR; b) comments and recommendations received 
on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary; c) a list of persons, organizations, and public agencies 
commenting on the Draft EIR; d) responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points 
raised in the review and consultation process; and e) any other information added by the Lead 
Agency. 
 

1.2  Project Summary  
 
As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project will adaptively reuse an 
existing seven-story office building with three levels of subterranean parking located at 5150 Pacific 
Coast Highway in the City of Long Beach (City), California. The existing office building is 
approximately 120,000 square feet (sf), of which 109,600 sf is currently leased. The Project would 
involve the adaptive reuse of the existing building into a private dormitory (housing for students) with 
149 student residential suites (593 beds).1 

The Project Site is in the eastern part of the City located at 5150 Pacific Coast Highway. The City lies 
within southeast Los Angeles County and is approximately 20 miles south of downtown Los Angeles. 
The City borders the Pacific Ocean to the south; the cities of Carson and Los Angeles to the west; 
the cities of Compton, Paramount, and Bellflower to the north; the cities of Lakewood, Hawaiian 
Gardens, and unincorporated Orange County to the east. The Los Angeles river is approximately 
4.12 miles west of the Project Site. Figure 1-1, Regional Vicinity Location Map depicts the Project 
Site in a regional context. 

The Project Site is located on a 51,048 square feet (sf) (1.2 acres) triangular shaped parcel currently 
developed with a seven-story office building and three levels of subterranean parking built in 1981. 
The existing office building is approximately 120,000 sf of which 109,600 sf is currently leased (as of 
January 2024). The Project Site is bounded by the Pacific Coast Highway to the north and east, East 
Anaheim Street to the south, and Clark Avenue to the west. The Project Site is surrounded by 
commercial, office, residential, and religious uses to the north and east past the Pacific Coast 
Highway; a recreational golf course (Recreational Park Golf Course18) to the south; and commercial 

 
1 Section 21.15.590 of Long Beach Municipal Code: "Communal housing" means housing for nonfamily groups with common kitchen and 
dining facilities but without medical, psychiatric or other care. Communal housing includes boarding house, lodging house, dormitory, 
fraternity house, commune, and religious home. Communal housing does not include handicapped or senior citizen housing, residential 
care facility, or convalescent hospital or parsonage. 
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comment letters were received during the scoping period which began on Monday, August 12th, 
2024, and concluded Friday, September 13th, 2024. The presentation from the EIR Scoping 
Meeting and written comments received during the scoping period are provided in Appendix A, 
Public Involvement of the Draft EIR.    

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15085, upon completion of the Draft EIR, a Notice 
of Availability (NOA) as well as copy of the Draft EIR were submitted to the State Clearinghouse, 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research for distribution to State agencies. The Draft EIR was 
circulated for a 53-day public review period that ran from December 2nd, 2024, through January 
23rd, 2025, in compliance with Section 15105(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines. Following the 53-
day public review period, the City extended the public review period for an additional 45 days, 
which started on January 27th, 2025 and ended on March 12th, 2025. As required under Section 
15086 of the State CEQA Guidelines, a NOA requesting comments of the Draft EIR were 
distributed to public agencies and interested parties.  

During the public review period, the City of Long Beach received a total of seven comment letters 
on the Draft EIR from agencies, organizations, and individuals through written correspondence 
and emails. During the initial 53-day public review period, which ran between December 2nd, 2024, 
and January 23rd, 2025, the City received five letters and the City received two additional letters 
during the extension of the public review period. Comments received are presented and 
responded to in Chapter 2.0 Comments and Responses of the Final EIR. The original letter 
submittals are also included in Appendix A, Original Comment Letters of the Final EIR.  

1.6  Organization of Final EIR 
 
The Final EIR consists of the following four chapters and one appendix: 

Chapter 1.0, Introduction. This Chapter describes the purpose of the Final EIR, provides a 
summary of the Project, summarizes the Final EIR public review process, and presents the 
contents of the Final EIR.  

Chapter 2.0, Comments and Responses. This chapter presents all of the comments received 
by the City during the 53 -day public review period of the Draft EIR (December 2nd, 2024 through 
January 23rd, 2025) and the City’s extension of the Public Review period (January 27th, 2025 
through March 12th, 2025, as well as the response to those comments. Copies of the original 
letters received during the public comment period are also included in Appendix A, Original 
Comment Letters.  

Chapter 3.0, Corrections and Additions of the Draft EIR. This chapter includes revisions to the 
Draft EIR that represent minor changes or additions in response to some of the comments 
received on the Draft EIR and additional edits to provide clarification.  Changes to the Draft EIR 
are shown with strikethrough text for deletions and underline text for additions.  These changes 
are minor and do not add significant new information that would affect the analysis or conclusions 
presented in the Draft EIR. More specifically, CEQA requires recirculation of a Draft EIR only 
when “significant new information” is added to a Draft EIR after public notice of the availability of 
the Draft EIR has occurred (refer to California Public Resources Code Section 21092.1 and CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5), but before the EIR is certified. Section 15088.5 of the CEQA 
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2. Comments and Responses  
 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) �*�X�L�G�H�O�L�Q�H�V�� �6�H�F�W�L�R�Q�� �������������D���� �V�W�D�W�H�V�� �W�K�D�W�� �³�7�K�H�� �O�H�D�G��
agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the 
draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The lead agency shall respond to comments that 
were received du�U�L�Q�J���W�K�H���Q�R�W�L�F�H�G���F�R�P�P�H�Q�W���S�H�U�L�R�G���D�Q�G���D�Q�\���H�[�W�H�Q�V�L�R�Q�V�������������´�����,�Q���D�F�F�R�U�G�D�Q�F�H���Z�L�W�K���W�K�H�V�H��
requirements, this Chapter of this Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) provides responses 
to each of the written comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for 
the Park Tower Student Housing Project (Project) during the 53-day public comment period, which 
started December 2, 2024 and ended on January 23, 2025. Following the 53-day public review 
period, the City of Long Beach (City) extended the public review period for an additional 45 days, 
which started on January 27th, 2025 and ended March 12, 2025. Table 2-1, Comment  Letters  on 
the Draft EIR , which starts on page 2-1, provides a list of the comment letters received. 

Comments submitted during the public review period for the Draft EIR from Public Agencies, 
Community Organizations and Individuals are listed on Table 2-1. The individual letters are each 
assigned an identification number.  Each comment that requires a response within the letters is also 
assigned a number.  For example, the first Public Agency listed (Letter No. 1) is the California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The first comment received from Caltrans is therefore 
labeled Comment No. 1-1, and the responses to each comment are correspondingly numbered (i.e., 
Response No. 1-1).  A copy of each comment letter, as submitted, is provided in Appendix A of the 
Final EIR, Original Comment Letters . As required by the CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), the 
�I�R�F�X�V���R�I���W�K�H���U�H�V�S�R�Q�V�H�V���W�R���F�R�P�P�H�Q�W�V���L�V���R�Q���³�W�K�H���G�L�V�S�R�V�L�W�L�R�Q���R�I���V�L�J�Q�L�I�L�F�D�Q�W���H�Q�Y�L�U�R�Q�P�H�Q�W�D�O���L�V�V�X�H�V���U�D�L�V�H�G���´��
Therefore, detailed responses are not provided to comments that do not relate to environmental 
issues. 

Table 2-1: Comment Letters on the Draft EIR  

Letter No.  Commenter  Date 

Agencies  

1 California Department of Transportation January 23, 2025 

2 Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Commission  January 23, 2025 

3 California State University, Long Beach January 23, 2025 

Organizations  

4 Sierra Club Los Cerritos Wetlands Task Force February 10, 2025 

5 Mitchell M. Tsai on behalf of the Western States Regional 
Council of Carpenters 

January 22, 2025 

6.  Mitchell M. Tsai on behalf of the Western States Regional 
Council of Carpenters  

March 11, 2025 

Individuals  

7. Connie Lynsky December 10, 2024 
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LETTER NO. 1 

 
Anthony Higgins, Acting LDR Branch Chief  
California State Transportation Agency, District 7 
100 S. Main Street, MS 6 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
Received January 23, 2025 
 
COMMENT NO. 1-1 
 

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 
environmental review process for the above-referenced environmental document. The Project will 
adaptively reuse an existing seven-story office building with three levels of subterranean parking 
located at 5150 Pacific Coast Highway in the City of Long Beach (City), California. The existing 
office building is approximately 120,000 square feet (sf), of which 109,600 sf is currently leased. 
The Project would involve the adaptive reuse of the existing building into a private dormitory 
(housing for students) with 149 student residential suites (593 beds). 

The project site is located within 0.5 miles of public transit, facilitating convenient access to transit 
services. Existing bicycle infrastructure includes a Class II bicycle lane along Pacific Coast 
Highway, which provides striped and signed bike lanes for cyclists. The �&�L�W�\�¶�V Bicycle Master 
Plan also identifies a proposed Class II bicycle lane along Clark Avenue, further enhancing 
regional bike connectivity. The project will include 150 new bicycle parking spaces on the first 
level of subterranean parking, supporting active transportation options. Pedestrian access is 
supported by sidewalks, crosswalks, and vegetated buffers in the vicinity of the project site, with 
sidewalks located along Pacific Coast Highway, East Anaheim Street, and Clark Avenue. These 
features collectively enhance multimodal connectivity and accessibility for the project. 

 

RESPONSE NO. 1-1 

This comment provides a summary of the Project. This comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the decision-makers for review and consideration. Please refer to the detailed Project 
information as stated within Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR. Because the comment 
does not raise a substantive issue on the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  

 

COMMENT NO. 1-2 

The proposed project is anticipated to generate over 507 net new daily trips; however, it would result 
in a net -112 and 3 AM and PM peak hour trips, respectively. As the project is located within a Transit 
Priority Area (TPA) and a low-VMT area, it qualifies for screening criteria under CEQA guidelines. 
Based on these factors, the project is presumed to have a less-than-significant impact on VMT, and 
no further VMT analysis is required. 

���������	
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Project construction has the potential to impact the transportation system through activities such as 
hauling excavated materials and debris, transporting construction equipment, delivering construction 
materials, and implementing temporary travel closures. To mitigate these impacts, the project will be 
required to develop and implement a comprehensive Traffic Management Plan (TMP) in compliance 
with the Long Beach Department of Public Works standards and guidelines.  

As a reminder, any transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or materials which require 
use of oversized transport vehicles on State highways will need a Caltrans transportation permit. We 
recommend large-size truck trips be limited to off-peak commute periods. Truck drivers should cover 
construction trucks with tarpaulin to avoid debris spillage onto the State Highway. 

 

RESPONSE NO. 1-2 

The comment agrees with the assumptions of the Draft EIR in regard to operations, as the Project 
is presumed to have a less-than-significant impact on vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and no further 
VMT analysis is required. 

The comment further states that construction of the Project would require the preparation of a 
construction TMP to reduce Project impacts from construction traffic activities to less than significant 
levels. As discussed on page 4.12-7 within Section 4.12, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, the Project 
would be required by the Long Beach Department of Public Works to develop a construction TMP 
as part of the Project permit application, which would limit potential traffic conflicts during 
construction.  Caltrans�¶ �U�H�Y�L�H�Z�� �D�Q�G�� �D�S�S�U�R�Y�D�O�� �S�U�R�F�H�V�V�H�V�� �I�R�U�� �D�F�W�L�R�Q�V�� �W�K�D�W�� �Z�R�X�O�G�� �D�I�I�H�F�W�� �&�D�O�W�U�D�Q�V�¶��
facilities are acknowledged and Caltrans contact information is noted for the record. The Project will 
comply with all relevant local and State regulations regarding the transport of equipment and 
materials during the construction phase, including Caltrans transportation permits if needed. 

Findings and conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected. Revisions to the Draft EIR are not 
required. 

 

COMMENT NO. 1-3 

Please be reminded that any work performed within the State Right-of-way on the Pacific Coast 
Highway will require an Encroachment Permit from Caltrans. Any modifications to State facilities 
must meet all mandatory design standard and specifications.  

Please feel free to contact Mr. Alan Lin the project coordinator at (213) 269-1124 and refer to GTS 
# LA-2024-04698. 

 

RESPONSE NO. 1-3 

This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the decision makers for review and 
consideration. The comment describes the conditions in which an Encroachment Permit is required 
from Caltrans. As described on page ES-3 within the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR, the Project 
would obtain a street improvement encroachment permit from Caltrans if any activities would to occur 
within the Pacific Coast Highway right-of-way. Findings and conclusions of the Draft EIR are not 
affected. Revisions to the Draft EIR are not required.  

���������	
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LETTER NO. 2 
 
Amy J Bodek, Director  
County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning  
and 
Kevin Finkel, Supervising Regional Planner 
Operations and Major Projects section/ALUC Staff 
Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Commission  
 
Received January 23, 2025 
 
COMMENT NO. 2-1 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced project. Staff of the Los Angeles 
County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) reviewed the submitted document and has the 
following comments.  

 

RESPONSE NO. 2-1 

This comment provides a general introduction to the comments raised in this letter. Because the 
comment does not raise a substantive issue on the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is 
warranted.  

 

COMMENT NO. 2-2 

The project is not located within an Airport Influence Area (AIA) of any airport in Los Angeles County. 
The nearest AIA is associated with Long Beach Municipal Airport, which is over one mile to the north 
of the project site. Therefore, the proposed project is not subject to ALUC review in accordance with 
Section 21676 of the California Public Utilities Code. There is no need for further review and staff 
has no additional comments on the project.  

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Bryan S. Moller at (213) 893-7411 
or via email at bmoller@planning.lacounty.gov. 

 

RESPONSE NO. 2-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. This comment confirms that the Project is not located within an AIA. Therefore, the 
Project is not subject to ALUC review in accordance with Section 21676 of the California Public 
Utilities Code. Because the comment does not raise a substantive issue on the content of the Draft 
EIR, no further response is warranted.  

  

���������	
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LETTER NO. 3 
 
Melissa Soto, Manager of Capital Program Improvements  
Design and Construction Services  
California State University Long Beach (CSULB)  
 
Received January 23, 2025 
 
COMMENT NO. 3-1 

On behalf of California State University, Long Beach (CSULB), the Board of Trustees of the California 
�6�W�D�W�H���8�Q�L�Y�H�U�V�L�W�\�����&�6�8�����D�S�S�U�H�F�L�D�W�H�V���W�K�H���R�S�S�R�U�W�X�Q�L�W�\���W�R���U�H�Y�L�H�Z���W�K�H���'�(�,�5���I�R�U���W�K�H���³�3�D�U�N���7�R�Z�H�U���6�W�X�G�H�Q�W��
�+�R�X�V�L�Q�J���3�U�R�M�H�F�W�´�����W�K�H���³�3�U�R�M�H�F�W�´�������7�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W���D�L�P�V���W�R���D�G�D�S�W���D���V�H�Y�H�Q-story office building with three 
levels of subterranean parking into what it describes as a private dormitory or housing for students. 
CSULB offers the following comments in response to the DEIR: 

1. Project Title. CSULB has serious concerns that the members of the public will be 
�P�L�V�O�H�G���R�U���F�R�Q�I�X�V�H�G���L�Q�W�R���E�H�O�L�H�Y�L�Q�J���W�K�D�W���W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W�����Z�K�L�F�K���L�Q�F�O�X�G�H�V���W�K�H���W�H�U�P�V���³�6�W�X�G�H�Q�W��
�+�R�X�V�L�Q�J�´���L�Q���L�W�V���W�L�W�O�H�����L�V���D�I�I�L�O�L�D�W�H�G���Z�L�W�K���&�6�8�/�%���R�U���Z�L�W�K���W�K�H���Q�H�D�U�E�\���&�6�8-owned Beachside 
Village student housing complex. CSULB is in no way associated with this project and 
has neither endorsed nor participated in any aspect of its development. In order to 
avoid confusion that the proposed project is owned or affiliated with the CSU, the 
projec�W�� �W�L�W�O�H�� �V�K�R�X�O�G�� �E�H�� �P�R�G�L�I�L�H�G�� �W�R�� �F�O�D�U�L�I�\�� �W�K�H�� �W�H�U�P�� �³�V�W�X�G�H�Q�W�´�� �D�V�� �I�R�O�O�R�Z�V���� �3�D�U�N�� �7�R�Z�H�U��
Private Student Housing Project, or Park Tower Non-university Student Housing 
Project, or similar. References to the Project should take care to avoid any suggestion 
that the Project is affiliated in any manner with the CSU and/or CSULB.  

 

RESPONSE NO.3-1 

This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. �7�K�L�V���F�R�P�P�H�Q�W���D�F�N�Q�R�Z�O�H�G�J�H�V���&�6�8�/�%�¶�V���U�H�Y�L�H�Z���R�I���W�K�H���'�U�D�I�W���(�,�5���D�Q�G���U�D�L�V�Hs concerns 
over the Project title. As described on page 2-1 within Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft 
EIR, the Project would involve the adaptive reuse of the existing building into a private dormitory 
(housing for students) with 149 residential suites. The Project would serve as a private dormitory for 
students in accordance with Section 21.15.590 of the Long Beach Municipal Code (LBMC) which 
specifies that communal housing means housing for nonfamily groups with common kitchen and 
dining facilities but without medical, psychiatric or other care. Communal housing includes boarding 
house, lodging house, dormitory, fraternity house, commune, and religious home. Communal 
housing does not include handicapped or senior citizen housing, residential care facility, or 
convalescent hospital or parsonage. As such, the Project title would be appropriate for the Project 
as it would offer student housing in accordance with Section 21.15.590 of the LBMC. Findings and 
conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected.  

Furthermore, the comment does not identify a specific concern about physical impacts to the 
environment.  Because the comment does not raise a substantive environmental issue on the 
content of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 

 

���������	
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COMMENT NO. 3-2 

2. Project Description.  Although some references to CSULB have been removed from 
the Project Description, Figures 2-6 and 2-�����F�R�Q�W�L�Q�X�H���W�R���L�Q�F�R�U�U�H�F�W�O�\���U�H�I�H�U���W�R���&�6�8�/�%�¶�V��
Beachside shuttle service as available public transit in the project area. Furthermore, 
the Project Description continues to indicate that the proposed project would convert 
�D�Q�� �H�[�L�V�W�L�Q�J�� �R�I�I�L�F�H�� �E�X�L�O�G�L�Q�J�� �L�Q�W�R�� �D�� �³�S�U�L�Y�D�W�H�� �G�R�U�P�L�W�R�U�\�� ���K�R�X�V�L�Q�J�� �I�R�U�� �V�W�X�G�H�Q�W�V�����´�� �7�K�H�V�H��
references are misleading and confusing. The Beachside shuttle service is not 
available public transit in the project area, as the Beachside shuttle service is 
exclusively reserved for use by residents of the CSU-owned Beachside Village 
student housing complex. The Beachside shuttle service would not provide shuttle 
service for residents traveling to or from the Project. The Draft EIR should not refer to 
the Beachside shuttle service as public transit, and the Draft EIR should be revised 
accordingly.  

 

RESPONSE NO. 3-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. This comment states that the Draft EIR incorrectly references the CSULB Beachside 
shuttle service in Figure 2-6 and Figure 2-7 within Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR. Please refer to Chapter 
3, Corrections and Additions for revisions to Figure 2-6 and Figure 2-7. As noted in Chapter 3, 
Corrections and Additions, the shuttle is revised to be noted �D�V���³�S�R�W�H�Q�W�L�D�O shuttle along Anaheim�,́ 
�L�Q�V�W�H�D�G�� �R�I�� �³Potential CSULB Shuttle along Anaheim�.́ Additionally, neither Chapter 2, Project 
Description, nor Section 4.12, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, which includes a transportation 
analysis for the Project, does not account for any shuttle service to serve the Project. Therefore, the 
Project would not be affiliated with CSULB or the CSULB Beachside Shuttle Service. Furthermore, 
as described on page 2-1 within Chapter 2, Project Description the Draft EIR, the Project would 
adaptively reuse an existing building into a private dormitory (housing for students) and would not 
be affiliated directly with CSULB. Findings and conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected. 

Furthermore, the comment does not identify a specific concern about physical impacts to the 
environment.  Because the comment does not raise a substantive environmental issue on the 
content of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 

 

COMMENT NO. 3-3 

�,�Q�� �D�G�G�L�W�L�R�Q���� �L�W�� �U�H�P�D�L�Q�V�� �X�Q�F�O�H�D�U�� �Z�K�D�W�� �L�V�� �P�H�D�Q�W�� �E�\�� �W�K�H�� �W�H�U�P�V�� �³�S�U�L�Y�D�W�H�� �G�R�U�P�L�W�R�U�\�´�� �D�Q�G��
�³�V�W�X�G�H�Q�W���K�R�X�V�L�Q�J���´���1�R���L�Q�I�R�U�P�D�W�L�R�Q���L�V���J�L�Y�H�Q���D�V���W�R���Z�K�L�F�K���³�V�W�X�G�H�Q�W�V�´���Z�R�X�O�G���E�H���H�O�L�J�L�E�O�H���W�R��
live in the proposed development or how residents of the new units would be selected. 
Given that the proposed development is not a CSULB-endorsed or affiliated project, 
�L�W���L�V���P�L�V�O�H�D�G�L�Q�J���W�R���F�K�D�U�D�F�W�H�U�L�]�H���W�K�H���S�U�R�S�R�V�H�G���S�U�R�M�H�F�W���D�V���H�L�W�K�H�U���D���³�G�R�U�P�L�W�R�U�\�´���R�U���³�V�W�X�G�H�Q�W��
�K�R�X�V�L�Q�J���´�� �S�D�U�W�L�F�X�O�D�U�O�\�� �Z�K�H�Q���G�R�L�Q�J�� �V�R���L�Q���D���F�R�Q�W�H�[�W���W�K�D�W���U�H�I�H�U�H�Q�F�H�V���&�6�8�/�%-owned or 
op�H�U�D�W�H�G�� �S�U�R�J�U�D�P�V���� �V�X�F�K�� �D�V�� �&�6�8�/�%�¶�V�� �%�H�D�F�K�V�L�G�H�� �6�K�X�W�W�O�H�� �S�U�R�J�U�D�P���� �&�R�Q�W�L�Q�X�H�G��
�U�H�I�H�U�H�Q�F�H�V���W�R���³�V�W�X�G�H�Q�W�V�´���L�Q���W�K�H���S�U�R�M�H�F�W���G�H�V�F�U�L�S�W�L�R�Q���D�U�H���O�L�N�H�O�\���W�R���F�R�Q�I�X�V�H���W�K�H���S�X�E�O�L�F���L�Q�W�R��
believing the Project is directly or indirectly affiliated with CSULB when there is no 
affiliation of any kind between the Project and the CSU. Accordingly, all references 
and mentions of the CSU, CSULB, and/or CSULB-owned or operated programs, 
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should be stricken from the Draft EIR. Furthermore, the Draft EIR should explicitly 
state that the proposed project has no affiliation with, or relation to, CSULB. 

 

RESPONSE NO. 3-3 

This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. �7�K�H���F�R�P�P�H�Q�W���U�H�T�X�H�V�W�V���F�O�D�U�L�I�L�F�D�W�L�R�Q���R�Q���W�K�H���W�H�U�P���³�S�U�L�Y�D�W�H���G�R�U�P�L�W�R�U�\�´���D�Q�G���W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W�¶�V��
affiliation with CSULB. As discussed on page 2-1 within Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft 
EIR, the Project would serve as a private dormitory, which is housing for students, but does not 
identify a specific university, college or campus the students would be enrolled in. The use of the 
Project would be allowed under Section 21.15.590 of the LBMC, which includes dormitories. As such, 
the Project would provide private housing for students and would not be directly affiliated with 
CSULB.  

Please refer to Chapter 3 Corrections and Additions within this Final EIR, which removes mentions 
of CSULB within the Draft EIR.  

Furthermore, the comment does not identify a specific concern about physical impacts to the 
environment.  Because the comment does not raise a substantive environmental issue on the 
content of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 

 

COMMENT NO. 3-4 

3. Section 4.15, Public Services . The impact analysis for parks states that impacts to 
park land and recreation would have a less than significant impact because the 
proposed project would be required to pay park impact fees. It is also stated, however, 
that residents would likely primarily utilize amenities on-campus at CSULB. As 
indicated above, the proposed project is not affiliated with CSULB, nor its student 
housing programs and facilities. Accordingly, the proposed project would not be 
allowed to offer CSU or CSULB-owned or operated facilities or programs to its 
residents. The Draft EIR should remove the assumption that residents would utilize 
campus facilities, and the project developer should refrain from advancing this 
assumption as a basis for the impact analysis.  

 

RESPONSE NO. 3-4 

This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. This comment states that Section 4.15 of the Initial Study incorrectly states that 
residents would primarily utilize amenities on campus as the Project would not be affiliated with 
CSULB. This assumption was removed during the preparation of the Draft EIR. As described on 
page 6-19 within Chapter 6, Other CEQA Considerations, of the Draft EIR, students residing on the 
Project Site would primarily utilize the amenities on-site. Additionally, the Project would be required 
to comply with LBMC Section 18.18.180, Park Fee, which requires that all residents and non-
residential development projects pay a proportionate share of costs of providing �W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V���U�H�T�X�L�U�H�G��
park land and recreational improvements necessary to meet the needs created by such 
development. Therefore, impacts related to parks would be less than significant. Findings and 
conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected. Revisions to the Draft EIR are not required.  
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COMMENT NO. 3-5 

4. Section 4.16, Recreation. The impact analysis for recreation states that impacts to 
recreational facilities would have a less than significant impact because the proposed 
project would be required to pay park impact fees. It is also stated, however, that 
residents would likely primarily utilize recreational amenities on-campus. As 
discussed above, the proposed project is not affiliated with CSULB nor its student 
housing programs and facilities; therefore, the proposed project and its residents 
would not be allowed to utilize CSU or CSULB-owned or operated facilities. The Draft 
EIR should remove the assumption that residents would utilize campus facilities and 
should not use this assumption as a basis for the impact analysis.  

 

RESPONSE NO. 3-5 

This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. This comment states that Section 4.16 of the Initial Study incorrectly states that 
residents would primarily utilize recreational amenities on campus as the Project would not be 
affiliated with CSULB. This assumption was removed during the preparation of the Draft EIR. As 
described on page 6-20, within Chapter 6, Other CEQA Considerations, of the Draft EIR, students 
residing on the Project Site would primarily utilize the amenities on-site. Furthermore, LBMC Section 
18.18.180 requires that all residential and nonresidential development projects pay a proportionate 
share of costs of providing park land and recreational improvements necessary to meet the needs 
created by such development. Therefore, impacts related to parks and recreations would be less 
than significant. Findings and conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected. Revisions to the Draft 
EIR are not required.  

 

COMMENT NO. 3-6 

5. Technical Appendices. Appendix H (Trip Generation Analysis and VMT screening) 
states that the analysis of vehicle trips for the project was prepared based on the ITE 
Trip Generation Rate for Off-Campus Student Apartment land use with a subcategory 
�R�I�� �³�D�G�M�D�F�H�Q�W�� �W�R�� �F�D�P�S�X�V���´�� �7�K�H�� �Sroposed project is not affiliated with CSULB, nor its 
student housing programs and facilities; therefore, utilizing the land use category of 
�³�2�I�I-�&�D�P�S�X�V�� �6�W�X�G�H�Q�W�� �$�S�D�U�W�P�H�Q�W�´�� �L�V�� �L�Q�D�F�F�X�U�D�W�H���� �7�K�H�� �S�U�R�S�R�V�H�G�� �S�U�R�M�H�F�W�� �D�Q�G�� �L�W�V��
residents would not be considered Off-Campus housing as that terminology is strictly 
utilized by CSU or CSULB-affiliated student housing. The Draft EIR and all associated 
technical analyses should remove the assumption that residents of the proposed 
project are CSU or CSULB students and should not use this assumption as a basis 
for the impact analysis. In addition, as stated above, the CSU-owned Beachside 
shuttle service would not be available to residents of the proposed project, and the 
Draft EIR should not use this assumption as part of its transportation analysis.  

Thank you for your consideration of CSULB comments.  
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RESPONSE NO. 3-6 

This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. The comment states that the trip generation should not be dependent on CSULB 
shuttle services. The Trip Generation Analysis and VMT Screening does not assume the CSU-
owned Beachside shuttle would be available to residents of the Project. Although the Project is not 
involved with CSULB, the proposed Project would provide apartments that are typically rented by 
the bedroom and most contain a common area or shared living space (living room, kitchen, dining 
area), as stated in the industry standard ITE guidelines. The rates and definition of the Off-Campus 
Student Apartment land use provided by ITE would most closely reflect the anticipated traffic for the 
Project.  

Additionally, per the ITE guidelines, trip generation for this land use calculates average daily trips 
generated by the Project in vehicles per bedroom. However, the transportation analysis prepared for 
the Project's net trip generation estimate is conservative(higher) because it calculated daily trips by 
the number of beds (593) rather than number of bedrooms. This is a conservative approach because 
many of the bedrooms in the Project would include more than one bed. As such, the findings and 
conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected. Revisions to the Draft EIR are not required. 
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LETTER NO. 4  

 

Ann Cantrell, Co-Chair 
Sierra Club Los Cerritos Wetlands Task Force  
anngadfly@aol.com 
 
Received February 10, 2025 

 

COMMENT NO. 4-1 

On January 27. 2025, I received notice that the comment time for this DEIR has been extended. This 
was the first time I was aware of this project. I was not notified of a NOP nor of a Scoping meeting. 
I would like to submit the following comments on behalf of the Sierra Club Los Cerritos Wetlands 
Task Force. 

 

RESPONSE NO. 4-1 

This comment is noted for the record. The Sierra Club is on the City's permanent list of 
individuals/groups that receives all public hearing notices, DEIR notifications and Notices of 
Availability for environmental documents. On August 12, 2024, a Notice of Preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Report was filed with the LA County Recorders Office with a public review 
period beginning August 12, 2024 through September 13, 2024 which provided meeting information 
on the Virtual Scoping Meeting held on August 21, 2024. The Sierra Club was notified of the DEIR 
initial circulation period via email at anngadfly@aol.com on December 2, 2024 and the extended 
circulation period on  January 27, 2025. 

 

COMMENT NO. 4-2 

In reading the alternatives, we believe Alternative 3 is the best choice for this project, both 
environmentally and to serve both students and seniors. The addition of a pool in the chosen project 
is totally unnecessary for a student dorm, especially for students whose motto is The Beach. As 
stated in the DEIR, the construction of the pool adds many environmental issues, including noise, 
air quality and tribal concerns. 

 

RESPONSE NO. 4-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. The comment shares support for Alternative 3. As discussed in Chapter 5, 
Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, Alternative 3, Senior Living and Student Housing would not include an 
outdoor pool and therefore would require less construction equipment and result in less vibration 
during construction. Therefore, Alternative 3 would result in a less than significant impact to air 
quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and noise at a lesser degree than the Project. However, similar 
to the Project, impacts would be less than significant.  Impacts to tribal resources would be similar. 
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Findings and conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected. Revisions to the Draft EIR are not 
required. 

 

COMMENT NO. 4-3 

We are in favor of reusing existing buildings instead of tearing them down, however we have great 
concerns about this all glass building. The DEIR states there are no Biological issues with this 
project. We disagree. Because the building is close to Recreation Park and in the coastal migration 
flyway, a study needs to be done on the possibility of bird kills by the 7 stories of glass. Up to one 
billion birds die each year in the United States due to collisions with windows and research shows 
that 54-76 percent of window collisions are fatal. This information should be included in the FEIR 
and mitigation provided. (Please see attached Duke Un. Study).  

We suggest etching, fritting, and frosting the windows, which would not only reduce the risk of bird 
collisions, but also reduce energy costs by reducing solar heat gain (27 SHGC) and reducing cooling 
loads. 

 

RESPONSE NO. 4-3 

The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. �7�K�H���F�R�P�P�H�Q�W���G�H�V�F�U�L�E�H�V���F�R�Q�F�H�U�Q���I�R�U���E�L�U�G���P�R�U�W�D�O�L�W�\���D�V���D���U�H�V�X�O�W���R�I���W�K�H���H�[�L�V�W�L�Q�J���E�X�L�O�G�L�Q�J�¶�V��
façade being reused in the adaptation of the existing building as proposed in the Project. As 
discussed in Chapter 6, Other CEQA Considerations, of the Draft EIR, the Project Site is in a densely 
urbanized area, with other buildings of similar height, that is highly disturbed and is largely devoid of 
vegetation that would attract wildlife, including songbirds. Additionally, as this Project would 
adaptively reuse an existing building, it would largely maintain the exterior of the existing, so there 
would not be a substantial change in the current environment for existing wildlife.  

As discussed in Chapter 6, Other CEQA Consideration, of the Draft EIR, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
�6�H�U�Y�L�F�H�¶�V�����8�6�)�:�6�¶�V�����,�Q�I�R�U�P�D�W�L�R�Q���I�R�U���3�O�D�Q�Q�L�Q�J���D�Q�G���&�R�Q�V�X�O�W�D�W�L�R�Q�����,�3�D�&�����G�D�W�D�E�D�V�H���D�Q�G The California 
�'�H�S�D�U�W�P�H�Q�W���R�I�� �)�L�V�K���D�Q�G���:�L�O�G�O�L�I�H�¶�V�����&�'�)�:�¶�V�����&�D�O�L�I�R�U�Q�L�D���1�D�W�X�U�D�O���'�L�Y�H�U�V�L�W�\���'�D�W�D�E�D�V�H�����&�1�'�'�%���� �Z�H�U�H��
reviewed to identify special-status species protected by CEQA, located in the Project area. As 
discussed in Chapter 6, the special-status species for identified for the Project have a very low 
potential to occur due to the urbanized and disturbed nature of the project and that Project Site would 
not provide a habitat that would support the species. Furthermore, special-status species would not 
be migrating at a low elevation over the site as there are no native habitats within many miles of the 
site.  As such, there is no evidence to support that the Project as proposed would have a substantial 
adverse impact on protected species or an increased impact to urban songbirds.  

Further, any sporadic and/or minimal bird collision deaths would be at such a low rate as to not alter 
the trajectory of bird populations beyond the existing conditions and would therefore not be 
significant according to CEQA. Moreover, studies find that glass that reflects vegetation is more likely 
to cause bird strikes due to the perceived open space and foraging area that the glass reflects. 
Therefore, buildings with extensive landscaping may be more likely to cause bird strikes than those 
with sparse landscaping. Findings and conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected. Revisions to 
the Draft EIR are not required. 
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COMMENT NO.4-4 

 

 

RESPONSE NO. 4-4 

This comment is noted and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 
The comment includes a graphic demonstrating how reflective façades could affect birds. Please 
refer to RESPONSE NO. 4-3, which addresses the concern that the Project would result in a 
�V�L�J�Q�L�I�L�F�D�Q�W���L�P�S�D�F�W���W�R���E�L�U�G�V���G�X�H���W�R���W�K�H���U�H�I�O�H�F�W�L�Y�H���Q�D�W�X�U�H���R�I���W�K�H���H�[�L�V�W�L�Q�J���E�X�L�O�G�L�Q�J�¶�V���I�D�o�D�G�H�����$�V���G�L�V�F�X�V�V�H�G��
previously, Chapter 6, Other CEQA Considerations, of the Draft EIR,  federal and State databases 
were reviewed to identify special-status species that may be located in the Project area and found 
that special-status species, including birds, would have a very low potential to exist on the Project 
Site due the highly disturbed nature of the site and urbanized area surrounding the Project Site. 
Moreover, RESPONSE NO. 4-3 �Q�R�W�H�V�� �W�K�D�W�� �W�K�H�� �3�U�R�M�H�F�W�� �Z�R�X�O�G�� �Q�R�W�� �L�P�S�U�R�Y�H�� �W�K�H�� �H�[�L�V�W�L�Q�J�� �E�X�L�O�G�L�Q�J�¶�V��
exterior, and thus, it would not change the existing environment for wildlife in the Project area. 
Further, any sporadic bird collisions would not pose a significant impact to the current bird population 
beyond current conditions, and as such, would not result in a significant impact under CEQA. 
Findings and conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected. Revisions to the Draft EIR are not 
required. 
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LETTER NO. 5 
 
Mitchell M.Tsi  
139 South Hudson Avenue, Suite 200 
Pasadena, California 91101 
 
Received January 22, 2025 
 
COMMENT NO. 5-1 

On behalf of the Western States Regional Council of Carpenters (�³�:�H�V�W�H�U�Q�� �&�D�U�S�H�Q�W�H�U�V�´��or 
�³WSRCC�´������ �P�\�� �2�I�I�L�F�H�� �L�V�� �V�X�E�P�L�W�W�L�Q�J�� �W�K�H�V�H�� �F�R�P�P�H�Q�W�V�� �R�Q�� �W�K�H�� �'�U�D�I�W�� �(�Q�Y�L�U�R�Q�P�H�Q�W�D�O�� �,�P�S�D�F�W�� �5�H�S�R�U�W��
(�³�'�U�D�I�W �(�,�5�)́ of the Park Tower Student Housing Project (�³�3�U�R�M�H�F�W�´) of the City of Long Beach 
(�³�&�L�W�\�´�������O�R�F�D�W�H�G���D�W�������������(�����3�D�F�L�I�L�F���&�R�D�V�W���+�L�J�K�Z�D�\�����/�R�Q�J���%�H�D�F�K�����&�$�����³�3�U�R�M�H�F�W���6�L�W�H�´).  

The Western Carpenters is a labor union representing almost 90,000 union carpenters in 12 states, 
including California, and has a strong interest in well-ordered land use planning and in addressing 
the environmental impacts of development projects.  

According to the Notice of Availability (�³�1�2�$��́����R�I���W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W�¶�V���'�U�D�I�W���(�,�5���� 

�³�7�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W���Z�L�O�O���D�G�D�S�W�L�Y�H�O�\��reuse  an existing seven -story office  building with three levels  
of subterranean parking  located at 5150 Pacific Coast Highway in the City of Long Beach 
(City), California. The existing office building is approximately 120,000 square feet (sf), of 
which 109,600 sf is currently leased . The Project would involve the adaptive reuse  of the 
existing building into a private dormitory (housing for students) with 149 student  residential 
suites (593 beds ). The Project is proposing a General Plan Amendment  from the current 
Community Commercial (CC) Placetype to the Neighborhood Serving Center (NSC-
Moderate) Placetype, which would permit residential uses. The Project would also require 
a Zoning Code Amendment/Map Change to change the existing zone from Community 
Commercial Automobile Oriented (CCA) to Mixed -Use (MU 3) �W�R���D�O�O�R�Z���I�R�U���W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W�¶�V 
student residential uses and to enable the Project to take advantage of the adaptive reuse 
development standards. The Project would also require the approval of a Conditional Use 
Permit (CUP) to allow the �³�6�S�H�F�L�D�O���*�U�R�X�S���5�H�V�L�G�H�Q�F�H�´��and Site Plan review of adaptive 
�U�H�X�V�H���´ 

(NOA, emph. added.) 

 

RESPONSE NO. 5-1 

This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. This comment provides a summary of the Project.  Please refer to the detailed Project 
information as stated within Chapter 2, Project Description of the Draft EIR. Because the comment 
does not raise a substantive issue on the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 

 

COMMENT NO. 5-2 

�7�K�H�� �3�U�R�M�H�F�W�¶�V�� �D�E�R�Y�H-mentioned description, as well as state agency comments confirm that the 
Project may have significant impacts, including transportation, related air quality, greenhouse gas 
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emissions, noise, and hazards impacts on highways and freeways, which need to be addressed. 
Hence, it is of utmost importance that the Project be implemented by skilled contractors to minimize 
the construction impacts and hazards to the surrounding environment from the Project.  

Individual members of the Western Carpenters live, work, and recreate in the City and surrounding 
�F�R�P�P�X�Q�L�W�L�H�V���D�Q�G���Z�R�X�O�G���E�H���G�L�U�H�F�W�O�\���D�I�I�H�F�W�H�G���E�\���W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W�¶�V���H�Q�Y�L�U�R�Q�P�H�Q�W�D�O���L�P�S�D�F�W�V�� 

 

RESPONSE NO. 5-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to decision makers for review and 
consideration. The comment expresses support for the use of skilled contractors for construction of 
the Project to reduce potential significant impacts. As summarized within Section 4.2 Air Quality, 
Section 4.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Section 
4.10 Noise, and Section 4.12 Transportation, in the Draft EIR, the Project would have less than 
significant impacts related to air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, hazardous materials, noise, and 
transportation, respectively. Because the comment does not raise a substantive issue on the content 
of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  

 

COMMENT NO. 5-3 

The Western Carpenters expressly reserves the right to supplement these comments or prior to 
hearings on the Project, and at any later hearing and proceeding related to this Project. (Gov. Code, 
§ 65009, subd. (b); Pub. Res. Code, § 21177, subd. (a); see Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control 
v. Bakersfield (2004)  124 Cal.App.4th 1184, 1199-1203; see also, Galante Vineyards v. Monterey 
Water Dist. (1997) 60 Cal.App.4th 1109,1121.) 

The Western Carpenters incorporates by reference all comments raising issues regarding the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) submitted prior to certification of the EIR for the Project. See 
Citizens for Clean Energy v City of Woodland (2014) 225Cal.App.4th 173, 191 (finding that any party 
�Z�K�R���K�D�V���R�E�M�H�F�W�H�G���W�R���W�K�H���S�U�R�M�H�F�W�¶�V���H�Q�Y�L�U�R�Q�P�H�Q�W�D�O���G�R�F�X�P�H�Q�W�D�W�L�R�Q���P�D�\���D�V�V�H�U�W���D�Q�\���L�V�V�X�H���W�L�P�H�O�\���U�D�L�V�H�G��
by other parties). 

Moreover, the Western Carpenters requests that the City provide advance  notice for any and all 
notices referring or related to the Project issued under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) (Pub. Res. Code, § 21000 et seq.), and the California Planning and Zoning Law (�³�3�O�D�Q�Q�L�Q�J��
and Zoning Law �´���� ���*�R�Y���� �&�R�G�H���� �†�†�� �����������±65010). California Public Resources Code Sections 
21092.2, and 21167(f) and California Government Code Section 65092 require agencies to mail 
such notices to any person who has filed a written request for them with the clerk of the �D�J�H�Q�F�\�¶�V��
governing body. 

 

RESPONSE NO. 5-3 

This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to decision makers for their review and 
consideration. �7�K�H���F�R�P�P�H�Q�W���G�H�V�F�U�L�E�H�V���W�K�H���F�R�P�P�H�Q�W�H�U�¶�V���U�L�J�K�W���W�R���V�X�S�S�O�H�P�H�Q�W���W�K�H���F�R�P�P�H�Q�W�V���S�U�R�Y�L�G�H�G��
in LETTER NO. 5 and the notification process under CEQA. Because the comment does not raise a 
substantive issue on the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 
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COMMENT NO. 5-4 

REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE AND EXTENSION OF COMMENT PERIOD TO COMPLY WITH 
CEQA:  

As an initial matter, we hereby object and request  that the City continue and extend  the EIR 
comment period, since the City failed to duly upload all of the related documents for public review 
on December 2, 2024. Specifically, Appendix B of the Draft EIR �± one of the most critical appendices 
related to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions �± �Z�D�V���Q�R�W���D�Y�D�L�O�D�E�O�H���H�L�W�K�H�U���R�Q���W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V���R�U���W�K�H��
�V�W�D�W�H�¶�V�� �&�(�4�$�Q�H�W�� �Z�H�E�V�L�W�H�V�� �D�V�� �R�I�� �'�H�F�H�P�E�H�U�� ������ ���������� �D�Q�G�� �W�K�U�R�X�J�K�� �'�H�F�H�P�E�H�U�� �������� ������������ ��Exhibit Q  
[December 11, 2024 Emails to and from the City re missing Appendix B].) The City uploaded that 
Appendix B on December 11, 2024 only after we brought the missing Appendix to the �&�L�W�\�¶�V���D�W�W�H�Q�W�L�R�Q��
on that day. (Ibid.) 

CEQA requires that the lead agency provide to the public not only the EIR itself but also its 
�D�S�S�H�Q�G�L�F�H�V���D�Q�G���U�H�O�D�W�H�G���V�W�X�G�L�H�V�����³�$�S�S�H�Q�G�L�F�H�V���W�R���W�K�H���(�,�5���P�D�\���E�H���S�U�H�S�D�U�H�G���L�Q���Y�R�O�X�P�H�V���V�H�S�D�U�D�W�H���I�U�R�P��
the basic EIR document but shall be readily available for public examination and shall be submitted 
�W�R�� �D�O�O�� �F�O�H�D�U�L�Q�J�K�R�X�V�H�V�� �Z�K�L�F�K�� �D�V�V�L�V�W�� �L�Q�� �S�X�E�O�L�F�� �U�H�Y�L�H�Z���´�� ���&�(�4�$�� �*�X�L�G�H�O�L�Q�H�V�� �†�� �������������� �V�H�H�� �D�O�V�R�� �3�X�E�O�L�F��
�5�H�V�R�X�U�F�H�V���&�R�G�H�����³�3�5�&�´�����†���������������>�U�H�T�X�L�U�L�Q�J���������G�D�\�V���I�R�U���F�R�P�P�H�Q�W���S�H�U�L�R�G���R�I���D�Q���(�,�5�@���� 

In light of the foregoing, we request that the City extend the EIR comment period. 

 

RESPONSE NO. 5-4 

This comment is noted for the record. The comment requests the extension of the comment period. 
The City extended the EIR public review for an additional 45-days from January 27, 2025 through 
March 12, 2025. The �&�L�W�\���X�S�O�R�D�G�H�G���W�K�H���'�U�D�I�W���(�,�5���D�Q�G���D�O�O���D�S�S�H�Q�G�L�F�H�V���W�R���W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V���Z�H�E�V�L�W�H���D�Q�G��the 
�*�R�Y�H�U�Q�R�U�¶�V�� �2�I�I�L�F�H�� �R�I�� �/�D�Q�G�� �8�V�H�� �D�Q�G�� �,�Q�Q�R�Y�D�W�L�R�Q��State Clearinghouse portal on January 23, 2025. 
Additionally, the City notified the Long Beach Press Telegram, which published the Notice of 
Availability, and filed the Notice of Availability at the Los Angeles County Registrar-Recorder/County 
Clerk on January 27, 2025. All interested parties were notified about the extension of the public 
review period through a Notice of Time Extension of Public Review and Comment Period. Findings 
and conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected. Revisions to the Draft EIR are not required. 

 

COMMENT NO. 5-5 

I. THE CITY SHOULD REQUIRE THE USE OF A LOCAL WORKFORCE TO BENEFIT THE 
�&�2�0�0�8�1�,�7�<�¶�6���(�&�2�1�2�0�,�&���'�(�9�(�/�2�3�0�(�1�7���$�1�'���(�1�9�,�5�2�1�0�(�1�7 

�$�V���Z�H���K�D�Y�H���S�U�H�Y�L�R�X�V�O�\���L�Q�G�L�F�D�W�H�G���L�Q���R�X�U���F�R�P�P�H�Q�W���W�R���W�K�H���(�,�5�¶�V���1�R�W�L�F�H���R�I���3�U�H�S�D�U�D�W�L�R�Q���G�D�W�H�G���6�H�S�W�H�P�E�H�U��
13, 2024, to reduce the development (demolition, construction) impacts and risks (hazards) on the 
surrounding environment, the City should require the Project to be implemented using a local 
workers who have graduated from a Joint Labor-Management Apprenticeship Program approved by 
the State of California, have at least as many hours of on-the-job experience in the applicable craft 
which would be required to graduate from such a state-approved apprenticeship training program, 
or who are registered apprentices in a state-approved apprenticeship training program. 
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Community benefits such as local hire can be helpful to reduce environmental impacts and improve 
the positive economic impact of the Project. Local hire provisions requiring that a certain percentage 
of workers reside within 10 miles or less of the Project site can reduce the length of vendor trips, 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and provide localized economic benefits. As environmental 
consultants Matt Hagemann and Paul E. Rosenfeld note:  

[A]ny local hire requirement that results in a decreased worker trip length from the default 
value has the potential to result in a reduction of construction-related GHG emissions, though 
the significance of the reduction would vary based on the location and urbanization level of 
the project site. 

(Exhibit A  [March 8, 2021 SWAPE Letter to Mitchell M. Tsai re Local Hire Requirements and 
Considerations for Greenhouse Gas Modeling]; Exhibits B -C �>�(�[�S�H�U�W�V�¶���%�D�F�N�J�U�R�X�Q�G�@���� 

Workforce requirements promote the development of skilled trades that yield sustainable economic 
development. As the California Workforce Development Board and the University of California, 
Berkeley Center for Labor Research and Education concluded:  

[L]abor should be considered an investment rather than a cost�² and investments in growing, 
�G�L�Y�H�U�V�L�I�\�L�Q�J���� �D�Q�G�� �X�S�V�N�L�O�O�L�Q�J�� �&�D�O�L�I�R�U�Q�L�D�¶�V�� �Z�R�U�N�I�R�U�F�H�� �F�D�Q�� �S�R�V�L�W�L�Y�H�O�\�� �D�I�I�H�F�W�� �U�H�W�X�U�Q�V�� �R�Q�� �F�O�L�P�D�W�H��
mitigation efforts. In other words, well-trained workers are key to delivering emissions 
reductions and moving California closer to its climate targets.1 

Furthermore, workforce policies have significant environmental benefits given that they improve an 
�D�U�H�D�¶�V���M�R�E�V-housing balance, decreasing the amount and length of job commutes and the associated 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. In fact, on May 7, 2021, the South Coast Air Quality Management 
�'�L�V�W�U�L�F�W���I�R�X�Q�G���W�K�D�W���W�K�D�W���W�K�H���³�>�X�@�V�H���R�I���D���O�R�F�D�O���V�W�D�W�H-�F�H�U�W�L�I�L�H�G���D�S�S�U�H�Q�W�L�F�H�V�K�L�S���S�U�R�J�U�D�P�´���F�D�Q���U�H�V�X�O�W���L�Q���D�L�U��
pollutant reductions.2 

Locating jobs closer to residential areas can have significant environmental benefits. As the 
California Planning Roundtable noted in 2008:  

People who live and work in the same jurisdiction would be more likely to take transit, walk, 
or bicycle to work than residents of less balanced communities and their vehicle trips would 
be shorter. Benefits would include potential reductions in both vehicle miles traveled and 
vehicle hours traveled.3 

Moreover, local hire mandates and skill-training are critical facets of a strategy to reduce vehicle 
�P�L�O�H�V���W�U�D�Y�H�O�H�G�����³VMT�´�������$�V���S�O�D�Q�Q�L�Q�J���H�[�S�H�U�W�V���5�R�E�H�U�W���&�H�U�Y�H�U�R���D�Q�G���0�L�F�K�D�H�O���'�X�Q�F�D�Q���K�D�Y�H���Q�R�W�H�G�����V�L�P�S�O�\��
placing jobs near housing stock is insufficient to achieve VMT reductions given that the skill 
requirements of available local jobs must match those held by local residents.4 Some municipalities 
have even tied local hire and other workforce policies to local development permits to address 
transportation issues. Cervero and Duncan note that:  

In nearly built-out Berkeley, CA, the approach to balancing jobs and housing is to create local 
�M�R�E�V�� �U�D�W�K�H�U�� �W�K�D�Q�� �W�R�� �G�H�Y�H�O�R�S�� �Q�H�Z�� �K�R�X�V�L�Q�J���� �7�K�H�� �F�L�W�\�¶�V�� �)�L�U�V�W�� �6�R�X�U�F�H�� �S�U�R�J�U�D�P�� �H�Q�F�R�X�U�D�J�H�V��
businesses to hire local residents, especially for entry- and intermediate-level jobs, and 
sponsors vocational training to ensure residents are employment-ready. While the program 
is voluntary, some 300 businesses have used it to date, placing more than 3,000 city 
residents in local jobs since it was launched in 1986. When needed, these carrots are 
matched by sticks, since the city is not shy about negotiating corporate participation in First 
Source as a condition of approval for development permits.  
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Recently, the State of California verified its commitment towards workforce development through the 
Affordable Housing and High Road Jobs Act of 2022, otherwise known as Assembly Bill No. 2011 
���³AB2011�´�������$�%�����������D�P�H�Q�G�H�G���W�K�H���3�O�D�Q�Q�L�Q�J���D�Q�G���=�R�Q�L�Q�J���/�D�Z���W�R���D�O�O�R�Z���P�L�Q�L�V�W�H�U�L�D�O�����E�\-right approval 
for projects being built alongside commercial corridors that meet affordability and labor requirements.  

The City should consider utilizing local workforce policies and requirements to benefit the local area 
economically and to mitigate greenhouse gas, improve air quality, and reduce transportation 
impacts. 

Footnote 1: California Workforce Development Board (2020) Putting California on the High Road: A 
Jobs and Climate Action Plan for 2030 at p. ii, available at https://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/wp-
content/uploads/2020/09/Putting-California-on-the-High-Road.pdf.    

Footnote 2: South Coast Air Quality Management District (May 7, 2021) Certify Final Environmental 
Assessment and Adopt Proposed Rule 2305 �± Warehouse Indirect Source Rule �± Warehouse 
Actions and Investments to Reduce Emissions Program, and Proposed Rule 316 �± Fees for Rule 
2305, Submit Rule 2305 for Inclusion Into the SIP, and Approve Supporting Budget Actions, available 
at http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/defaultsource/Agendas/Governing-Board/2021/2021-
May7027.pdf?sfvrsn=10. 

Footnote 3: California Planning Roundtable (2008) Deconstructing Jobs-Housing Balance at p. 6, 
available at https://cproundtable.org/static/media/uploads/publications/cpr-jobs-housing.pdf 

Footnote 4: Cervero, Robert and Duncan, Michael (2006) Which Reduces Vehicle Travel More: 
Jobs-Housing Balance or Retail-Housing Mixing? Journal of the American Planning Association 72 
(4), 475-490, 482, available at http://reconnectingamerica.org/assets/Uploads/UTCT- 825.pdf. 

 

RESPONSE NO. 5-5 

The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. The comment states that the City should consider requiring the use of a local 
workforce to benefit the local economy and the environment. The comment references Exhibit A, 
SWAPE Letter to Mitchell M. Tsai regarding Local Hire Requirements and Considerations for 
Greenhouse Gas Modeling.  

Economic effects, such as potential impacts on local employment, are not considered a significant 
effect on the environment under CEQA. Because the comment does not raise a substantive issue 
on the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  

 

COMMENT NO. 5-6 

II. �7�+�(�� �&�,�7�<�� �6�+�2�8�/�'�� �,�0�3�2�6�(�� �7�5�$�,�1�,�1�*�� �5�(�4�8�,�5�(�0�(�1�7�6�� �)�2�5�� �7�+�(�� �3�5�2�-�(�&�7�¶�6��
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES TO PREVENT COMMUNITY SPREAD OF COVID-19 AND OTHER 
INFECTIOUS DISEASES 

Construction work has been defined as a Lower to High-risk activity for COVID-19 spread by the 
Occupations Safety and Health Administration. Recently, several construction sites have been 
identified as sources of community spread of COVID-19. Infections that can be spread during 
construction work are not limited to COVID-19. 
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Western Carpenters recommend that the Lead Agency adopt additional requirements to mitigate 
public health risks �I�U�R�P���W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W�¶�V���F�R�Q�V�W�U�X�F�W�L�R�Q���D�F�W�L�Y�L�W�L�H�V�����:�H�V�W�H�U�Q���&�D�U�S�H�Q�W�H�U�V���U�H�T�X�H�V�W�V���W�K�D�W���W�K�H��
Lead Agency require safe on-site construction work practices as well as training and certification for 
any construction workers on the Project Site. 

�,�Q���S�D�U�W�L�F�X�O�D�U�����E�D�V�H�G���X�S�R�Q���:�H�V�W�H�U�Q���&�D�U�S�H�Q�W�H�U�V�¶���H�[�S�H�U�L�H�Q�F�H���Z�L�W�K���V�D�I�H���F�R�Q�V�W�U�X�F�W�L�R�Q���V�L�W�H�Z�R�U�N���S�U�D�F�W�L�F�H�V����
Western Carpenters recommends that the Lead Agency require that while construction activities are 
being conducted at the Project Site: 

Construction Site Design:  

�{ The Project Site will be limited to two controlled entry points. 
�{ Entry points will have temperature screening technicians taking temperature readings when 

the entry point is open.  
�{ The Temperature Screening Site Plan shows details regarding access to the Project Site and 

Project Site logistics for conducting temperature screening. 

�x A 48-hour advance notice will be provided to all trades prior to the first day of temperature 
screening. 

�x The perimeter fence directly adjacent to the entry points will be clearly marked indicating the 
appropriate 6-foot social distancing position for when you approach the screening area. 
Please reference the Apex temperature screening sitemap for additional details. 

�x There will be clear signage posted at the project site directing you through temperature 
screening. 

�x Provide hand washing stations throughout the construction site. 
 

Testing Procedures:  

�x The temperature screening being used are non-contact devices. 
�x Temperature readings will not be recorded. 

�{ Personnel will be screened upon entering the testing center and should only take 1-2 seconds 
per individual. 

�x Hard hats, head coverings, sweat, dirt, sunscreen or any other cosmetics must be removed 
on the forehead before temperature screening. 

�x Anyone who refuses to submit to a temperature screening or does not answer the health 
screening questions will be refused access to the Project Site. 

�x Screening will be performed at both entrances from 5:30 am to 7:30 am.; main gate [ZONE 
1] and personnel gate [ZONE 2] 

�x After 7:30 am only the main gate entrance [ZONE 1] will continue to be used for temperature 
testing for anybody gaining entry to the project site such as returning personnel, deliveries, 
and visitors. 

�x If the digital thermometer displays a temperature reading above 100.0 degrees Fahrenheit, 
a second reading will be taken to verify an accurate reading. 

�x If the second reading confirms an elevated temperature, DHS will instruct the individual that 
he/she will not be allowed to enter the Project Site. DHS will also instruct the individual to 
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promptly notify his/her supervisor and his/her human resources (HR) representative and 
provide them with a copy of Annex A. 

 
Planning  

�x Require the development of an Infectious Disease Preparedness and Response Plan that 
will include basic infection prevention measures (requiring the use of personal protection 
equipment), policies and procedures for prompt identification and isolation of sick individuals, 
social distancing (prohibiting gatherings of no more than 10 people including all-hands 
meetings and all-hands lunches) communication and training and workplace controls that 
meet standards that may be promulgated by the Center for Disease Control, Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration, Cal/OSHA, California Department of Public Health or 
applicable local public health agencies.5 

 
The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Carpenters International Training Fund has 
developed COVID-19 Training and Certification to ensure that Carpenter union members and 
apprentices conduct safe work practices. The City should require that all construction workers 
undergo COVID-19 Training and Certification before being allowed to conduct construction 
activities at the Project Site. Western Carpenters has also developed a rigorous Infection Control 
�5�L�V�N�� �$�V�V�H�V�V�P�H�Q�W���³�,�&�5�$�´���� �W�U�D�L�Q�L�Q�J�� �S�U�R�J�U�D�P�� �W�R�� �H�Q�V�X�U�H�� �L�W�� �G�Hlivers a workforce that understands 
how to identify and control infection risks by implementing protocols to protect themselves and 
all others during renovation and construction projects in healthcareenvironments.6 ICRA 
protocols are intended to contain pathogens, control airflow, and protect patients during the 
construction, maintenance and renovation of healthcare facilities. ICRA protocols prevent cross 
contamination, minimizing the risk of secondary infections in patients at hospital facilities. The 
City should require the Project to be built using a workforce trained in ICRA protocols. 

Footnote 5: See also �7�K�H�� �&�H�Q�W�H�U�� �I�R�U�� �&�R�Q�V�W�U�X�F�W�L�R�Q�� �5�H�V�H�D�U�F�K�� �D�Q�G�� �7�U�D�L�Q�L�Q�J���� �1�R�U�W�K�� �$�P�H�U�L�F�D�¶�V��
Building Trades Unions (April 27 2020) NABTU and CPWR COVIC-19 Standards for U.S 
Constructions Sites, available at 
https://www.cpwr.com/sites/default/files/NABTU_CPWR_Standards_COVID-19.pdf ; Los 
Angeles County Department of Public Works (2020) Guidelines for Construction Sites During 
COVID-19 Pandemic, available at https://dpw.lacounty.gov/building-and-
safety/docs/pw_guidelines-construction-sites.pdf. 

�)�R�R�W�Q�R�W�H�� ������ �)�R�U�� �G�H�W�D�L�O�V�� �F�R�Q�F�H�U�Q�L�Q�J�� �:�H�V�W�H�U�Q�� �&�D�U�S�H�Q�W�H�U�V�¶�� �,�&�5�$�� �W�U�D�L�Q�L�Q�J�� �S�U�R�J�U�D�P���� �V�H�H����
https://www.swmsctf.org/courses/icra-best-practices-in-health-care-construction/ 

 

RESPONSE NO. 5-6 

This comment is noted for the record and has been provided to the decision makers for review and 
consideration. This comment indicates the City should adopt additional requirements to mitigate 
�S�X�E�O�L�F���K�H�D�O�W�K���U�L�V�N�V���I�U�R�P���W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W�¶�V���F�R�Q�V�W�U�X�F�W�L�R�Q���D�F�W�L�Y�L�W�L�H�V����The commenter requests that the City 
require safe on-site construction work practices as well as training and certification for any 
construction workers on the Project Site. The comment does not raise a specific physical impact on 

���������	
�Kimley»HornKimley»HornKimley»HornKimley»Horn



City of Long Beach  
Park Tower Student Housing  Project  

 2-20 August 2025 

the environment. Because the comment does not raise a substantive issue on the content of the 
Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  

 

COMMENT NO. 5-7 

III. THE PROJECT WOULD BE APPROVED IN VIOLATION OF THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT  

A. Background Concerning the California Environmental Quality Act  

CEQA has two basic purposes. First, CEQA is designed to inform decision makers and the public 
about the potential, significant environmental effects of a project. CEQA Guidelines § 15002(a)(1). 
�³�,�W�V���S�X�U�S�R�V�H���L�V���W�R���L�Q�I�R�U�P���W�K�H���S�X�E�O�L�F���D�Q�G���L�W�V responsible officials of the environmental consequences 
of their decisions before they �D�U�H���P�D�G�H�����7�K�X�V�����W�K�H���(�,�5���µ�S�U�R�W�H�F�W�V���Q�R�W���R�Q�O�\��the environment but also 
informed self-�J�R�Y�H�U�Q�P�H�Q�W���¶ �>�&�L�W�D�W�L�R�Q���@�´��Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 
Cal. 3d ���������������������7�K�H���(�,�5���K�D�V���E�H�H�Q���G�H�V�F�U�L�E�H�G���D�V���³�D�Q���H�Q�Y�L�U�R�Q�P�H�Q�W�D�O���µ�D�O�D�U�P���E�H�O�O�¶���Z�K�R�V�H purpose it is 
to alert the public and its responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached 
�H�F�R�O�R�J�L�F�D�O���S�R�L�Q�W�V���R�I���Q�R���U�H�W�X�U�Q���´��Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay �Y�����%�G�����R�I���3�R�U�W���&�R�P�P�¶�U�V����(2001) 91 
�&�D�O�����$�S�S�������W�K���������������������������³�%�H�U�N�H�O�H�\���-�H�W�V�´��; County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal. App. 3d 795, 810.  

Second, CEQA directs public agencies to avoid or reduce environmental damage when possible by 
requiring alternatives or mitigation measures. CEQA Guidelines § 15002(a)(2) and (3). See also, 
Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344, 1354; Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 
52 Cal. 3d 553; �/�D�X�U�H�O���+�H�L�J�K�W�V���,�P�S�U�R�Y�H�P�H�Q�W���$�V�V�¶�Q���Y�����5�H�J�H�Q�W�V���R�I���W�K�H���8�Q�L�Y�H�U�V�L�W�\���R�I���&�D�O�L�I�R�U�Q�L�D��(1988) 
47 Cal. 3d 376, 400. The EIR serves to provide public agencies and the public in general with 
information about the effect that a proposed project is likely to have on the environment and to 
�³�L�G�H�Q�W�L�I�\�� �Z�D�\�V�� �W�K�D�W �H�Q�Y�L�U�R�Q�P�H�Q�W�D�O�� �G�D�P�D�J�H�� �F�D�Q�� �E�H�� �D�Y�R�L�G�H�G�� �R�U�� �V�L�J�Q�L�I�L�F�D�Q�W�O�\�� �U�H�G�X�F�H�G���´�� �&�(�4�$��
Guidelines § 15002(a)(2). If the project has a significant effect on the environment, the agency may 
�D�S�S�U�R�Y�H���W�K�H���S�U�R�M�H�F�W���R�Q�O�\���X�S�R�Q���I�L�Q�G�L�Q�J���W�K�D�W���L�W���K�D�V���³�H�O�L�P�L�Q�D�W�H�G���R�U���V�X�E�V�W�D�Q�W�L�D�O�O�\���O�H�V�V�H�Q�H�G all significant 
�H�I�I�H�F�W�V�� �R�Q�� �W�K�H�� �H�Q�Y�L�U�R�Q�P�H�Q�W�� �Z�K�H�U�H�� �I�H�D�V�L�E�O�H�´�� �D�Q�G�� �W�K�D�W�� �D�Q�\�� �X�Q�D�Y�R�L�G�D�E�O�H significant effects on the 
�H�Q�Y�L�U�R�Q�P�H�Q�W�� �D�U�H�� �³�D�F�F�H�S�W�D�E�O�H�� �G�X�H�� �W�R�� �R�Y�H�U�U�L�G�L�Q�J�� �F�R�Q�F�H�U�Q�V�´ specified in CEQA Pub. Res. Code § 
21081. CEQA Guidelines § 15092(b)(2)(A�±B).  

�:�K�L�O�H���W�K�H���F�R�X�U�W�V���U�H�Y�L�H�Z���D�Q���(�,�5���X�V�L�Q�J���D�Q���³�D�E�X�V�H���R�I���G�L�V�F�U�H�W�L�R�Q�´���V�W�D�Q�G�D�U�G�����³�W�K�H reviewing court is not 
�W�R�� �µ�X�Q�F�U�L�W�L�F�D�O�O�\�� �U�H�O�\�� �R�Q�� �H�Y�H�U�\�� �V�W�X�G�\�� �R�U�� �D�Q�D�O�\�V�L�V��presented by a project proponent in support of its 
�S�R�V�L�W�L�R�Q���¶���$���µ�F�O�H�D�U�O�\���L�Q�D�G�H�T�X�D�W�H���R�U���X�Q�V�X�S�S�R�U�W�H�G �V�W�X�G�\���L�V���H�Q�W�L�W�O�H�G���W�R���Q�R���M�X�G�L�F�L�D�O���G�H�I�H�U�H�Q�F�H���¶�´��Berkeley 
Jets, 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344, 1355 (emphasis added) (quoting Laurel Heights, 47 Cal. 3d at 391, 409 
fn. 12). Drawing this �O�L�Q�H�� �D�Q�G�� �G�H�W�H�U�P�L�Q�L�Q�J�� �Z�K�H�W�K�H�U�� �W�K�H�� �(�,�5�� �F�R�P�S�O�L�H�V�� �Z�L�W�K�� �&�(�4�$�¶�V�� �L�Q�I�R�U�P�D�W�L�R�Q��
disclosure requirements presents a question of law subject to independent review by the courts. 
Sierra Club v. Cnty. of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal. 5th 502, 515; Madera Oversight Coalition, Inc. v. County 
of Madera (2011) 199 Cal. App. 4th 48, 102, 131. As the court stated in Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal. App. 
4th at 1355: 

�$���S�U�H�M�X�G�L�F�L�D�O���D�E�X�V�H���R�I���G�L�V�F�U�H�W�L�R�Q���R�F�F�X�U�V���³�L�I���W�K�H���I�D�L�O�X�U�H���W�R���L�Q�F�O�X�G�H���U�H�O�H�Y�D�Q�W information precludes 
informed decision-making and informed public participation, thereby thwarting the statutory 
goals of the EIR process.  
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�³�7�K�H���S�U�H�S�D�U�D�W�L�R�Q���D�Q�G���F�L�U�F�X�O�D�W�L�R�Q���R�I���D�Q���(�,�5���L�V���P�R�U�H���W�K�D�Q���D���V�H�W���R�I���W�H�F�K�Q�L�F�D�O���K�X�U�G�O�H�V���I�R�U agencies and 
�G�H�Y�H�O�R�S�H�U�V�� �W�R�� �R�Y�H�U�F�R�P�H���� �7�K�H�� �(�,�5�¶�V�� �I�X�Q�F�W�L�R�Q�� �L�V�� �W�R�� �H�Q�V�X�U�H�� �W�K�D�W government officials who decide to 
build or approve a project do so with a full understanding of the environmental consequences and, 
equally important, that the public is assured those consequences have been considered. [Citation.] 
For the EIR to serve these goals it must present information so that the foreseeable impacts of 
pursuing the project can be understood and weighed, and the public must be given an adequate 
opportunity to comment on that presentation before the decision to go �I�R�U�Z�D�U�G�� �L�V�� �P�D�G�H���´��
Communities for a Better Environment v. Richmond (2010) 184 Cal. App. 4th 70, 80 (quoting 
Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal. 4th 
412, 449�±450).  

Where the Lead Agency chooses to dispose of CEQA by asserting a CEQA exemption, it has a duty 
to support its CEQA exemption findings by substantial evidence, including evidence that there are 
no applicable exceptions to exemptions. This duty is imposed by CEQA and related case law. 
�*�X�L�G�H�O�L�Q�H�V���†���������������>�³�7�K�H���/�H�D�G���$�J�H�Q�F�\���V�K�D�O�O���Q�R�W���N�Q�R�Z�L�Q�J�O�\���U�H�O�H�D�V�H���D���G�H�I�L�F�L�H�Q�W���G�R�F�X�P�H�Q�W���K�R�S�L�Q�J���W�K�D�W��
�S�X�E�O�L�F�� �F�R�P�P�H�Q�W�V�� �Z�L�O�O�� �F�R�U�U�H�F�W�� �G�H�I�H�F�W�V�� �L�Q�� �W�K�H�� �G�R�F�X�P�H�Q�W���´�@����see also, Citizens for Environmental 
Responsibility v. State ex rel. 14th Dist. Ag. Assn. �������������� �������� �&�D�O���$�S�S�����W�K�� ���������� �������� �>�³�7�K�H�� �O�H�D�G��
agency has the burden to demonstrate that a project falls within a categorical exemption and the 
�D�J�H�Q�F�\�¶�V���G�H�W�H�U�P�L�Q�D�W�L�R�Q���P�X�V�W���E�H���V�X�S�S�R�U�W�H�G���E�\���V�X�E�V�W�D�Q�W�L�D�O���H�Y�L�G�H�Q�F�H�´�@����Association for Protection etc. 
Values v. City of Ukiah (1991) 2 Cal.App.4th 720, 732 [agency is required to consider exemption 
�H�[�F�H�S�W�L�R�Q�V���³�Z�K�H�U�H���W�K�H�U�H���L�V���V�R�P�H���L�Q�I�R�U�P�D�W�L�R�Q���R�U���H�Y�L�G�H�Q�F�H���L�Q���W�K�H record that the project might have a 
�V�L�J�Q�L�I�L�F�D�Q�W���L�P�S�D�F�W���´�@ 

The duty to support CEQA (and/or exemption) findings with substantial evidence is also required by 
the Code of Civil Procedure and case law on administrative or traditional writs. Under Code of Civil 
�3�U�R�F�H�G�X�U�H�����³�&�&�3�´�����†�����������������E�������D�Q���D�E�X�V�H���R�I���G�L�V�F�U�H�W�L�R�Q���L�V established if the decision is not supported 
by the findings, or the findings are not supported by the evidence. CCP § 1094.5(b). In Topanga 
Assn. for a Scenic Community v. County of Los Angeles ���������������������&�D�O�������G�����������������������³�7�R�S�D�Q�J�D�´), 
our Supreme Court he�O�G���W�K�D�W���³�L�P�S�O�L�F�L�W���L�Q���>�&�R�G�H���R�I���&�L�Y�L�O���3�U�R�F�H�G�X�U�H�@���V�H�F�W�L�R�Q�����������������L�V���D���U�H�T�X�L�U�H�P�H�Q�W��
that the agency which renders the challenged decision must set forth findings to bridge the analytic 
�J�D�S�� �E�H�W�Z�H�H�Q�� �W�K�H�� �U�D�Z�� �H�Y�L�G�H�Q�F�H�� �D�Q�G�� �X�O�W�L�P�D�W�H�� �G�H�F�L�V�L�R�Q�� �R�U�� �R�U�G�H�U���´�� �7�K�H�� �D�J�H�Q�F�\�¶�V�� �I�L�Q�G�L�Q�J�V�� �P�D�\�� �³�E�H��
�G�H�W�H�U�P�L�Q�H�G���W�R���E�H���V�X�I�I�L�F�L�H�Q�W���L�I���D���F�R�X�U�W���µ�K�D�V���Q�R���W�U�R�X�E�O�H���X�Q�G�H�U���W�K�H���F�L�U�F�X�P�V�W�D�Q�F�H�V���G�L�V�F�H�U�Q�L�Q�J���W�K�H���D�Q�D�O�\�W�L�F��
�U�R�X�W�H�� �W�K�H�� �D�G�P�L�Q�L�V�W�U�D�W�L�Y�H�� �D�J�H�Q�F�\�� �W�U�D�Y�H�O�H�G�� �I�U�R�P�� �H�Y�L�G�H�Q�F�H�� �W�R�� �D�F�W�L�R�Q���¶�´��West Chandler Blvd. 
�1�H�L�J�K�E�R�U�K�R�R�G���$�V�V�¶�Q���Y�V�����&�L�W�\���R�I���/�R�V���$�Q�J�H�O�H�V��(2011) 198 Cal.App.4th 1506, 1521- 1522. However, 
�³�P�H�U�H���F�R�Q�F�O�X�V�R�U�\���I�L�Q�G�L�Q�J�V���Z�L�W�K�R�X�W���U�H�I�H�U�H�Q�F�H���W�R���W�K�H���U�H�F�R�U�G���D�U�H���L�Q�D�G�H�T�X�D�W�H���´��Id. at 1521 (finding city 
council findings conclusory, violating Topanga). 

�)�X�U�W�K�H�U���� �&�(�4�$�� �H�[�H�P�S�W�L�R�Q�V�� �P�X�V�W�� �E�H�� �Q�D�U�U�R�Z�O�\�� �F�R�Q�V�W�U�X�H�G�� �W�R�� �D�F�F�R�P�S�O�L�V�K�� �&�(�4�$�¶�V�� �H�Q�Y�L�U�R�Q�P�H�Q�W�D�O��
objectives. California Farm Bureau Federation v. California Wildlife Conservation Bd. (2006) 143 
�&�D�O���$�S�S�����W�K�� ���������� �������� ���³California Farm�´������Save Our Carmel River v. Monterey Peninsula Water 
Management Dist. �����������������������&�D�O���$�S�S�����W�K�����������������������³�7�K�H�V�H���U�X�O�H�V���H�Q�V�X�U�H���W�K�D�W���L�Q���D�O�O���E�X�W���W�K�H���F�O�H�D�U�H�V�W��
�F�D�V�H�V���R�I���F�D�W�H�J�R�U�L�F�D�O���H�[�H�P�S�W�L�R�Q�V�����D���S�U�R�M�H�F�W���Z�L�O�O���E�H���V�X�E�M�H�F�W���W�R���V�R�P�H���O�H�Y�H�O���R�I���H�Q�Y�L�U�R�Q�P�H�Q�W�D�O���U�H�Y�L�H�Z���´�� 

Finally, CEQA procedures reflect a preference for resolving doubts in favor of environmental review. 
See, �3�X�E�����5�H�V�����&�R�G�H���†���������������F�����>�G�L�V�S�R�V�H���R�I���(�,�5���R�Q�O�\���L�I���³�W�K�H�U�H���L�V���Q�R���V�X�E�V�W�D�Q�W�L�D�O���H�Y�L�G�H�Q�F�H�����L�Q���O�L�J�K�W���R�I��
the whole record before the lead agency, that the project may have a significant effect on the 
�H�Q�Y�L�U�R�Q�P�H�Q�W�´���R�U���³�U�H�Y�L�V�L�R�Q�V���L�Q���W�K�H���S�U�R�M�H�F�W�«�����:�R�X�O�G���D�Y�R�L�G���W�K�H���H�I�I�H�F�W�V���R�U���P�L�W�L�J�D�W�H���W�K�H���H�I�I�H�W�V��[SIC] to a 
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point where clearly no significant effect on the environment would occur, and �«���´���(�P�S�K�����D�G�G�H�G���@����
�*�X�L�G�H�O�L�Q�H�V���†�†���������������E�����������>�F�R�P�P�R�Q���V�H�Q�V�H���H�[�H�P�S�W�L�R�Q���R�Q�O�\���³�Z�K�H�U�H���L�W���F�D�Q���E�H���V�H�H�Q���Z�L�W�K���F�H�U�W�D�L�Q�W�\���«���´�@����
�������������E���������� �>�S�U�H�S�D�U�H�� �D�Q�� �(�,�5�� �³�L�I�� �K�H�� �D�J�H�Q�F�\�� �G�H�W�H�U�P�L�Q�H�V�� �W�K�D�W�� �W�K�H�U�H�� �L�V�� �V�X�E�V�W�D�Q�W�L�D�O�� �H�Y�L�G�H�Q�F�H�� �W�K�D�W��any 
aspect of the project, either individually or cumulatively, may cause a significant effect on the 
environment, regardless �R�I�� �Z�K�H�W�K�H�U�� �W�K�H�� �R�Y�H�U�D�O�O�� �H�I�I�H�F�W�� �R�I�� �W�K�H�� �S�U�R�M�H�F�W�� �L�V�� �D�G�Y�H�U�V�H�� �R�U�� �E�H�Q�H�I�L�F�L�D�O�´�@����
15064(h) [need to conside�U���F�X�P�X�O�D�W�L�Y�H���L�P�S�D�F�W�V���R�I���S�D�V�W�����R�W�K�H�U���F�X�U�U�H�Q�W���D�Q�G���³�S�U�R�E�D�E�O�H���I�X�W�X�U�H�´���S�U�R�M�H�F�W�V�@����
�������������>�S�U�H�S�D�U�H���D���Q�H�J�D�W�L�Y�H���G�H�F�O�D�U�D�W�L�R�Q���R�Q�O�\���L�I���³�Q�R���V�X�E�V�W�D�Q�W�L�D�O���H�Y�L�G�H�Q�F�H����in light of the whole record 
before the agency, that the project may �K�D�Y�H�� �D�� �V�L�J�Q�L�I�L�F�D�Q�W�� �H�I�I�H�F�W�� �R�Q�� �W�K�H�� �H�Q�Y�L�U�R�Q�P�H�Q�W���´�� �R�U�� �S�U�R�M�H�F�W��
�³�U�H�Y�L�V�L�R�Q�V���Z�R�X�O�G���D�Y�R�L�G���W�K�H���H�I�I�H�F�W�V���R�U���P�L�W�L�J�D�W�H���W�K�H���H�I�I�H�F�W�V���W�R���D���S�R�L�Q�W���Z�K�H�U�H���F�O�H�D�U�O�\���Q�R���V�L�J�Q�L�I�L�F�D�Q�W���H�I�I�H�F�W�V��
would occur, and (2) there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the project, 
that the project as revised may �K�D�Y�H���D���V�L�J�Q�L�I�L�F�D�Q�W���H�I�I�H�F�W���R�Q���W�K�H���H�Q�Y�L�U�R�Q�P�H�Q�W�´���H�P�S�K�����D�G�G�H�G�@����No Oil, 
Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 83-�������>�L�Q�W�H�U�S�U�H�W���³�V�L�J�Q�L�I�L�F�D�Q�W���L�P�S�D�F�W�V�´���V�R���D�V���³�W�R���D�I�I�R�U�G��
�W�K�H���I�X�O�O�H�V�W���S�R�V�V�L�E�O�H���S�U�R�W�H�F�W�L�R�Q�´�@�� 

 

RESPONSE NO. 5-7 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review 
and consideration. The comment provides the commenter�¶s understanding of the legal background 
of the CEQA process and does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. Furthermore, the comment does not raise CEQA issues with respect to the Draft EIR and 
the impact analyses therein. Therefore, because the comment does not raise a substantive issue on 
the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 

 

COMMENT NO. 5-8 

IV. THE DRAFT EIR IS LEGALLY INADEQUATE AS IT OMITS CRITICAL INFORMATION.  

The Draft EIR suffers from several procedural flaws and omissions. These flaws and omissions 
preclude good faith disclosures, meaningful information and public participation by failing to provide 
�D�F�F�X�U�D�W�H���L�Q�I�R�U�P�D�W�L�R�Q���D�E�R�X�W���W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W�¶�V���V�F�R�S�H���D�Q�G���U�H�V�X�O�W�D�Q�W impacts. In addition, the EIR is based 
on flawed and erroneous baseline assumptions, and its findings are not supported by any credible 
or substantial evidence. As such, the Draft EIR is legally inadequate, as detailed below. 

 

RESPONSE NO. 5-8 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. The commenters assertion that adequate public participation has not been conducted 
for the Project is incorrect.  As discussed on page 1-1, within Chapter 1, Introduction, of the Draft 
EIR, in compliance with the CEQA guidelines, the City has undertaken several steps to provide 
opportunities for participation in the environmental review process. Pursuant to Section 15082 of the 
CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial Study was circulated to the State, 
regional, and local agencies and members of the public for a 30-day public review period. The public 
review period began Monday, August 12, 2024, and concluded Friday, September 13, 2024. The 
purpose of the NOP and Initial Study was to formally notice that the City was preparing a Draft EIR 
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for the Project, and to solicit input regarding the scope and content of the environmental information 
to be included in the Draft EIR.  

A formal scoping process was conducted where the City made contact with State, regional, and local 
governmental agencies and interested parties to solicit comments and inform the public of the 
Project. The Draft EIR Scoping Meeting was held virtually on Wednesday, August 21, 2024, between 
5:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. using the Zoom video communications platform. A presentation explaining 
the Project was provided and attendees were given an opportunity to provide their comments on the 
scope of the Draft EIR. Two members of the public attended the EIR Scoping Meeting. No comments 
were received from meeting participants during the scoping meeting. Three written comment letters 
were received during the scoping period which began on Monday, August 12, 2024, and concluded 
Friday, September 13, 2024. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15085, upon completion 
of the Draft EIR, a Notice of Availability (NOA) as well as copy of the Draft EIR were submitted to 
�W�K�H�� �6�W�D�W�H�� �&�O�H�D�U�L�Q�J�K�R�X�V�H���� �*�R�Y�H�U�Q�R�U�¶�V�� �2�I�I�L�F�H�� �R�I��Land Use and Innovation for distribution to State 
agencies. The Draft EIR was circulated for a 53-day public review period that ran from December 2, 
2024, through January 23, 2025, in compliance with Section 15105(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines. 
Following the 53-day public review period, the City extended the public review period for an additional 
45 days, which started on January 27, 2025 and ended on March 12, 2025, which is discussed 
further within Chapter 1, Introduction of this Final EIR. Additionally, the City notified the Long Beach 
Press Telegram, which published the Notice of Availability of the extension, and filed the NOA of the 
extension at the Los Angeles County Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk. 

The comment makes a broad claim that the Draft EIR is inadequate. Refer to COMMENT NO.  5-9 
through 5-86 for specific issues raised by the commenter in regard to the Draft EIR. Findings and 
conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected. Revisions to the Draft EIR are not required. 

 

COMMENT NO. 5-9 

A. The Project Description is Not Accurate, Stable or Finite to Enable Meaningful 
Evaluation of Project Impacts.  

The Draft EIR indicates the following discretionary approvals needed for the Project: 

The Project would require adoption by the Long Beach Planning Commission/City Council 
and the following discretionary approvals: 

�x General Plan Amendment/Map changing Community Commercial (CC) Land Use District to 
Land Use Element (LUE) Neighborhood Serving Center or Corridor (NSCModerate) 
Placetype; 

�x Zoning Code Amendment/Map Change from Community Commercial Automobile-Oriented 
(CCA) Zoning District to Mixed Use (MU-3) Zoning District; 

�x Conditional Use Permit for the Special Group Residence use for the dormitory use; 
�x Site Plan Review for the Adaptive Reuse of the building; 
�x Building Permits for the change in use of the building; 
�x Certification of the EIR for the Project; 
�x A street improvement encroachment permit from Caltrans for activities within the Pacific 

Coast Highway right-of-way; and 
�x Other ministerial approvals as needed and as may be required. 
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(DEIR, p. ES-3) 

And yet, the record in this case reveals that more discretionary actions are needed, and the City 
�L�P�S�U�R�S�H�U�O�\�� �G�L�V�F�R�X�Q�W�V�� �R�U�� �R�P�L�W�V�� �V�R�P�H�� �R�I�� �W�K�R�V�H���� �)�R�U�� �H�[�D�P�S�O�H���� �S�H�U�� �W�K�H�� �&�L�W�\�¶�V�� �'�H�Y�H�O�R�S�P�H�Q�W�� �%�X�U�H�D�X�¶�V��
�O�H�W�W�H�U�����W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W�¶�V��basement encroaches into the highway and �± if used by the Project �± requires a 
street vacation: 

�x Based on the plans, it appears that the existing basement encroaches into the Pacific 
Coast Highway sidewalk . The applicant shall confirm that this is the case. If it does indeed 
encroach, Public Works has no record of a vacation of area below Pacific Coast Highway to 
allow for the subterranean encroachment. Provide documentation of this vacation . If one 
does not exist, the applicant will need to process the subterranean vacation . 

 

(Exhibit D , p. 1, emph. added [November 18, 2022 City of Long Beach Letter].) 

�7�K�H���(�,�5�¶�V���R�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q���R�I���W�K�H���Y�D�F�D�W�L�R�Q���L�V�V�X�H���L�V���F�U�L�W�L�F�D�O���V�L�Q�F�H���W�K�H�U�H���D�U�H���V�H�Y�H�U�D�O���U�H�T�X�L�U�H�P�H�Q�W�V���I�R�U���V�W�U�H�H�W��
vacation that need to be met by the Project applicant before such vacation can be deemed proper. 
�6�W�U�H�H�W�V���D�Q�G���+�L�J�K�Z�D�\�����³S&H�´�����&�R�G�H���G�H�I�L�Q�H�V���³�Y�D�F�D�W�L�R�Q�´���D�V���³�W�K�H���F�R�P�S�O�H�W�H���R�U���S�D�U�W�L�D�O���D�E�D�Q�G�R�Q�P�H�Q�W���R�U��
�W�H�U�P�L�Q�D�W�L�R�Q���R�I���W�K�H���S�X�E�O�L�F���U�L�J�K�W���W�R���X�V�H���D���V�W�U�H�H�W�����K�L�J�K�Z�D�\�����R�U���S�X�E�O�L�F���V�H�U�Y�L�F�H���H�D�V�H�P�H�Q�W���´�����6�	�+���&�R�G�H���†��
���������������7�K�H���F�R�G�H���G�H�I�L�Q�H�V���D���³�V�W�U�H�H�W�´���D�Q�G���³�K�L�J�K�Z�D�\�´���D�V���³�D�O�O��or part of , or any right in , a state highway 
or other public highway, road, street , avenue, alley , lane, driveway, place, court, trail, or other 
public right -of -way or easement , or purported public street or highway, and rights connected 
therewith, including, but not limited to ���� �U�H�V�W�U�L�F�W�L�R�Q�V�� �R�I�� �D�F�F�H�V�V�� �R�U�� �D�E�X�W�W�H�U�V�¶�� �U�L�J�K�W�V����sloping 
easements , or other incidents to a street �R�U���K�L�J�K�Z�D�\���´�����6�	�+���&�R�G�H���†���������������H�P�S�K�����D�G�G�H�G���� 

�6�	�+���D�O�V�R���S�U�R�Y�L�G�H�V���W�K�D�W���³�>�W�@�K�L�V���S�D�U�W���V�K�D�O�O���E�H��liberally �F�R�Q�V�W�U�X�H�G���L�Q���R�U�G�H�U���W�R���H�I�I�H�F�W�X�D�W�H���L�W�V���S�X�U�S�R�V�H�V���´��
(Id. § 8310, emph. added.) 

In turn, the Long Beach Municipal Code section 20.08.170 requires the following findings to be made 
for street vacation before one can be approved: 

C. In evaluating a right-of-way vacation, the City needs to make the following findings: 

1. The City right-of-way will not be needed for present or future public right- of-way purposes. 

2. The continued access to any City or public utility services and improvements will be properly 
reserved. 

3. The right-of-way vacation is consistent with goals and policies of the General Plan referencing 
specific applicable provisions. 

(Long Beach Municipal Code, emph. Added.7) 

But this finding was not made by the City or analyzed in the EIR. Neither can such a finding be 
�U�H�D�V�R�Q�D�E�O�\���P�D�G�H�����6�S�H�F�L�I�L�F�D�O�O�\�����S�H�U���W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V���R�Z�Q���F�R�P�P�H�Q�W�V�����W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W���P�D�\���K�D�Y�H���V�L�J�Q�L�I�L�F�D�Q�W���W�U�D�I�I�L�F��
impacts and the General Plan requires street dedications to widen the adjacent streets from 70 feet 
to 80 feet. (Exhibit E [7/1/2022 City of Long Beach Pre-Development Meeting Minutes].) The 
potential of traffic impacts and the need of street-widening is also critical since the Project proposes 
to bring in 593 people to the Project site and potentially 593 cars and related daily trips, the Project 
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is surrounded by 3 streets, the Project site is triangular in shape, it is located near residential areas, 
in an earthquake and liquefaction zone, and may also have or cause fire and other hazards requiring 
adequate street infrastructure and evacuation possibility, which will only be exacerbated if the City 
has no ability to widen the streets. 

Footnote 7: See available at: 
https://library.municode.com/ca/long_beach/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT20SU_CH20.08 
DEST_20.08.170RI-WVA 

 

RESPONSE NO. 5-9 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. The comment is incorrect in stating that the Draft EIR failed to disclose additional 
discretionary approvals, such as those required for street vacation. Exhibit D �L�Q�� �W�K�H�� �F�R�P�P�H�Q�W�H�U�¶�V��
letter provides �D�� �O�H�W�W�H�U�� �I�U�R�P�� �W�K�H�� �&�L�W�\�¶�V�� �'�H�Y�H�O�R�S�P�H�Q�W�� �6�H�U�Y�L�F�H�V�� �'�H�S�D�U�W�P�H�Q�W�� �W�R�� �W�K�H�� �$�S�S�O�L�F�D�Q�W after 
undergoing the Conceptual Site Plan review of the Project. In Exhibit D, the �&�L�W�\�¶�V�� �'�H�Y�H�O�R�S�P�H�Q�W��
Services Department asked the applicant to confirm whether there would be encroachments into the 
Pacific Coast Highway Sidewalk.  

The Project would not require street vacation, therefore, no discretionary approvals related to street 
vacations would be required. As such, no transportation impact related to street vacations would 
occur. 

The commenter is incorrect in stating that a significant traffic impact would occur.  As discussed on 
pages 4.12-10 through 4.12-11 within Section 4.12, Transportation of the Draft EIR, impacts to 
transportation would be less than significant.  Findings and conclusions of the Draft EIR are not 
affected. Revisions to the Draft EIR are not required. 

 

COMMENT NO. 5-10 

�,�Q���D�G�G�L�W�L�R�Q�����W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W�¶�V���S�U�R�S�R�V�H�G���W�U�D�Q�V�L�H�Q�W���U�H�V�L�G�H�Q�W�L�D�O���X�V�H�V���± unlike the current office uses of the 
Project site �± will require resizing of underground utilities, which is further complicated by the isolated 
location of the Project from other uses, as shown on the screenshot below, and will require street 
improvements and changes: 

���������	
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As the City concedes:  

�x Long Beach Energy Resources currently maintains an active gas service line feeding the 
existing building on the lot that will need to be upsized/renewed  if loads increase  due to 
the conversion. See GIS map (attached) for approximate location of the service. 

�x If additional new gas service or renewal of existing service is needed for the proposed 
conversion, Long Beach Energy Resources will need to review and approve the location for 
the meter and buried service line to be installed. Please consider that the routing of the 
buried gas service line and clearance requirements for meter may impact the design of the 
development.  

(Exhibit D, p. 2, emph. added.) 

�)�X�U�W�K�H�U�P�R�U�H���� �W�K�H�� �&�L�W�\�¶�V�� �G�R�F�X�P�H�Q�W�V�� �V�K�R�Z�� �W�K�D�W�� �W�K�H�U�H�� �D�U�H�� �F�X�U�U�H�Q�W�� �S�O�D�Q�V�� �E�\��Caltrans for street 
modifications near the Project, including on Pacific Coast Highway. (Exhibit S, p. 6.) 

�$�V���V�X�F�K�����W�K�H���(�,�5�¶�V���R�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q���R�I���W�K�L�V���Y�D�F�D�W�L�R�Q���L�V�V�X�H���L�V���S�U�H�M�X�G�L�F�L�D�O���L�Q���O�L�J�K�W���R�I���W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W�¶�V���W�U�D�I�I�L�F���D�Q�G��
utilities impacts, and the associated risks to the surrounding environment. 

 

RESPONSE NO. 5-10 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. The comment is incorrect in stating that the Project would require the resizing of 
natural gas service lines. As discussed above, the commenter relies on  �D�� �O�H�W�W�H�U�� �I�U�R�P�� �W�K�H�� �&�L�W�\�¶�V��
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Development Services Department to the Applicant after undergoing the Conceptual Site Plan 
review of the Project to make this assertion. The letter referenced in  Exhibit D states that if the active 
gas load increases, then Long Beach Energy Resources will need to increase and upsize the active 
gas service line. However, as discussed on page 4.14-11 within Section 4.14, Utilities and Service 
Systems, of the Draft EIR, the projected natural gas demand during Project operations would 
represent a negligible in�F�U�H�D�V�H���F�R�P�S�D�U�H�G���W�R���W�K�H���&�R�X�Q�W�\�¶�V���R�Y�H�U�D�O�O���Q�D�W�X�U�D�O���J�D�V���F�R�Q�V�X�P�S�W�L�R�Q���L�Q�F�U�H�D�V�H�� 
As such, the Project would not require the construction of new or upsized natural gas facilities. 

Furthermore, as discussed on page ES-3, within the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR, any 
activities within the Pacific Coast Highway right-of-way would require a street improvement 
encroachment permit from Caltrans. Findings and conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected. 
Revisions to the Draft EIR are not required.  

 

COMMENT NO. 5-11 

Second , the Draft EIR omits the Conditional Use Permit required for open space, lot coverage, and 
most importantly parking reduction and the associated impacts of the Project apparently improperly 
�U�H�O�\�L�Q�J���R�Q���$�%�������������I�R�U���S�D�U�N�L�Q�J���U�H�G�X�F�W�L�R�Q�����,�W���F�O�D�L�P�V���W�K�D�W���³�$�%�������������D�S�S�O�L�H�V���W�R���W�K�L�V���S�U�R�S�H�U�W�\���V�L�W�H���Z�K�L�F�K��
eliminates the requirement for minimum parking re�T�X�L�U�H�P�H�Q�W�V���I�R�U���W�K�H���F�K�D�Q�J�H���L�Q���X�V�H���´����Exhibit D , p. 
1.) 

To be clear, unlike the enumerated discretionary approvals listed in the Draft EIR (DEIR, p. ES-3) 
and quoted above, which lists only one conditional use permit, the Project Applicant has initially 
sought two conditional use permits, one of which was for parking reduction and other requirements 
that would be changed, such as open space. (Exhibit F  �>�3�U�R�M�H�F�W�� �$�S�S�O�L�F�D�Q�W�¶�V�� �L�Q�Y�R�L�F�H�� �V�K�R�Z�L�Q�J��
payment for two (2) CUPs].) 

And the Project Applicant himself conceded that the Project has an issue with parking that needs to 
be addressed, stating: 

In addition  to the 17 surface being removed , there will be a net loss  of 35 parking spaces 
in the underground structure . Regarding parking, we would also like the City to opine on 
whether/how AB 2097 would apply to the project. This bill will go into effect in January and 
may offer some relief from parking requirements for the project. 

(Exhibit V , p. 4 [October 26, 2023 email from Project Applicant, which includes the quoted October 
20, 2022 Email from Project Applicant].) 

�3�H�U���W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V���R�Z�Q���U�H�F�R�U�G�V�����W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W���L�Q�F�O�X�G�H�V���$�G�D�S�W�L�Y�H���5�H�X�V�H���W�R���D�G�G�U�H�V�V���F�R�G�H���G�H�I�L�F�L�H�Q�F�L�H�V�����R�S�H�Q��
space, parking, density). (Exhibit W [November 3, 2022 Email between City staff].) 

And later, the Project Applicant also conceded that the Project may not necessarily be eligible for 
�$�%�������������D�Q�G���U�H�T�X�H�V�W�H�G���W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V���R�S�L�Q�L�R�Q���R�Q���L�W�����Q�R�W�L�Q�J�����³�7�K�H���S�U�R�M�H�F�W���V�L�W�H���L�V���H�O�L�J�L�E�O�H���I�R�U���$�%�����������X�Q�G�H�U��
the 2016 SCAG map, but not LBTransit map. Have we had a determinate on which map we will use 
�I�R�U���W�K�H���S�D�U�N�L�Q�J���H�[�H�P�S�W�L�R�Q���D�O�O�R�Z�D�Q�F�H�"�´����Ibid.) 

But rather than address this issue meaningfully, the City swept it under the rug, excluded the 
additional Adaptive Reuse CUP, and summarily claimed that AB 2097 applies to the Project without 
further elaboration. Not so. 
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In particular, AB 2097 provides: 

SEC. 2. Section 65863.2 is added to the Government Code, to read: 

65863.2. (a) A public agency shall not impose or enforce any minimum automobile parking 
requirement on a residential , commercial, or other development project if the project is located 
within one-half mile of public transit. 

(b) Notwithstanding subdivision (a), a city, county, or city and county may impose or enforce 
minimum automobile parking requirements on a project that is located within one-half mile of public 
transit if the public agency makes written findings , within 30 days of the receipt of a completed  
application,  that  not  imposing  or  enforcing  minimum automobile parking requirements on the 
development would have a substantially negative impact, supported by a preponderance of the 
evidence in the record, on any of the following: 

���������7�K�H���F�L�W�\�¶�V�����F�R�X�Q�W�\�¶�V�����R�U���F�L�W�\���D�Q�G���F�R�X�Q�W�\�¶�V���D�E�L�O�L�W�\���W�R���P�H�H�W���L�W�V���V�K�D�U�H���R�I���W�K�H���U�H�J�L�R�Q�D�O���K�R�X�V�L�Q�J��
need in accordance with Section 65584 for low- and very low income households. 

���������7�K�H���F�L�W�\�¶�V�����F�R�X�Q�W�\�¶�V�����R�U���F�L�W�\���D�Q�G���F�R�X�Q�W�\�¶�V���D�E�L�O�L�W�\���W�R���P�H�H�W���D�Q�\���V�S�H�F�L�D�O���K�R�X�V�L�Q�J���Q�H�H�G�V���I�R�U���W�K�H��
elderly or persons with disabilities identified in the analysis required pursuant to paragraph 
(7) of subdivision (a) of Section 65583. 

(3) Existing residential or commercial parking within one-half mile of the housing development 
project. 

(c) For a housing development project, subdivision (b) shall not apply if the housing 
development project satisfies any of the following: 

(1) The development dedicates a minimum of 20 percent of the total number of housing 
units to very low, low-, or moderate- income  households,  students,  the  elderly,  or  persons  
with disabilities. 

(2) The development contains fewer than 20 housing units. 

(3) The development is subject to park ng reductions based on the provisions of any other 
applicable law. 

(d) Notwithstanding subdivision (a), an event center shall provide parking, as required 
by local ordinance, for employees and other workers. 

(e) For purposes of this section: 
(1) �³�+�R�X�V�L�Q�J�� �G�H�Y�H�O�R�S�P�H�Q�W���S�U�R�M�H�F�W�´�� �P�H�D�Q�V���D���K�R�X�V�L�Q�J�� �G�H�Y�H�O�R�S�P�H�Q�W���S�U�R�M�H�F�W 

as defined in paragraph (2) of subdivision (h) of Section 65589.5. 
(2) �³�/�R�Z- and very low income �K�R�X�V�H�K�R�O�G�V�´ means the same �D�V���³�O�R�Z�H�U 

income �K�R�X�V�H�K�R�O�G�V�´ as defined in Section 50079.5 of the Health and Safety 
Code. 

(3) �³�0�R�G�H�U�D�W�H-income �K�R�X�V�H�K�R�O�G�V�´ means the same as �³�S�H�U�V�R�Q�V�� �D�Q�G 
families of moderate �L�Q�F�R�P�H���´���D�V���G�H�I�L�Q�H�G in Section 50093 of the Health and 
Safety Code. 

(4) �³�3�X�E�O�L�F �D�J�H�Q�F�\�´ means the state or any state agency, board, or 
commission, any city, county, city and county, including charter cities, or 
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special district, or any agency, board, or commission of the city, county, 
city and county, special district, joint powers authority, or other political 
subdivision. 

(5) �³�3�X�E�O�L�F �W�U�D�Q�V�L�W�´ means a major transit stop as defined in Section 21155 
of the Public Resources Code. 

(6) �³Project �  ́ does not include a project where any portion is designated 
for use as a hotel, motel, bed and breakfast inn, or  other transient   lodging ,  
except  where  a  portion  of  a  housing development project is designated 
for use as a residential hotel, as defined in Section 50519 of the Health and 
Safety Code. 

Based on the above-noted, the Project clearly does not qualify for a parking exemption or reduction 
because: 

1) The Project here is a transient lodging �± it is a dormitory �± and hence, an exception from 
AB 2097; 

2) The Project here is not within ½ mile of transit as defined by AB 2097 and PRC referenced 
therein; and 

3) The Project here does not provide any �D�I�I�R�U�G�D�E�O�H���K�R�X�V�L�Q�J���W�R���H�O�L�P�L�Q�D�W�H���W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V���S�R�V�V�L�E�L�O�L�W�\��
to find special adverse impacts on public health and safety. 

That dormitories are a transient lodging facility is confirmed by various agencies and cases. For 
example, City of Los Angeles requires a checklist for transient facilities, which lists dormitories as an 
example of those. (Exhibit G 8 [City of LA Supplemental Plan Review Checklist for Transient Lodging 
Rooms].) Various courts have considered dormitories as transient lodging. (Carolyn v. Orange Park 
Community Assn. �������������� �������� �&�D�O���$�S�S�����W�K�� ������������ ���������� �>�³�� �µ�W�U�D�Q�V�L�H�Q�W���O�R�G�J�L�Q�J�¶�� ���O�L�N�H�� �E�R�D�U�G�L�Q�J�� �K�R�X�V�H�V����
dormitories, resorts, hotels, motels, and inns) and therefore qualify as a public accommodation in its 
�H�Q�W�L�U�H�W�\�´�@����San Diego Gas & Electric Co. v. Superior Court �������������� ������ �&�D�O�����W�K�� ���������� �������� �>�³�,�Q�� �W�K�D�W��
�G�H�F�L�V�L�R�Q���W�K�H���F�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q���D�O�V�R���G�H�W�H�U�P�L�Q�H�G���W�K�D�W���W�K�H���W�H�U�P���µ�U�H�V�L�G�H�Q�W�L�D�O���F�X�V�W�R�P�H�U�¶���L�Q���V�H�F�W�L�R�Q�����������L�Q�F�O�X�G�H�G��
single-family houses, apartments, condominiums, and mobilehomes, but excluded transient 
trailerparks, hotels and motels, and other places of temporary occupancy such as hospitals and 
�F�R�O�O�H�J�H���G�R�U�P�L�W�R�U�L�H�V���´�@�� 

Yet, the Draft EIR is silent on this issue altogether and improperly presumes that the student 
dormitory here is covered by AB 2097. 

Moreover, there is no showing that the Project is within a ½ mile of a qualifying transit stop or that it 
provide affordable units. (DEIR, p. 4.12-1�² 4.12-2; 4.12-9.) The Draft EIR simply claims that the 
Project is within 0.5 miles of a public transit stop. (DEIR, p. 4.12-9 or 4.12-�����������,�W���Q�R�W�H�V�����³�$�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H��
2 would be subject to AB 2097 parking requirements and would not enforce minimum parking 
requirements as the Project Site is located within one-half mile of public transit options including 
LBT bus service and the CSULB Beachside shuttle ���´�����'�(�,�5�����S�����(�6-18, emph. added.) But LBT is 
not �D���T�X�D�O�L�I�\�L�Q�J���P�D�M�R�U���W�U�D�Q�V�L�W���V�W�R�S���E�\���L�W�V�H�O�I�����$�%�������������G�H�I�L�Q�H�V���³�S�X�E�O�L�F���W�U�D�Q�V�L�W�´���D�V�����³���������³�3�X�E�O�L�F���W�U�D�Q�V�L�W�´��
means a major transit �V�W�R�S���D�V���G�H�I�L�Q�H�G���L�Q���6�H�F�W�L�R�Q���������������R�I���W�K�H���3�X�E�O�L�F���5�H�V�R�X�U�F�H�V���&�R�G�H���´���8�Q�G�H�U���W�K�H��
�U�H�I�H�U�H�Q�F�H�G���3�5�&���†���������������E�������³�$���P�D�M�R�U���W�U�D�Q�V�L�W���V�W�R�S���L�V���D�V���G�H�I�L�Q�H�G���L�Q���6�H�F�W�L�R�Q���������������������H�[�F�H�S�W���W�K�D�W�����I�R�U��
purposes of this section, it also includes major transit stops that are included in the applicable 
�U�H�J�L�R�Q�D�O���W�U�D�Q�V�S�R�U�W�D�W�L�R�Q���S�O�D�Q���´��And, under Public Resources Code § 21064.3: 

�³�0�D�M�R�U���W�U�D�Q�V�L�W���V�W�R�S�´���P�H�D�Q�V���D���V�L�W�H���F�R�Q�W�D�L�Q�L�Q�J���D�Q�\���R�I���W�K�H���I�R�O�O�R�Z�L�Q�J�� 
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(a) An existing rail or bus rapid transit station.  
(b) A ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service. 
(c) The intersection  of two or more major bus routes with a frequency  of service interval of 

20 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. 
(Emph. added.) 

There is no indication that the LBT here fits the definition of either PRC sections 21155 or  21064.3, 
including the requirement that there be at least one other intersecting bus or the  requirement of the 
20-minute interval frequency of service. To the co�Q�W�U�D�U�\�����E�D�V�H�G���R�Q���W�K�H���'�U�D�I�W�����(�,�5�¶�V���G�H�V�F�U�L�S�W�L�R�Q�V�����W�K�H��
LBT buses appear to be traveling only east/west �± i.e., do not intersect. 

As for the CSULB shuttle, there is no clear record or assurance of any existing CSULB Beachside 
shuttle that serves or will serve the Project site. 

Footnote 8: Also available here: https://ladbs.org/docs/default-source/forms/plan-check- 
2017/supplemental-plan-review-checklist-no-6---transient-lodging.pdf?sfvrsn=b881f953_6 

 

RESPONSE NO. 5-11 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. The comment states the commentor�¶s belief that the Project is not eligible for AB 
2097, and therefore not eligible for parking reductions and that there are deficiencies at the Project 
Site. �7�K�H���F�R�P�P�H�Q�W�R�U���V�W�D�W�H�V���W�K�D�W���(�[�K�L�E�L�W���:���G�H�P�R�Q�V�W�U�D�W�H�V���W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V���D�Z�D�U�H�Q�H�V�V���R�I���G�H�I�L�F�L�H�Q�F�L�H�V���D�W���W�K�H��
Project Site.  

As described on page 4.12-1 within Section 1.12 Transportation of the Draft EIR, AB 2097 prohibits 
public agencies or cities from imposing a minimum automobile parking requirement on development 
projects within a half-mile radius of a major transit stop. This includes residential, commercial, and 
industrial projects, but does not include hotels, motels, bed and breakfast inns, or other transient 
lodgings. The Project would adaptively reuse an office building into student residential housing near 
a major transit stop.  

The Project Site is located within 0.5 miles of public transportation. Existing transit services that 
serve the Project Site include LBT Lines 41, 45, and 46, which provide service to the Metro 
Downtown Long Beach Station. Additional transit lines also include LBT Lines 171, 175, 91, 111, 
112, 121, and 173; which are all within 0.5 miles of the Project Site. All these services would continue 
to serve the Project Site during Project operations. The Project would not be associated the CSULB 
Beachside Shuttle. As described in Exhibit D, �W�K�H�� �&�L�W�\�¶�V�� �'�H�Y�H�O�R�S�P�H�Q�W�� �6�H�U�Y�L�F�H�V�� �'�H�S�D�U�W�P�H�Q�W��
acknowledges that AB 2097 would apply to the Project Site, which eliminates the requirement for 
minimum parking requirements.  

Notably, neither AB 2097 nor Section 50519 of the Health and Safety Code (HSC) defines �³transient 
lodging�  ́specifically or identifies student housing as transient housing. Rather, the HSC identifies 
that a residential hotel differs from transient lodging because, in a residential hotel, the hotel is the 
primary residence for the guests staying there whereas, in transient lodging, the lodging would not 
be considered the primary residence for the guest. Because student housing would be the primary 
residence for the students that live there, the Project more closely resembles a residential hotel than 
transient housing. As such, consistent with the determination made by the City, AB 2097 applies to 
the Project. 

���������	
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Furthermore, Exhibit G  refers to the City of LA Supplemental Plan Review Checklist for Transient 
Lodging Rooms and would not be applicable for the City of Long Beach.  

Finally, the Project would require a site plan review of the adaptive reuse of the building to ensure 
that the Project is consistent with the California Green Building Code Standards and all other building 
codes in effect at the time of construction. Therefore, any deficiencies would be addressed prior to 
construction. Findings and conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected. Revisions to the Draft EIR 
are not required.  

 

COMMENT NO. 5-12 

Another critical consideration that the DEIR fails to acknowledge is that most student dormitories are 
located adjacent to universities or colleges. This Project is, however, different. As the traffic engineer 
commented for this Project: �³�‡ Land use code 226 (Off-Campus Student Apartment [Mid-Rise]) 
provides trip rates for the �³�$�G�M�D�F�H�Q�W to �&�D�P�S�X�V�´ land use subcategory, which does not apply to the 
Project as it is over 0.5 miles  from  CSULB��� ́(Exhibit  J [Traffic �(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�¶�V comments/Planner to DB 
Applicant Email of March 27, 2024].) As such, the Project students will have to use their cars to be 
able to get to the University and also address their living needs and necessities, such as shop for 
food. 

Since the Draft EIR fails to provide an accurate Project description of all the discretionary approvals 
�D�Q�G�� �F�K�D�Q�J�H�V�� �W�K�H�� �3�U�R�M�H�F�W�� �V�H�H�N�V�� �D�Q�G�� �L�V�� �E�D�V�H�G�� �R�Q�� �I�O�D�Z�H�G�� �D�V�V�X�P�S�W�L�R�Q�V���� �W�K�H�� �'�U�D�I�W�� �(�,�5�¶�V�� �S�U�R�M�H�F�W��
description is inaccurate, incomplete, and non-finite, as a matter of law. 

 

RESPONSE NO. 5-12 

�7�K�L�V���F�R�P�P�H�Q�W���L�V���Q�R�W�H�G���I�R�U���W�K�H���U�H�F�R�U�G���D�Q�G���Z�L�O�O���E�H���I�R�U�Z�D�U�G�H�G���W�R���G�H�F�L�V�L�R�Q���P�D�N�H�U�V���I�R�U���W�K�H�L�U���U�H�Y�L�H�Z���D�Q�G��
�F�R�Q�V�L�G�H�U�D�W�L�R�Q�����7�K�H�� �F�R�P�P�H�Q�W�� �T�X�H�V�W�L�R�Q�V�� �Z�K�H�W�K�H�U�� �W�K�H�� �,�7�(�� �O�D�Q�G�� �X�V�H�� �F�R�G�H�� �������� �D�S�S�O�L�H�V�� �W�K�H�� �X�V�H�V��
�S�U�R�S�R�V�H�G���E�\���W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W�������$�V���V�W�D�W�H�G���R�Q���S�D�J�H�����������������Z�L�W�K�L�Q���6�H�F�W�L�R�Q���������������7�U�D�Q�V�S�R�U�W�D�W�L�R�Q�����R�I���W�K�H���'�U�D�I�W��
�(�,�5���D�Q�G���Z�L�W�K�L�Q���$�S�S�H�Q�G�L�[���+�����7�U�L�S���*�H�Q�H�U�D�W�L�R�Q���$�Q�D�O�\�V�L�V���D�Q�G���9�H�K�L�F�O�H���0�L�O�H�V���7�U�D�Y�H�O�H�G���6�F�U�H�H�Q�L�Q�J�����R�I���W�K�H��
�'�U�D�I�W���(�,�5�����W�R���D�F�F�R�X�Q�W���I�R�U���W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W���E�H�L�Q�J���R�Y�H�U���ò���P�L�O�H���I�U�R�P���D�Q�\���S�R�V�W���V�H�F�R�Q�G�D�U�\���F�D�P�S�X�V�����P�R�G�L�I�L�H�G��
�U�D�W�H�V���Z�H�U�H���G�H�Y�H�O�R�S�H�G���X�V�L�Q�J���,�7�(���W�U�L�S���J�H�Q�H�U�D�W�L�R�Q���G�D�W�D���I�U�R�P���W�K�H���2�I�I���&�D�P�S�X�V���6�W�X�G�H�Q�W���$�S�D�U�W�P�H�Q�W�����/�R�Z��
�5�L�V�H�����O�D�Q�G���X�V�H���Z�L�W�K���W�K�H���³�D�G�M�D�F�H�Q�W���W�R���F�D�P�S�X�V�´���V�X�E�F�D�W�H�J�R�U�\�������� 

�$�V���G�H�V�F�U�L�E�H�G���R�Q���S�D�J�H�������������������W�K�U�R�X�J�K�������������������Z�L�W�K�L�Q���6�H�F�W�L�R�Q�������������7�U�D�Q�V�S�R�U�W�D�W�L�R�Q���R�I���W�K�H���'�U�D�I�W���(�,�5����
�V�W�X�G�H�Q�W�V�� �U�H�V�L�G�L�Q�J�� �D�W�� �W�K�H�� �3�U�R�M�H�F�W�� �6�L�W�H�� �Z�R�X�O�G�� �K�D�Y�H�� �D�F�F�H�V�V�� �W�R�� �W�U�D�Q�V�L�W�� �V�H�U�Y�L�F�H�V�����7�K�H�� �3�U�R�M�H�F�W�� �6�L�W�H�� �L�V��
�F�X�U�U�H�Q�W�O�\�� �V�H�U�Y�H�G�� �E�\���W�U�D�Q�V�L�W���V�X�F�K�� �D�V���/�%�7�� �/�L�Q�H�V�� �������� �������� �D�Q�G���������� �Z�K�L�F�K�� �S�U�R�Y�L�G�H�� �V�H�U�Y�L�F�H���W�R�� �W�K�H�� �0�H�W�U�R��
�'�R�Z�Q�W�R�Z�Q���/�R�Q�J���%�H�D�F�K���6�W�D�W�L�R�Q�����/�%�7���/�L�Q�H�V�������������������������������������������������������������D�Q�G�����������Z�K�L�F�K���D�U�H���D�O�O���Z�L�W�K�L�Q��
���������P�L�O�H�V���R�I���W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W���6�L�W�H�� 

�3�H�G�H�V�W�U�L�D�Q���D�F�F�H�V�V���W�R���W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W���6�L�W�H���L�V���S�U�R�Y�L�G�H�G���Y�L�D���V�L�G�H�Z�D�O�N�V���O�R�F�D�W�H�G���D�O�R�Q�J���3�D�F�L�I�L�F���&�R�D�V�W���+�L�J�K�Z�D�\����
�(�D�V�W���$�Q�D�K�H�L�P���6�W�U�H�H�W�����D�Q�G���&�O�D�U�N���$�Y�H�Q�X�H�����D�Q�G���E�L�F�\�F�O�H���D�F�F�H�V�V���L�V���S�U�R�Y�L�G�H�G���Y�L�D���E�L�F�\�F�O�H���S�D�W�K�V���R�Q���3�D�F�L�I�L�F��
�&�R�D�V�W���+�L�J�K�Z�D�\�����$�G�G�L�W�L�R�Q�D�O�O�\�����W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W���Z�R�X�O�G���S�U�R�Y�L�G�H�����������Q�H�Z���E�L�F�\�F�O�H���S�D�U�N�L�Q�J���V�S�D�F�H�V���W�K�D�W���Z�R�X�O�G��
�I�X�U�W�K�H�U�� �S�U�R�P�R�W�H�� �W�K�H�� �X�V�H�� �R�I���D�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H�� �W�U�D�Q�V�S�R�U�W�D�W�L�R�Q�����)�X�U�W�K�H�U�P�R�U�H���� �D�V�� �G�H�V�F�U�L�E�H�G�� �R�Q�� �S�D�J�H�� ����������������
�W�K�U�R�X�J�K�����������������Z�L�W�K�L�Q���6�H�F�W�L�R�Q�������������7�U�D�Q�V�S�R�U�W�D�W�L�R�Q���R�I���W�K�H���'�U�D�I�W���(�,�5�����W�U�D�Q�V�S�R�U�W�D�W�L�R�Q���L�P�S�D�F�W�V���Z�R�X�O�G���E�H��
�O�H�V�V�� �W�K�D�Q�� �V�L�J�Q�L�I�L�F�D�Q�W�� �D�V�� �W�K�H�� �3�U�R�M�H�F�W�� �Z�R�X�O�G�� �Q�R�W�� �F�R�Q�I�O�L�F�W�� �Z�L�W�K�� �D�� �S�U�R�J�U�D�P���� �S�O�D�Q���� �R�U�G�L�Q�D�Q�F�H�� �R�U�� �S�R�O�L�F�\��
�D�G�G�U�H�V�V�L�Q�J���W�K�H���F�L�U�F�X�O�D�W�L�R�Q���V�\�V�W�H�P�����L�Q�F�O�X�G�L�Q�J���W�U�D�Q�V�L�W�����U�R�D�G�Z�D�\�����E�L�F�\�F�O�H���D�Q�G���S�H�G�H�V�W�U�L�D�Q���I�D�F�L�O�L�W�L�H�V���� 
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�7�K�H���F�R�P�P�H�Q�W�H�U���L�Q�F�R�U�U�H�F�W�O�\���V�W�D�W�H�V���W�K�D�W���W�K�H���'�U�D�I�W���(�,�5���3�U�R�M�H�F�W���'�H�V�F�U�L�S�W�L�R�Q���L�V���L�Q�F�R�P�S�O�H�W�H�����7�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W��
�K�D�V���S�U�R�Y�L�G�H�G���D�Q���D�G�H�T�X�D�W�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W���'�H�V�F�U�L�S�W�L�R�Q���E�D�V�H�G���R�Q���W�K�H���V�X�E�V�W�D�Q�W�L�D�O���H�Y�L�G�H�Q�F�H���S�U�H�V�H�Q�W�H�G���L�Q���W�K�H��
�'�U�D�I�W���(�,�5���D�Q�G���W�K�H���Z�K�R�O�H���U�H�F�R�U�G���E�H�I�R�U�H���W�K�H���/�H�D�G���$�J�H�Q�F�\�����)�L�Q�G�L�Q�J�V���D�Q�G���F�R�Q�F�O�X�V�L�R�Q�V���R�I���W�K�H���'�U�D�I�W���(�,�5��
�D�U�H���Q�R�W���D�I�I�H�F�W�H�G�����5�H�Y�L�V�L�R�Q�V���W�R���W�K�H���'�U�D�I�W���(�,�5���D�U�H���Q�R�W���U�H�T�X�L�U�H�G 

 

COMMENT NO. 5-13 

Third , �G�H�V�S�L�W�H���R�X�U���R�I�I�L�F�H�¶�V���&�D�O�L�I�R�U�Q�L�D���3�X�E�O�L�F���5�H�F�R�U�G�V���$�F�W�����³PRA�´�����U�H�T�X�H�V�W�V���D�Q�G���W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V���S�U�R�G�X�F�W�L�R�Q�V��
�D�V���R�I���W�K�H���G�D�W�H���R�I���W�K�L�V���F�R�P�P�H�Q�W���O�H�W�W�H�U�����Z�H���K�D�Y�H���Q�R�W���I�R�X�Q�G���W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W�¶�V���S�U�R�S�R�V�H�G���S�O�D�Q�V���D�Q�G���S�U�H�F�L�V�H��
changes to the interior and exterior of the Project site. Indeed, the Draft EIR concedes that the Project 
plans are not yet finalized: 

�³�3�U�R�M�H�F�W���S�O�D�Q�V���K�D�Y�H��not yet been developed to identify specific Project features that would support 
reductions in electrical usage, adjustments were made to the California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod) modeling to represent that the Project would comply with the 2022 California Building 
�6�W�D�Q�G�D�U�G�V���&�R�G�H���������������&�&�5���7�L�W�O�H�����������´ 

(DEIR, p. 4.6-10, emph. added.) 

For this reason, too, the Draft EIR fails to provide an accurate complete and finite project description 
to allow meaningful impact analysis. 

Recently, a similar project and its EIR were struck down by the court for an inaccurate project 
description. The court stated: 

�,�Q���W�K�L�V���F�D�V�H�����0�L�O�O�H�Q�Q�L�X�P�¶�V���I�D�L�O�X�U�H���W�R���S�U�H�V�H�Q�W���D�Q�\���F�R�Q�F�U�H�W�H���S�U�R�M�H�F�W���S�U�R�S�R�V�D�O�����L�Q�V�W�H�D�G���F�K�R�R�V�L�Q�J���F�R�Q�F�H�S�W�V��
�D�Q�G�� �³�L�P�S�D�F�W�� �H�Q�Y�H�O�R�S�H�V�´�� �U�D�W�K�H�U�� �W�K�D�Q�� �D�Q�� �D�F�F�X�U�D�W�H���� �V�W�D�E�O�H���� �D�Q�G�� �I�L�Q�L�W�H�� �S�U�R�M�H�F�W���� �Z�D�V�� �D�Q�� �R�E�V�W�D�F�O�H�� �W�R��
�L�Q�I�R�U�P�H�G�� �S�X�E�O�L�F�� �S�D�U�W�L�F�L�S�D�W�L�R�Q���� �³�H�Y�H�Q�� �L�I�� �Z�H�� �F�D�Q�Q�R�W�� �V�D�\�� �V�X�F�K input would have changed the project 
�X�O�W�L�P�D�W�H�O�\�� �V�H�O�H�F�W�H�G�� �D�Q�G�� �D�S�S�U�R�Y�H�G���´�� ��Washoe Meadows, supra, 17 Cal.App.5th at p. 290, 225 
Cal.Rptr.3d 238.) Accordingly, the trial court correctly invalidated the EIR and granted the CEQA writ 
petition. 

Stopthemillenniumhollywood.com v. City of Los Angeles (2019) 39 Cal.App.5th 1, 20 

The Draft EIR here suffers from the flaws similar to those in StoptheMillenniumHollywood.com, and 
is legally flawed and inadequate, as a matter of law. 

 

RESPONSE NO. 5-13 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. The commenter incorrectly states that the Draft EIR does not provide an accurate 
complete and finite project description. As identified in Section 15124, Project Description, of the 
State CEQA Guidelines, a project description must include the location and boundaries of a project 
�V�L�W�H�����W�K�H���S�U�R�M�H�F�W�¶�V���V�W�D�W�H�P�H�Q�W���R�I���R�E�M�H�F�W�L�Y�H�V�����D���J�H�Q�H�U�D�O���G�H�V�F�U�L�S�W�L�R�Q���R�I���W�K�H���S�U�R�M�H�F�W�¶�V���F�K�D�U�D�F�W�H�U�L�V�W�L�Fs, and 
the intended uses of the EIR. The Draft EIR contains all of the information required by these 
guidelines and includes sufficient information allowing for a complete and accurate analysis for each 
and every required impact area. 
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Furthermore, the commenter has failed to identify any instances where the Draft EIR contains 
insufficient information that precluded adequate impact analysis. The precise changes to the interior 
and exterior are not necessary to provide an accurate environmental analysis. Additionally, as noted 
in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the exterior and façade of the existing building 
will largely remain the same. In regard to the project features that would reduce electrical usage, a 
full description of the exact design features is not required to accurately analyze the potential energy 
impacts for the Project. As discussed on page 4.6-10 within Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, of the Draft EIR, the modeling prepared to analyze energy consumption assumed Project 
compliance with 2022 Building Standards Code (2022 CCR Title 24), which is required by the Lead 
Agency, with no other design feature to reduce electricity usage included as a conservative analysis. 
Any design features that would be included to reduce electricity in the future would only further 
reduce impacts. As such, findings and conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected. Revisions to 
the Draft EIR are not required. 

 

COMMENT NO. 5-14 

B. �7�K�H�� �'�U�D�I�W�� �(�,�5�¶�V�� �$�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H�V�� �D�U�H�� �/�H�J�D�O�O�\�� �,�Q�D�G�H�T�X�D�W�H�� �D�Q�G�� �,�P�S�H�U�P�L�V�V�L�E�O�\�� �/�H�D�Y�H�� �R�X�W��
Feasible Alternatives  

�7�K�H�� �'�U�D�I�W�� �(�,�5�¶�V�� �D�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H�V�� �D�U�H�� �O�H�J�D�O�O�\�� �L�Q�D�G�H�T�X�D�W�H�� �D�V�� �W�K�H�\�� �R�P�L�W�� �I�H�D�V�L�E�O�H�� �D�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H�V���� �U�H�M�H�F�W��
�D�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H�V���E�\���O�H�J�D�O�O�\���P�L�V�F�R�Q�V�W�U�X�L�Q�J���&�(�4�$�¶�V���I�H�D�V�L�E�L�O�L�W�\���U�H�T�X�L�U�H�P�H�Q�W�����R�U���V�L�P�S�O�\���S�U�R�Y�L�G�H���O�H�J�D�O�O�\���D�Q�G��
factually inaccurate descriptions of alternatives. 

This, in part, stems from the narrowly-drawn project objectives, which appear to improperly simply 
mirror the desired Project rather than provide options to devise an alternative with less environmental 
impacts, as CEQA requires. 

Specifically, the Draft EIR provides the following objectives: 

�x �)�X�O�I�L�O�O���W�K�H���F�L�W�\�¶�V��housing goals by improving access to high quality housing and expanding 
student housing opportunities in proximity to open space, public transportation, and a wide 
range of services and goods. 

�x Promote sustainable development through the adaptive reuse of an existing seven-story 
office building into a 593-bed student housing development that includes supportive uses 
and amenities that promote interaction and communication between students such as large 
lounge areas and active outdoor recreational areas. 

�x Promote pedestrian and bicycle safety  and access  to the Project Site by engaging with the 
existing dedicated bike throughfare along Pacific Coast Highway with bicycle parking and 
lockers on the subterranean parking level 1. 

�x Increase access  to alternative  transportation options on the Project Site including zip cars 
and electric scooters . Increase accessibility  to the Project Site through a dedicated ride 
share pick-up and drop-off locations along East Anaheim Street . 

�x Provide a development that complements and improves the visual character  of the area by 
connecting with the surrounding urban environment through a high level of architectural 
design, including light materiality, landscape features, and active ground floor uses with open 
space amenities. 
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�x Provide safe student housing  through terraced landscape buffers and a security fence and 
gate. 

�x Create a development with high quality design  that supports environmental sustainability 
through energy efficiency, water conservation , and the reduction of greenhouse gas 
emissions  through such features as solar photovoltaic  power, electric vehicle charging 
stations, energy-efficient appliances, water efficient plumbing fixtures and fittings, and water-
efficient landscaping. 

(DEIR, p. ES-2�² 3, emph. added.) 

The above-noted objectives do not explain how a student dormitory increases housing in Long 
Beach or why does the Project necessarily need to increase housing or why �F�D�Q�¶�W it simply add 
more commercial uses or change the type of commercial uses at the Project Site. As yet another 
evidence of an attempt to draft narrow objectives to precisely mirror the desired project is the 
�(�,�5�¶�V���U�H�I�H�U�H�Q�F�H���W�R��593 beds in the Project objectives. 

Notably, based on these narrowly-drafted objectives and for the noted reasons, the City rejects 
two alternatives of New Office  Tenant Alternative and Fewer Unit Alternative and claims that 
those are infeasible as they do not allow development of the site with student housing to meet 
housing demands. (DEIR, p. 5-86.) 

In the words of the Court, which found improper alternatives and improper objectives in an 
analogous situation: 

In taking this artificially narrow approach for describing the project objectives, the 
County ensured that the results of its alternatives analysis would be a foregone 
conclusion. It also, as a result, transformed the EIR's alternatives section�² often described 
�D�V���S�D�U�W���R�I���W�K�H���³�F�R�U�H���R�I���W�K�H���(�,�5�´����In re Bay-Delta, supra, 43 Cal.4th at p. 1162)�² into an 
empty formality. 

(We Advocate Through Environmental Review v. County of Siskiyou (2022) 78 Cal.App.5th 683, 
692.) 

As such, the EIR is defective for relying on improper objectives as described above. 

And, as a result and derivatively, the EIR is also flawed for proposing a legally inadequate set or 
alternatives, which are, in addition, legally flawed by themselves. 

 

RESPONSE NO. 5-14 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. The comment incorrectly asserts that the Project objectives are narrowly-drawn 
Project objectives. The Project objectives were designed by the Lead Agency to be consistent with 
�W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶s General Plan. As discussed on page 4.9-8 through 4.9-17 within Section 4.8, Land Use 
and Planning �R�I���W�K�H���'�U�D�I�W���(�,�5�����W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V���*�H�Q�H�U�D�O���3�O�D�Q���L�Q�F�O�X�G�H�V���Y�D�U�L�R�X�V���S�R�O�L�F�L�H�V���D�Q�G���V�W�U�D�W�H�J�L�H�V���D�L�P�H�G��
at implementing sustainable development for adaptive reuse projects and expanding access to 
�K�R�X�V�L�Q�J�����$�V���V�X�F�K�����W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W���R�E�M�H�F�W�L�Y�H�V���Z�R�X�O�G���E�H���F�R�Q�V�L�V�W�H�Q�W���Z�L�W�K���W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V���*�H�Q�H�U�D�O���3�O�D�Q���D�Q�G���Z�R�X�O�G��
be adequate for the Project. Furthermore, the New Office Tenant Alternative and Fewer Unit 
Alternative would not fully support the Project Objectives as they would fail to provide opportunities 
for sustainable development and additional housing in the City.  
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The Project is not associated with CSULB and caters to students living off-campus who would 
otherwise live in housing that is not restricted for students. By providing housing specifically for 
students, it alleviates the demand on existing housing opportunities within the surrounding 
community, �W�K�H�U�H�E�\���V�X�S�S�R�U�W�L�Q�J���W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V���R�E�M�H�F�W�L�Y�H�V���W�R���S�U�R�Y�L�G�H���P�R�U�H���K�R�X�V�L�Q�J���R�S�S�R�U�W�X�Q�L�W�L�H�V����Findings 
and conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected. Revisions to the Draft EIR are not required. 

 

COMMENT NO. 5-15 

1.  No Build/No Project �± Alternative 1  

�7�K�H�� �'�U�D�I�W�� �(�,�5�¶�V�� �G�H�V�F�U�L�S�W�L�R�Q�� �R�I�� �W�K�H�� �1�R�� �%�X�L�O�G���1�R�� �3�U�R�M�H�F�W�� �D�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H�� �L�Q�F�O�X�G�H�V���� �³�7�K�H existing 
office  building  is approximately 120,000 sf,  of which 109,600 sf  is currently 
leased  (as of January 2024). The western side of the Project Site adjacent to Clark 
Avenue includes a surface parking lot, driveway, and landscaping. There is signage 
for the existing office building on the northern corner of the Project Site along Pacific 
�&�R�D�V�W���+�L�J�K�Z�D�\���´�� 

(DEIR, p. ES-18, emph. added.) 

The Draft EIR does not specify what kind of offices or commercial uses are present on site. The 
communications we have obtained from the City indicate that those commercial uses may be medical 
offices or may be general uses. The Draft EIR in a different section briefly describes the Project site 
as a medical office site. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-3 �>�³�P�H�G�L�F�D�O office �E�X�L�O�G�L�Q�J�´�@���� But the information on Internet 
shows that the Project site is advertised for lease space unrelated to medical offices, and the only 
medical office space we could find at the Project Site was pro-health medical services at Suite #500. 
(Exhibits  H-I [Printouts from website re 5150 Pacific Coast Hwy, Long Beach, CA].) 

As the �&�L�W�\�¶�V own communications confirm (Exhibit  J [City email of March 27, 2024 to DB Applicant 
re types of uses, i.e., medical or general offices] & Exhibit  K [City email of Feb. 14, 2023 asking: �³�'�R 
you know the current occupancy of the building? Empty, half full, full? This could play a substantial 
role in determining the CEQA baseline, and in turn, the feasibility of clearing CEQA for the project 
with an IS/MND or a focused EIR. Total building area is approximately [sic.] 120,000 sf., and 109,600 
sf. is currently �O�H�D�V�H�G���´�@���� it is important to verify the types of uses on the Project site in order to 
accurately determine the environmental impacts of the proposed Project and alternatives and their 
impacts as compared to such uses. 

Since the EIR fails to identify this critical information about the types of uses at the Project Site, it 
fails to serve its informational goal by providing the information on the No Build/No Project 
Alternative. 

 

RESPONSE NO. 5-15 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. The comment incorrectly states that the Draft EIR does not provide enough 
information to analyze the No Build/No Project Alternative. As described on page 2-1 within Chapter 
2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the existing office building is approximately 120,000 SF, of 
which 109,600 SF is currently leased. Furthermore, as discussed on page 4.9-3 within Section 4.9, 
Land use and Planning of the Draft EIR, the Project includes medical offices. Nevertheless, the 
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existing building is categorized as an office building. The Project baseline was evaluated as an 
existing general office building. 

As discussed in CEQA Guidelines 15126.6, the EIR is only required to include sufficient information 
about each alternative to allowing for a meaningful analysis and comparison with the Project. The 
�'�U�D�I�W���(�,�5�¶�V���L�Q�F�O�X�V�L�R�Q���R�I���W�K�H���D�P�R�X�Q�W���R�I���R�I�I�L�F�H���X�V�H�V���L�Q���V�T�X�D�U�H���I�H�H�W���D�V���Z�H�O�O���D�V���W�K�H���V�L�]�H���D�Q�G���W�K�H���O�R�F�D�W�L�R�Q��
of the building provides enough information to provide a comparative analysis between the 
alternative, the Project, and the other alternatives included in the Draft EIR. Based on the substantial 
evidence presented in the Draft EIR, and the whole record before the Lead Agency, the information 
presented for the No Build/No Project Alternative identified in the Draft EIR are considered adequate 
and appropriate. Findings and conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected. Revisions to the Draft 
EIR are not required.  

 

COMMENT NO. 5-16 

In addition, the EIR fails to specify the number of subterranean or surface parking spaces that exist 
on the Project site, although all other Alternatives propose to remove the surface parking and rely 
on the subterranean parking only. Notably, as noted earlier, per �W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V���U�H�F�R�U�G�V�������� surface parking 
spaces and also 34 subterranean parking spaces will be removed by the Project. 

As shown in the Alternatives below, the Draft EIR provides a different count of parking stalls per 
Alternatives 2-4, even though all of those alternatives utilize only the subterranean three-level 
parking and therefore cannot be increased. Notably, even with the lower parking space number 
mentioned in the Draft EIR for the Project, some of the provided parking will be tandem, i.e., back-
to-back: 

The Project would provide 0.61 spaces  per bed, which would result in 364 
proposed  vehicle  parking  stalls . The Project would continue to encourage the 
use of walking, cycling, and transit by maintaining existing pedestrian, bicycle, and 
transit access to the Project Site. The Project would also provide 150 new 
parking  spaces  and a rideshare  drop-off and drop-off area, which would further 
encourage the use of cycling and carpooling. 

(DEIR, p. 4.12-10, emph. added.) 

The Draft EIR also provides: 

The Project would include three levels of subterranean vehicular parking, for a total of 133,163 SF. 
There would be a total of 364 parking stalls (218 standard spaces, 19 accessible spaces, 127 
tandem spaces ). The Project would also include 150 bicycle parking spaces on the first floor of 
subterranean parking. Outdoor amenities would be located throughout the Project Site, including a 
fitness turf, wading pool, shade structure, and flexible lawn east of Clark Avenue, and an outdoor 
dining patio west of the Pacific Coast Highway. The exterior of the building would remain the same, 
with the addition of decorative window film and improvements to the ground level entryways; 
however, the majority of the adaptive reuse would involve tenant improvements to the interior of the 
building. 

(DEIR, p. 5-1, emph. added.) 
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�$�V�� �H�Y�L�G�H�Q�W�� �I�U�R�P�� �W�K�H�� �D�E�R�Y�H�� �W�Z�R�� �T�X�R�W�H�G�� �V�H�F�W�L�R�Q�V���� �W�K�H�� �(�,�5�¶�V�� �G�H�V�F�U�L�E�H�G�� �������� �Q�H�Z�� �S�D�U�N�L�Q�J�� �V�S�D�F�H�V�� �R�I��
Project are not vehicle parking spaces, but rather bicycle spaces. But the EIR fails to clarify this 
detail, thereby providing a misleading description of the Project against which the Alternatives are 
compared. 

Based on the above-mentioned, it is reasonably foreseeable that parking stalls within the 3-level 
subterranean parking under some Alternatives that exceed the 364 parking stalls will include even 
more tandem spaces, which is not duly disclosed. 

RESPONSE NO. 5-16 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project is currently 
developed with a seven-story office building with three levels of subterranean parking. The Project 
would adapt the existing parking on the Project Site to include 364 parking stalls (218 standard 
spaces, 19 accessible spaces, 127 tandem spaces). The Project would also include 150 bicycle 
parking spaces. While the exact number of parking stalls is not specified for the existing parking 
available on site, this information is not necessary to conduct an accurate and adequate 
environmental review. As discussed in Section 4.12, Transportation, existing vehicle trips are 
�F�D�O�F�X�O�D�W�H�G���X�V�L�Q�J���W�K�H���,�7�(�¶�V���J�X�L�G�D�Q�F�H���I�R�U���W�K�H���O�D�Q�G���X�V�H�V���R�Q���V�L�W�H�����Q�R�W���S�D�U�N�L�Q�J�����2�W�K�H�U���W�K�D�Q���F�R�P�S�O�\�L�Q�J���Z�L�W�K��
�W�K�H�� �/�H�D�G�� �$�J�H�Q�F�\�¶�V parking requirements during operation of the project (of which the project is 
exempt per AB 2097), parking is not a CEQA topic.  

Additionally, please refer to RESPONSE NO. 5-15, which discusses that an EIR is only required to 
include sufficient information about each alternative to allow for a meaningful analysis and 
comparison with the Project. Identifying an exact amount of parking stalls for each alternative is not 
necessary to meaningful compare the environmental impacts of each alternative to the Project. As 
such, the Draft EIR provides an adequate alternatives analysis, and the and the findings and 
conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected. Revisions to the Draft EIR are not required. 

 

COMMENT NO. 5-17 

2.  Market Rate Housing �± Alternative 2  

The Draft �(�,�5�¶�V��second Market Rate Housing Alternative is also inaccurately described. It offers 149 
units , comprised of 65 one-bedroom , 44 two -bedroom , 40 three - bedroom  apartments, resulting 
in approximately 273 bedrooms total . Among other amenities, a dog park, outdoor BBQ with picnic 
tables, a flexible lawn with artificial turf, an outdoor patio, and an outdoor pool would be provided. It 
is unclear if the outdoor pool will be a shallow wading pool as with the Student housing or a deep 
pool. 

Critically, the City mentions that AB 2097 parking requirement reductions will apply and the City 
would not enforce minimum parking requirements. This claim is inaccurate for several reasons. First, 
for the same reasons noted in Section IV.A, supra, AB 2097 does not apply to this Project. Second, 
the City has the authority and should enforce parking requirements and make specific adverse 
impact findings since Alternative 2 offers no affordable units at all. 

Relying on AB 2097, Alternative 2 will provide only 273 parking spaces for 273 units . Such reliance, 
again, is misplaced and misleading to decisionmakers and the public. 
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RESPONSE NO. 5-17 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. The comment states that Alternative 2 is unclear as it does not provide sufficient 
�L�Q�I�R�U�P�D�W�L�R�Q���D�E�R�X�W���W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W�¶�V���D�P�H�Q�L�W�Les and is not eligible for AB 2097. As described on page 5-
25, within Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, Alternative 2 would offer market rate housing and 
would include 149 units, comprised of 65 one-bedroom, 44 two-bedroom, and 40 three-bedroom 
apartments, resulting in approximately 273 bedrooms total. This Alternative would offer various 
amenities for residents, including a laundry room, mailroom, loungeroom, and theatre. Outdoor 
amenities would include a dog park, outdoor BBQ with picnic tables, a flexible lawn with artificial turf, 
and an outdoor patio. An outdoor pool would be provided. The commentor states that it is unclear 
how deep the proposed pool would be under Alternative 2. However, under CEQA alternatives do 
not need to be analyzed in the same level of detail as the Project. Please refer to RESPONSE NO. 
5-16. 

The comment asserts that Alternative would not be eligible for AB 2097. However, the Project would 
be a market rate residential project in proximity to major transit stations. As described on page 4.12-
5 within Section 4.12, Transportation, of the Draft EIR the Project Long Beach Transit (LBT) has 
multiple stops that travel along the Project Site frontages, including Line 41, 45, and 46 which travels 
west/east along East Anaheim Street. These LBT routes provide service to the Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) Downtown Long Beach Station 3.57 miles southwest 
of the Project. Additional LBT stops for Lines 171 and 175 are provided 250 feet east of the Project 
Site. Various other LBT Lines, including Lines 91, 111, 112, 121, and 173, are located within 0.5 
miles of the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would be eligible for AB 2097. As such, findings and 
conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected. Revisions to the Draft EIR are not required.  

 

COMMENT NO. 5-18 

3.  Senior Living and Student Housing �± Alternative 3  

The Draft �(�,�5�¶�V��third Alternative is the Senior Living and Senior Housing �± where the Draft EIR 
allocates the first floor for administrative offices and amenities, the second-third floors are provided 
for senior housing (50 one-bedroom units), and third to seventh floors will be student housing of 395 
beds �± 125 one-bedroom, 75 two-bedroom, and 40 three- bedroom units, resulting in a total of 243 
dwelling units and 395 beds of student housing. This alternative provides one shared kitchen and 
lounge on each floor from the third to seventh floors, but no pool. 

Here, too, the Draft EIR provides that AB 2097 applies, which is incorrect for reasons stated in 
Section IV.A, supra. 

Improperly relying on AB 2097, Alternative 3 would provide a total of 445 parking spaces to serve 
the senior living uses (50 spaces for 50 one-bedroom units and 395 spaces for student housing). 
(DEIR, p. ES-18.) As noted earlier, it follows that either all of the parking in excess of 344 will be 
tandem parking or a large part of the 445 parking spaces will be bicycle parking, rather than vehicle 
parking. The Draft EIR fails to provide those details on this Alternative, along with the feasibility of 
fitting 445 parking spaces in the 3 levels of subterranean parking where the Project plans to reduce 
parking by 34 spaces. 

Also, as with other alternatives, the Draft EIR here fails to consider parking for employees of the 
student housing (commercial) portion. 
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RESPONSE NO. 5-18 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. The comment summarizes Alternative 3 and states that Alternative 3 is not eligible for 
AB 2097. As described on page 5-45 within Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, Alternative 3 
would be subject to AB 2097 parking requirements as Alternative 3 would provide housing and would 
be located within one-half mile of public transit options, including LBT services. Furthermore, the 
comment states that Alternative 3 fails to consider parking for employees, however, page 5-45 of the 
Draft EIR states that the Project would provide 50 spaces for residents and employees of the senior 
living component. Please also refer to RESPONSE NO. 5-16 and 5-17. Findings and conclusions of 
the Draft EIR are not affected. Revisions to the Draft EIR are not required.  

 

COMMENT NO. 5-19 

4. Student Housing and Office Space �± Alternative 4  

Alternative 4 would adaptively reuse the building and develop student housing and office space, with 
separate entrances and elevators for each. Outdoor amenities would include an outdoor dining patio, 
patio, and fitness turf wit equipment, but no outdoor pool. 

The second to fifth floor would provide 240 dwelling units comprised of 125 one- bedroom, 75 two-
bedroom, and 40 three-bedroom units, resulting in the 395 beds overall for student housing. The 
sixth-seventh floor would provide 34,300 sf. of office space, which �± purportedly per �6�&�$�*�¶�V 
employment summary report �± would require 440 average sf per employee, resulting in 
approximately 77 office employees. 

Alternative 4 �± as all other Alternatives 1-3 �± would maintain the existing three levels of subterranean 
parking. 

The EIR also inaccurately provides that Alternative 4 would be subject AB 2097 parking 
requirements and thereby would provide 1 parking spot per student (395 spaces) and 77 spaces for 
the office component, i.e., 472 parking  spaces  to serve both uses. (DEIR, p. ES-19.) For reasons 
mentioned for Alternative 3, supra, the Draft EIR fails to provide accurate information or feasibility 
of fitting 472 parking spaces in an enclosed 3-level subterranean parking or describe which portion 
of the noted 472 parking spaces will be vehicular. 

In sum, the EIR fails to provide the feasibility of all Alternatives 2-4 and their parking allocation; it 
also fails to accurately inform on the number, configuration, and type of parking spaces that are 
possible to fit in an enclosed 3-level subterranean parking. This missing information is prejudicial 
�D�Q�G�� �P�D�N�H�V�� �W�K�H�� �(�,�5�¶�V�� �G�L�V�F�X�V�V�L�R�Q�� �R�I�� �W�K�H�� �U�D�Q�J�H�� �R�I�� �$�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H�V�� �O�H�J�D�O�O�\�� �L�Q�D�G�H�T�X�D�W�H���� �P�L�V�O�H�D�G�L�Q�J���� �D�Q�G��
unhelpful to make an informed decision.  
 

RESPONSE NO. 5-19 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. The comment summarizes Alternative 4 and states that Alternative 4 is not eligible for 
AB 2097. As described on page 5-65 within Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, Alternative 4 
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would be eligible for AB 2097 parking requirements as Alternative 4 would be located within one-half 
mile of public transit options including LBT bus service. As such Alternative 4 would be eligible for 
AB 2097. Findings and conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected. Revisions to the Draft EIR are 
not required. Please also refer to RESPONSE NO. 5-16, 5-17, and 5-18.  

 

COMMENT NO. 5-20 

5. The EIR Fails to Include an Adequate Range of Alternatives, Including a Reduced 
Alternative to the Project.  

As our Supreme Court noted: 

The process of selecting the alternatives to be included in the EIR begins with the 
establishment of project objectives by the lead agency. �³�$ clearly written statement 
of objectives will help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of 
alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and will aid the decision makers in preparing 
findings.... The statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose 
of the �S�U�R�M�H�F�W���´ (Cal.Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15124, subd. (b).) 

(In re Bay-Delta etc. ���������������������&�D�O�����W�K�������������������������>�³In re Bay-Delta�´�@���� 

�³�2�E�M�H�F�W�L�Y�H�V�� �F�K�R�V�H�Q�� �V�K�R�X�O�G�� �E�H�� �E�U�R�D�G�� �H�Q�R�X�J�K�� �W�R�� �S�H�U�P�L�W a reasonable range of alternatives. (Cit. 
�R�P�L�W�����´����California Oak Foundation v. Regents of University of California (2010) 188 Cal.App.4th 
227, 273�±274.) 

At the same time, an EIR should be found legally inadequate if it contains an overly narrow range of 
alternatives. (�:�D�W�V�R�Q�Y�L�O�O�H�� �3�L�O�R�W�V�� �$�V�V�¶�Q�� �Y���� �&�L�W�\�� �R�I Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 1059, 1087 
���³Watsonville�´�����>�Q�R�W���F�R�Q�V�L�G�H�U�L�Q�J a reduced development alternative was error].) �³�7�K�H���S�X�U�S�R�V�H���R�I an 
EIR is not to identify alleged alternatives. . . so that these alleged alternatives may be readily 
�H�O�L�P�L�Q�D�W�H�G���´ Id. �(�,�5�¶�V���I�D�L�O�X�U�H���W�R���D�Q�D�O�\�]�H���D���U�H�G�X�F�H�G���D�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H���L�V���D���&�(�4�$���Y�L�R�O�D�W�L�R�Q�� (Id. at 1090.) 

The Draft EIR here does not include a reduced alternative to the Project. Specifically, the Project 
proposes 149 student suites for 593 beds, and 364 parking stalls. (DEIR, p. 2-1 & 5-1.) A reduced 
alternative could be a different configuration of student suites to result in less number of beds. But 
there is no such Alternative provided. 

Instead, as listed above, the fewer student housing and beds provided in Alternatives 3-4 
necessarily also include either senior housing or commercial office space. 

Notably, while the Draft EIR mentions a Fewer Unit alternative, it rejects that alternative as 
infeasible and thereby fails to analyze it either. (DEIR, p. 5-86.) But, as mentioned in Watsonville, 
alternatives are not to be listed in order to be rejected as infeasible. As discussed in Section IV.B.6, 
infra, the infeasibility argument in the Draft EIR is also legally flawed and unavailing. 
�$�V���V�X�F�K�����W�K�H���(�,�5�¶�V���D�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H�V�¶���D�Q�D�O�\�V�L�V���L�V���O�H�J�D�O�O�\���I�O�D�Z�H�G���D�V���L�W���I�D�L�O�V���W�R���L�Q�F�O�X�G�H��all feasible alternatives, 
including the required reduced density alternative.  
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RESPONSE NO. 5-20 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to decision-makers for their review and 
consideration�����7�K�H���F�R�P�P�H�Q�W���V�W�D�W�H�V���W�K�H���F�R�P�P�H�Q�W�R�U�V�¶���E�H�O�L�H�I��that a Project be required to analyze a 
reduced alternative under CEQA. As stated in Section 15126.6. Consideration and Discussion of 
Alternatives to the Project of the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR shall describe a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the project, selected by the lead agency; however, an EIR need not consider every 
conceivable alternative to a project. �)�X�U�W�K�H�U�P�R�U�H���� �D�� �O�H�D�G�� �D�J�H�Q�F�\�� �P�X�V�W�� �H�Y�D�O�X�D�W�H�� �D�� �³�Q�R�� �S�U�R�M�H�F�W�´��
alternative and reasonable project alternatives. As such, a reduced project size may serve as a 
reasonable project alternative; however, it the lead agency would not be required to analyze a 
Reduced Project Alternative. The Project is an adaptive reuse of an existing building; therefore, all 
of the alternatives have been tailored to a reasonable range that would best utilize the space of the 
existing building, address the project objectives, and be feasible. The Project evaluates four 
alternatives, including the No Project Alternative, Market Rate Housing, Senior Living and Student 
Housing, and Student Housing and Office Space, which provide a reasonable range of Project 
Alternatives as defined under CEQA. Findings and conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected. 
Revisions to the Draft EIR are not required.  

  

COMMENT NO. 5-21 

6. �7�K�H���(�,�5�¶�V���5�H�M�H�F�W�L�R�Q���R�I���7�Z�R���$�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H�V���D�V���,�Q�I�H�D�V�L�E�O�H���,�V���0�H�U�L�W�O�H�V�V 

�7�K�H���(�,�5�¶�V discussion of alternatives is also lacking and inadequate. As courts noted: The 
discussion must �µ�I�R�F�X�V on alternatives capable of eliminating any significant adverse 
environmental effects or reducing them to a level of insignificance, even if  these 
alternatives would impede  to some degree the attainment  of the project  objectives , 
or would be more  costly ���¶���*�X�L�G�H�O�L�Q�H�V�� § 151269, subd. ���G�������������´ (Kings County Farm 
Bureau v. City of Hanford, supra, 221 Cal.App.3d at p. 733, 270 Cal.Rptr. 650.) 

This discussion of alternatives must be �³�P�H�D�Q�L�Q�J�I�X�O�´ and must �³�F�R�Q�W�D�L�Q�� �D�Q�D�O�\�V�L�V 
sufficient to allow informed decision �P�D�N�L�Q�J���´ (Laurel Heights, supra, 47 Cal.3d 
at pp. 403�±404, 253 Cal.Rptr. 426, 764 P.2d 278.) The decision to require 
mitigation measures does not remove the need to consider project alternatives 
in the EIR. (Id. at pp. 401�±402, 253 Cal.Rptr. 426, 764 P.2d 278.) Because the 
FEIR's discussion of alternatives �L�V�� �³�O�D�F�N�L�Q�J in any concrete information or 
�D�Q�D�O�\�V�L�V���´ it fails to meet this standard. 

(San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 713, 
735, emph. added.) 
 
Also, CEQA does not require that Alternatives achieve all �R�I���W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W�¶�V���R�E�M�H�F�W�L�Y�H�V�����,�Q�V�W�H�D�G�����L�W���L�V 
sufficient that Alternatives achieve most of the �3�U�R�M�H�F�W�¶�V�� �R�E�M�H�F�W�L�Y�H�V���± assuming, of course, those 
objectives are also neither too broad nor too narrow, as discussed above. (CEQA Guidelines § 
15126.6(a)&(c).) 
 
Here, the Draft EIR rejects two alternatives for allegedly infeasibility or failure to meet �W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W�¶�V��
housing objective: (1) New Office Tenant Alternative; and (2) Fewer Unit Alternative. (DEIR, p. 5-
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86.) The Draft �(�,�5�¶�V��reasoning for finding those alternatives are infeasible is that those alternatives 
do not meet �W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V���K�R�X�V�L�Q�J goals. For example, for the rejected New Tenant Alternative, the Draft 
EIR provides: 

Redeveloping the Project Site with new office tenants was considered . This 
alternative  would not  meet the Project objectives , specifically to adaptively reuse 
an existing underutilized office building with a student  residential building that would 
help the City meet its RHNA goal and goals and policies outlined in the City of Long 
Beach General Plan �����1�H�Z���R�I�I�L�F�H���W�H�Q�D�Q�W�V���Z�R�X�O�G���Q�R�W���D�G�G�U�H�V�V���W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V��Housing Element 
goals and increase housing opportunities that would address unique housing needs 
for special needs residents such as students . Improving the existing Project Site with 
�Q�H�Z�� �R�I�I�L�F�H�� �W�H�Q�D�Q�W�V�� �Z�R�X�O�G�� �Q�R�W�� �I�X�O�I�L�O�O�� �W�K�H�� �F�L�W�\�¶�V��housing goals by expanding student 
housing opportunities in proximity to open space, public transportation, and a wide range 
of services and goods. Taking these factors into consideration, an office development 
alternative was not carried forward for further analysis �N 

(DEIR, p. 5-86, emph.. added.) 

Similarly, for the Fewer Unit Alternative, the Draft EIR provides: 

Redeveloping the Project Site with fewer residential units was considered. This alternative 
would not �K�H�O�S�� �W�R�� �P�H�H�W�� �W�K�H�� �3�U�R�M�H�F�W�¶�V�� �R�E�M�H�F�W�L�Y�H�V�� �W�R�� �W�K�H��same degree as the Project. By 
providing fewer units and beds , the Project Site would become underutilized and would 
not allow the City to reach its RHNA goals at the same time as the Project would . 
Additionally, fewer beds would result in less housing in close proximity to open space, 
public transportation, and a wide range of services and goods in the City. Taking these 
factors into consideration, a residential development alternative was not carried forward 
for further analysis . 

(DEIR, p. 5-86, emph. added.) 

Notably, the Draft EIR fails to explain how a student dormitory meets the RHNA goals. And, 
for a reason. The RHNA is about housing �± not transient dormitories. Specifically, nowhere 
in the Gov. Code § 65584, which regulates the housing element of the General Plan, does 
it mention about dormitories or student housing. 

�$�O�V�R���� �W�K�D�W�� �W�K�H�� �S�U�R�S�R�V�H�G�� �D�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H�� �Z�R�X�O�G�� �Q�R�W�� �P�H�H�W�� �W�K�H�� �3�U�R�M�H�F�W�¶�V�� �R�E�M�H�F�W�L�Y�H�V�� �³�W�R�� �W�K�H�� �V�D�P�H��
�G�H�J�U�H�H�� �D�V�� �W�K�H�� �3�U�R�M�H�F�W�´�� �G�R�H�V�� �Q�R�W�� �G�H�W�H�U�P�L�Q�H�� �Z�K�H�W�K�H�U�� �L�W�� �L�V�� �I�H�D�V�L�E�O�H�� �R�U�� �Q�R�W���� �$�V�� �W�K�H�� �'�U�D�I�W�� �(�,�5��
notes: 

�«�� �&�(�4�$�� �U�H�T�X�L�U�H�V�� �W�K�D�W�� �D�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H�V�� �H�Y�D�O�X�D�W�H�G�� �L�Q�� �D�Q�� �(�,�5�� �E�H�� �S�R�W�H�Q�W�L�D�O�O�\�� �I�H�D�V�L�E�O�H���� �&�(�4�$��
defines feasibility �D�V�� �³�F�D�S�D�E�O�H�� �R�I�� �E�H�L�Q�J�� �D�F�F�R�P�S�O�L�V�K�H�G�� �L�Q�� �D�� �V�X�F�F�H�V�V�I�X�O�� �P�D�Q�Q�H�U�� �Z�L�W�K�L�Q�� �D��
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and 
�W�H�F�K�Q�R�O�R�J�L�F�D�O�� �I�D�F�W�R�U�V�´�� ���3�X�E���� �5�H�V���� �� �&�R�G�H�� �6�H�F�W�L�R�Q�� �������������������� �� �6�H�F�W�L�R�Q�� �� �����������������I���������� �R�I�� �W�K�H��
CEQA Guidelines identifies the factors to be considered when addressing the feasibility of 
alternatives, including 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 an 
alternative site . 
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(DEIR, p. 5-85, emph. added.) 

�1�R�W�D�E�O�\���� �Q�R�Z�K�H�U�H�� �L�Q�� �W�K�H�� �&�L�W�\�¶�V�� �G�H�I�L�Q�L�W�L�R�Q�� �R�U�� �U�H�V�W�D�W�H�P�H�Q�W�� �R�I�� �&�(�4�$���� �G�R�H�V�� �&�(�4�$�� �G�H�I�L�Q�H��
�I�H�D�V�L�E�L�O�L�W�\���D�V���W�K�H���D�E�L�O�L�W�\���W�R���P�H�H�W���W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W���R�E�M�H�F�W�L�Y�H�V���W�R���W�K�H���³�V�D�P�H���R�E�M�H�F�W�L�Y�H�V�´���R�U���W�R���P�H�H�W��all 
�R�I���W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W���R�E�M�H�F�W�L�Y�H�V�����D�V���W�K�H���(�,�5�¶�V���D�E�R�Y�H-noted two examples of Alternatives note. 

�,�Q�V�W�H�D�G�����D�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H�V���³�V�K�D�O�O���L�Q�F�O�X�G�H���W�K�R�V�H���W�K�D�W���F�R�X�O�G���I�H�D�V�L�E�O�\���D�F�F�R�P�S�O�L�V�K��most of the basic 
objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant 
�H�I�I�H�F�W�V���´�� ���&�(�4�$�� �*�X�L�G�H�O�L�Q�H�V�� �†�� �����������������D���	���F������ �H�P�S�K���� �D�G�G�H�G���� �³�>�7�@�K�H�� �G�L�V�F�X�V�V�L�R�Q�� �R�I��
alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of 
�D�Y�R�L�G�L�Q�J�� �R�U�� �V�X�E�V�W�D�Q�W�L�D�O�O�\�� �O�H�V�V�H�Q�L�Q�J�� �D�Q�\�� �V�L�J�Q�L�I�L�F�D�Q�W�� �H�I�I�H�F�W�V�� �R�I�� �W�K�H�� �S�U�R�M�H�F�W�«���´�� ���&�(�4�$��
Guidelines § 15126.6(b).) 

Also, as described by the Court in an analogous situation: Lastly, Appellants contend that 
�D�O�O�� �W�K�H�� �&�R�X�Q�W�\�¶�V�� �V�W�D�W�H�G�� �U�H�D�V�R�Q�V�� �I�D�L�O�� �W�R�� �³�G�H�P�R�Q�V�W�U�D�W�H�>�� �@�� �W�K�D�W�� �W�K�H�� �Q�R�� �S�U�R�M�H�F�W�� �D�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H�� �L�V��
�L�Q�I�H�D�V�L�E�O�H���´���U�H�D�V�R�Q�L�Q�J�����L�W���D�S�S�H�D�U�V�����W�K�D�W���W�K�H���&�R�X�Q�W�\�
�V���V�W�D�W�H�G���U�H�D�V�R�Q�V���D�U�H���Ilawed because they 
are premised on the EIR's unreasonably narrow project objectives. We agree, as mentioned, 
that the offered project objectives were unreasonably narrow. We also agree that this 
affected the County's analysis of the no- project alternative and that the County, for this 
reason, will need to redo its analysis. 

(We Advocate Through Environmental Review v. County of Siskiyou (2022) 78 Cal.App.5th 
683, 692-694, esp. 694.) 

Public agencies must refrain from approving projects with significant environmental impacts 
if there are feasible alternatives that can substantially lessen or avoid those effects. (Uphold 
Our Heritagev. Town of Woodside (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 587, 597.) 

�$�V�� �W�K�H�� �'�U�D�I�W�� �(�,�5�� �D�G�P�L�W�W�H�G���� �I�H�D�V�L�E�O�H�� �I�R�U�� �S�X�U�S�R�V�H�V�� �R�I�� �&�(�4�$�� �P�H�D�Q�V�� �³�F�D�S�D�E�O�H�� �R�I�� �E�H�L�Q�J��
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account 
�H�F�R�Q�R�P�L�F�����H�Q�Y�L�U�R�Q�P�H�Q�W�D�O�����V�R�F�L�D�O�����D�Q�G���W�H�F�K�Q�R�O�R�J�L�F�D�O���I�D�F�W�R�U�V���´�����3�5�&���†�������������������� 

With respect to economic �I�D�F�W�R�U�V�����³�>�W�@�K�H���I�D�F�W���W�K�D�W���D�Q���D�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H���P�D�\���E�H��more expensive or 
less profitable is not sufficient to show that the alternative is financially infeasible. What is 
required is evidence that the additional costs or lost profitability are sufficiently severe as to 
render it impractical �W�R�� �S�U�R�F�H�H�G�� �Z�L�W�K�� �W�K�H�� �S�U�R�M�H�F�W���´�� ��Uphold Our Heritage, supra, 147 
�&�D�O���$�S�S�����W�K���D�W�������������H�P�S�K�����D�G�G�H�G�����V�W�D�W�L�Q�J���D�O�V�R���W�K�D�W���³�W�K�H���T�X�H�V�W�L�R�Q���L�V���Q�R�W���Z�K�H�W�K�H�U���>�U�H�D�O���S�D�U�W�\�@��
can afford the alternative, but whether the marginal costs of the alternative as compared to 
the cost of the proposed project are so great that a reasonably prudent property owner would 
�Q�R�W���S�U�R�F�H�H�G���Z�L�W�K���W�K�H���U�H�K�D�E�L�O�L�W�D�W�L�R�Q�´������ 

�/�D�V�W�O�\�����W�K�H���'�U�D�I�W���(�,�5�¶�V���F�O�D�L�P�V���W�K�D�W���W�K�H���W�Z�R���D�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H�V���± Fewer Unit and Other Tenants �± will 
not meet the housing goals of the General Plan or Housing Element are unavailing. We 
�K�D�Y�H���U�H�Y�L�H�Z�H�G���W�K�H���V�L�W�H���L�Q�Y�H�Q�W�R�U�\���R�I���W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V���P�R�V�W���U�H�F�H�Q�W���K�R�X�V�L�Q�J���H�O�H�P�H�Q�W���D�Q�G��were unable 
to find 5150 E. Pacific Coast Highway Site of the Project among sites listed as suitable for 
housing by the City. (Exhibit L �>�3�U�L�Q�W�R�X�W���R�I���W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V���6�L�W�H���L�Q�Y�H�Q�W�R�U�\���R�I���W�K�H���+�R�X�V�L�Q�J���(�O�H�P�H�Q�W��
of the General Plan.]) Instead, the Project Site is designated as Community Commercial in 
�W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V���+�R�X�V�L�Q�J���(�O�H�P�H�Q�W������Exhibit M �>�3�U�L�Q�W�R�X�W���R�I���W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V���6�L�W�H���L�Q�Y�H�Q�W�R�U�\���P�D�S���V�K�R�Z�L�Q�J��
the zoning designation of the Project site].) Notably, the Project seeks General Plan 
amendments to even allow residential uses and also a CUP to allow special group uses of 
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students; in other words, the Project is manifestly inconsistent with the General Plan rather 
than attempting to accomplish its goals. 

In light of the above-�Q�R�W�H�G���V�H�W�W�O�H�G���O�D�Z���D�Q�G���O�H�J�D�O���S�U�L�Q�F�L�S�O�H�V�����W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V���U�H�M�H�F�W�L�R�Q���R�I���W�K�H���)�H�Z�H�U��
Units Alternative or Other Tenant Alternatives as infeasible or for failure to provide housing 
�D�Q�G���P�H�H�W���W�K�H���5�+�1�$���J�R�D�O�V���D�Q�G���S�R�O�L�F�L�H�V���R�I���W�K�H���&�L�W�\���D�Q�G���W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V���*�H�Q�H�U�D�O���3�O�D�Q���L�V���O�H�J�D�O�O�\���D�Q�G��
factually unsupported. 

Footnote 9: Now, Guidelines § 15126.6. 

 
RESPONSE NO. 5-21 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to decision-makers for their 
review and consideration. The comment questions the feasibility of the Project alternatives 
included in the Draft EIR. Project alternatives were reasonably evaluated within Chapter 5 
Alternatives of the Draft EIR. As stated within Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines, there �D�U�H�� �Q�R�� �U�H�T�X�L�U�H�P�H�Q�W�V�� �J�R�Y�H�U�Q�L�Q�J�� �W�K�H�� �Q�D�W�X�U�H�� �R�U�� �V�F�R�S�H�� �R�I�� �W�K�H�� �³�U�H�D�V�R�Q�D�E�O�H��
�U�D�Q�J�H�´�� �R�I�� �D�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H�V�� �W�R�� �E�H�� �G�L�V�F�X�V�V�H�G���� �R�W�K�H�U�� �W�K�D�Q�� �W�K�H�� �³�U�X�O�H�� �R�I�� �U�H�D�V�R�Q�´�� The range of 
alternatives chosen was appropriately based on significant impacts identified in the Draft 
EIR and as directed by the Lead Agency.  

Please refer to RESPONSE NO. 5-20. The Project is an adaptive reuse of an existing 
building; therefore, all of the alternatives have been tailored to a reasonable range that 
would best utilize the space of the existing building, address the project objectives, and be 
feasible. The Fewer Units Alternative would not efficiently use the underutilized building on 
the Project site. Further, the Fewer Units Alternative is typically utilized to reduce the project 
density or limit of disturbance to reduce Project impacts. Since the Project is adapting an 
existing building, the Fewer Units Alternative does not reduce the limit of disturbance, and 
it does not address a significant impact related to increased demand on resources or public 
services or traffic as the Project would not result in any significant impacts. This has been 
clarified in Chapter 3, Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR. 

Please also refer to RESPONSE NO. 5-14, which explains that providing student housing 
alleviates demand on the existing housing in the surrounding community. None of the project 
objectives included in the Draft EIR for the Project state that the project would contribute to 
�W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V���5�+�1�$��allocation. While some of the alternatives included in the Draft EIR would 
�L�Q�F�O�X�G�H���U�H�V�L�G�H�Q�W�L�D�O���X�Q�L�W�V���W�K�D�W���F�R�X�O�G���F�R�Q�W�U�L�E�X�W�H���W�R���W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V���5�+�1�$���D�O�O�R�F�D�W�L�R�Q�����W�K�H��objective of 
the project is to provide student housing and to redevelop an underutilized site.   

Findings and conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected. Changes made in Chapter 3, 
Corrections and Additions, are clarifying edits that enhance the discussion of the Fewer 
Units Alternative. The changes do not constitute new information that results in significant 
new impact. No further response is required.  

 

COMMENT NO. 5-22 

7. The EIR Fails to List a Preferred Alternative  
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�7�K�H�� �(�,�5�¶�V�� �G�L�V�F�X�V�V�L�R�Q�� �R�I�� �D�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H�V�� �L�V�� �D�O�V�R�� �L�Q�F�R�P�S�O�H�W�H�� �D�V�� �L�W�� �G�R�H�V�� �Q�R�W�� �O�L�V�W�� �D��preferred 
alternative, while providing a number of inaccurately-described alternatives. While the EIR 
mentions the No Build/No Project Alternative 1 and also the Senior Housing and Student 
Housing Alternative 3 would be the environmentally superior alternatives (DEIR, pp. ES-
19�² 20), it also lists a number of disadvantages leaving the public doubting which one of 
those two is the preferred alternative or whether any one of those is actually a preferred 
alternative at all. We also note that a preferred alternative is not the same as the 
environmentally superior one. 

As in Washoe Meadows Community v. Department of Parks & Recreation (2017) 17 
Cal.App.5th 277, 288-�������� ���³Washoe Meadows�´������ �W�K�H�� �(�,�5�� �K�H�U�H�� �Z�L�W�K�� �I�R�X�U�� �D�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H�V��
�S�U�H�V�H�Q�W�V���D���³�P�R�Y�L�Q�J���W�D�U�J�H�W�´����id.) typical of a scoping plan, which usually has to be prepared 
before the EIR is drafted. 

In view of the above-�Q�R�W�H�G���� �W�K�H�� �(�,�5�¶�V�� �U�D�Q�J�H�� �D�Q�G�� �G�L�V�F�X�V�V�L�R�Q�� �R�I�� �D�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H�V�� �D�U�H�� �O�H�J�D�O�O�\��
inadequate and missing critical information, and the EIR must be recirculated to provide a 
preferred alternative and an accurate range of alternatives, to allow the publ�L�F�¶�V���P�H�D�Q�L�Q�J�I�X�O��
evaluation of their impacts and to enable a choice. 

 

RESPONSE NO. 5-22 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to decision-makers for their 
review and consideration. The commentor asserts that the Draft EIR fails to list a Preferred 
�$�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H���� �$�F�F�R�U�G�L�Q�J�� �W�R�� �6�H�F�W�L�R�Q�� ���������������� �R�I�� �W�K�H�� �6�W�D�W�H���&�(�4�$�� �*�X�L�G�H�O�L�Q�H�V���� �D�Q�� �D�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H�¶�V��
�G�L�V�F�X�V�V�L�R�Q�� �P�X�V�W�� �R�Q�O�\�� �L�G�H�Q�W�L�I�\�� �D�Q�� �H�Q�Y�L�U�R�Q�P�H�Q�W�D�O�O�\�� �V�X�S�H�U�L�R�U�� �D�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H�� �W�K�D�W�� �L�V�� �Q�R�W�� �W�K�H�� �³�Q�R��
�S�U�R�M�H�F�W�´�� �Dlternative. As such, a Preferred Alternative is not required by the State CEQA 
Guidelines. As discussed on page 5-87 within Chapter 5 Alternatives of the Draft EIR, 
Alternative 3 would be considered the environmentally superior alternative because impacts 
would be similar or less than the Project. Therefore, the Draft �(�,�5�¶�V���G�L�V�F�X�V�V�L�R�Q���R�I���D�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H��
is legally adequate. Findings and conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected. Revisions to 
the Draft EIR are not required.  

 

COMMENT NO. 5-23 

C. The Draft EIR is Legally Flawed Since its Baseline Assumptions are Flawed 
and Inaccurate.  

�³�:�L�W�K�R�X�W an adequate baseline description, analysis of impacts, mitigation measures and project 
alternatives becomes �L�P�S�R�V�V�L�E�O�H���´ (County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 
76 Cal.App.4th 931, 953.) �³ �µ�$�Q EIR must include a description of the physical environmental 
conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is 
published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is 
commenced, from both a local and regional perspective. This environmental setting will normally 
constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact 
is �V�L�J�Q�L�I�L�F�D�Q�W���¶�´ (Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management 
Dist. (2010) 48 Cal.4th 310, 320�±321.) 
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The Draft EIR fails the above-noted informational disclosures of accurate baseline conditions. The 
Draft EIR fails to disclose the type and hence the intensity of the office uses at the Project Site. 
�7�K�H���'�U�D�I�W���(�,�5�¶�V��one-page baseline description briefly provides, in part: 

3.2 Project Site Setting  

Figure  2-2: Local  Vicinity  and Surrounding  Land  Uses Map, depicts the Project Site and 
immediate vicinity. The Project Site is located in the eastern part of the City. The Project 
Site is generally  bounded  by the Pacific Coast Highway  to the north and east, East 
Anaheim Street  to the south, and Clark avenue  to the west. The Project Site is surrounded  
by commercial , office , residential , and religious  uses  to the north and east past the 
Pacific Coast Highway; a recreational  golf  course  (Recreational Park Golf Course 
18) to the south ; and commercial  and residential  uses to the west. 

3.3 Cumulative Development  

Section  15355 of the CEQA Guidelines defines �³�F�X�P�X�O�D�W�L�Y�H �L�P�S�D�F�W�V�´�� �D�V�� �³two  or more  
individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which 
compound or increase other �H�Q�Y�L�U�R�Q�P�H�Q�W�D�O���L�P�S�D�F�W�V���´���7�K�L�V���P�H�D�Q�V���W�K�D�W���Z�K�L�O�H���W�K�H���L�P�S�D�F�W�V��
of projects on their own may be insignificant, when analyzed in combination with impacts 
from other projects in the vicinity, they may be significant. CEQA Guidelines section 15130 
�U�H�T�X�L�U�H�V���(�,�5�V���W�R���G�L�V�F�X�V�V���W�K�H���F�X�P�X�O�D�W�L�Y�H���L�P�S�D�F�W�V���R�I���D���S�U�R�M�H�F�W���³�Z�K�H�Q���W�K�H���S�U�R�M�H�F�W�¶�V���L�Q�F�U�H�P�H�Q�W�D�O��
�H�I�I�H�F�W���L�V���F�X�P�X�O�D�W�L�Y�H�O�\���F�R�Q�V�L�G�H�U�D�E�O�H���´ 

Each impact analysis discussion provided in Chapter 4, Environmental Impact Analysis , 
includes a cumulative impacts discussion; however, no Projects were identified within a 
1-mile radius of the Project as meeting the �&�L�W�\�¶�V���F�U�L�W�H�U�L�D���R�I���������������6�)��or greater of new 
commercial and/or industrial and greater than 10 new dwelling units. 

(DEIR, p. 3-1, emph. added.) 

First , as shown above, the Draft EIR fails to identify the actual uses at the Project Site. And yet, the 
Project will displace those uses and move those to a different location. 
 
Elsewhere, the Draft EIR �S�U�R�Y�L�G�H�V���� �³�7�K�H existing office building is approximately 120,000 sf of 
which 109,600 sf is currently leased (as �R�I���-�D�Q�X�D�U�\���������������´ (DEIR, p. 4.3- 8.) Also, the Draft EIR 
fails to identify the types of such uses at the Project site for their intensity purposes; for example, 
�D�V���Q�R�W�H�G���L�Q���W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V own communications and in our research (Exhibits H -K), how much of the 
building is leased and the types of uses at the Project site are important to make an accurate 
baseline for CEQA. 

 

RESPONSE NO. 5-23 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. The comment incorrectly states that the Draft EIR does not accurately describe 
baseline conditions. �7�K�H���'�U�D�I�W���(�,�5���S�U�R�Y�L�G�H�V���L�Q�I�R�U�P�D�W�L�R�Q���U�H�J�D�U�G�L�Q�J���W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W�¶�V���H�[�L�V�W�L�Q�J���F�R�Q�G�L�W�L�R�Q�V����
As described on page 2-4 within Chapter 2 Project Description of the Draft EIR, the Project Site is 
currently developed with a seven-story office building and three levels of subterranean parking. The 
existing office building is approximately 120,000 sf, of which 109,600 sf is currently leased (as of 
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January 2024). The western side of the Project Site adjacent to Clark Avenue includes a surface 
parking lot, driveway, and landscaping. In addition to the existing building and small surface parking 
lot on the ground level, there is a mix of ornamental landscaping on the Project Site, including a tree 
along Clark Avenue. On the western side of the Project Site, there is a sparsely landscaped open 
space area. There are four street trees along the Pacific Coast Highway. There is signage for the 
existing office building on the northern corner of the Project Site along Pacific Coast Highway. 
�)�X�U�W�K�H�U�P�R�U�H�����W�K�H���'�U�D�I�W���(�,�5���G�H�V�F�U�L�E�H�V���W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W�¶�V���V�X�U�U�R�X�Q�G�L�Q�J land uses and zoning. As such, the 
�'�U�D�I�W���(�,�5���D�G�H�T�X�D�W�H�O�\���G�H�V�F�U�L�E�H�V���W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W���6�L�W�H�¶�V���H�[�L�V�W�L�Q�J���F�R�Q�G�L�W�L�R�Q�V����Findings and conclusions of 
the Draft EIR are not affected. Revisions to the Draft EIR are not required.  

 

COMMENT NO. 5-24 

Second , the Draft EIR provides a very brief and generalized summary of surrounding uses of the 
Project. Based on the map of the Housing Element Site Inventory, the Project is surrounded by 
residential R-2, R-4 uses, as shown in the screenshot below: 

 

 

RESPONSE NO. 5-24 

The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to decision-makers for their review and 
condition. The comment incorrectly states that the Draft EIR does not accurately describe 
surrounding land uses. Pages 2-4 and 2-5 of Chapter 2, Project Description of the Draft EIR contain 
Table 2-1, Project Site and Surrounding Land Uses, which provides the existing land use 
�G�H�V�L�J�Q�D�W�L�R�Q�V���D�Q�G���]�R�Q�L�Q�J���I�R�U���W�K�H���3�U�R�M�H�F�W���V�L�W�H���D�Q�G���O�D�Q�G���X�V�H�V���S�H�U���W�K�H���&�L�W�\���R�I���/�R�Q�J���%�H�D�F�K�¶�V���*�H�R�V�S�D�W�L�D�O��
�,�Q�I�R�U�P�D�W�L�R�Q���6�\�V�W�H�P�����*�,�6�����³�0�D�S���,�W�´���I�H�D�W�X�U�H�����$�V���G�H�V�F�U�L�E�H�G���L�Q���7�D�E�O�H����-1, the surrounding zoning to the 
north includes parcels zoned as Community Commercial Automobile-Oriented (CCA) District, 
Moderate-density Multiple Residential (R-4-R) District; Moderate-density Multiple Residential (R-4-
R (HL-25)) District. The surrounding zoning to the south includes parcels zoned as Park (P) District. 
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 3-2 August 2025 

 
1. Executive Summary, Project Alternatives, page ES-18 through ES-19 has been revised 

as follows: 
 

Alternative 2: Market Rate Housing 
Alternative 2 would adaptively reuse the existing building and develop market-rate housing. 
Alternative 2 would include 149 units, comprised of 65 one-bedroom, 44 two-bedroom, and 
40 three-bedroom apartments, resulting in approximately 273 bedrooms total. Under Alternative 
2, the first floor would include amenities for the residents, including a laundry room, 
mailroom, loungeroom, and theatre. Outdoor amenities would include a dog park, outdoor BBQ 
with picnic tables, a flexible lawn with artificial turf, and an outdoor patio. An outdoor pool would 
be provided. The second to seventh floor would consist of residential units. Parking would be 
provided in the existing three levels of subterranean parking. Alternative 2 would be subject to 
AB 2097 parking requirements and would not enforce minimum parking requirements as the 
Project Site is located within one-half mile of public transit options including LBT bus service and 
the CSULB Beachside shuttle. Therefore, Alternative 2 would not be subject to parking 
minimums established by LBMC. Alternative 2 would provide 273 standard parking spaces for 
residents. 
 
Alternative 3: Senior Living and Student Housing 

Alternative 3 would adaptively reuse the existing building and develop senior and student housing. 
The first floor would provide an administrative office, an industrial kitchen, and medicine storage 
for the senior living residents. Additionally, a shared laundry room, a mailroom, a communal 
lounge, and a fitness room would be provided on the ground floor for the seniors and students. 
Outdoor amenities would include a residential gardening area, dining patio, and a flexible lawn 
with artificial turf. No outdoor pool would be provided. Senior housing would be provided on the 
second and third floors. Student housing would be provided on the fourth through seventh floor. 
Alternative 3 would provide 50 one-bedroom units for seniors and 395 beds for student housing. 
The student housing portion of Alternative 3 would be comprised of 125 one-bedroom, 75 two- 
bedroom, and 40 three-bedroom units, resulting in a total of 240 dwelling units with 395 beds 
overall for student housing. Each student housing floor would have its own shared lounge and 
kitchen. Additional amenities located on the student floors would include a fitness area and study 
rooms on the fourth through seventh floors. There would be a total of 290 dwelling units total. 
Alternative 3 would be subject to AB 2097 parking requirements as the site would be located 
within one-half mile of public transit options including LBT bus service and the CSULB Beachside 
shuttle. Therefore, Alternative 3 would provide 50 spaces for the senior living component (e.g., 
residents and employees) and would provide one parking spot per student resident (395 
spaces). Therefore, Alternative 3 would provide a total of 445 parking spaces to serve the senior 
living uses and student housing. 
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2. Executive Summary, Table ES-2: Alternatives and Project Comparison, page ES-25. 
Noise has been revised as follows to accurately reflect Section 4.10 Noise of the Draft 
EIR:  
 

Environmental 
Issue Area 

Project Alternative 1: 
No Build/No 

Project 

Alternative 2: 
Market Rate 

Housing  

Alternative 3: 
Senior Living 
and Student 

Housing  

Alternative 4: 
Student 

Housing and 
Office Space 

Noise Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

Avoid. Existing 
conditions would 
remain the same 
under 
Alternative 1. 
Therefore, there 
would be no 
impacts. 

Less. Noise 
from 
construction 
activities would 
be similar to the 
Project. 
Operational 
noise would be 
less than the 
Project, because 
the Alternative 
results in a 
smaller 
population and 
fewer vehicle 
trips. Impacts 
would be less 
than significant.   

Less. Noise 
from 
construction 
activities would 
be less to the 
Project due no 
pool and less 
equipment 
utilized. 
Operational 
noise would be 
less than the 
Project, because 
this Alternative 
would include a 
smaller 
population and 
fewer vehicle 
trips Impacts 
would be less 
than significant.  

Less. Noise 
from 
construction 
activities would 
be less to the 
Project due no 
pool and less 
equipment 
utilized. 
Operational 
noise would be 
less than the 
Project, because 
this Alternative 
would include a 
smaller 
population and 
fewer vehicle 
trips Impacts 
would be less 
than significant. 

 
 
3. Executive Summary, page ES-23 through ES 28. Page numbers have been revised as 

follows: 
ES-232 
ES-243 
ES-254 
ES-265 
ES-276 
ES-287 
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4. Chapter 2, Project Description, page 2-13, Figure 2-6: Preliminary Massing Concept has been revised as follows: 
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5. Chapter 2, Project Description, page 2-16, Figure 2-7: Preliminary Landscape and Amenities plan has been revised as 
follows: 
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6. Chapter 5, Alternatives, page 5-86, Section 5.6.2 Fewer Units Alternative has been 

revised to clarify why the alternative was considered but rejected as follows: 
 
Redeveloping the Project Site with fewer residential units was considered. This alternative would  
not help to meet the Project’s objectives to the same degree as the Project. By providing fewer  
units and beds, the Project Site would remain become underutilized and would neither allow the 
City to reach its RHNA goals nor provide housing for special needs residents such as students 
for a at the same time as the Project would. Additionally, fewer beds would result in less housing 
in close proximity to open space, public transportation, and a wide range of services  
and goods in the City. Moreover, a Fewer Units Alternative would not reduce any significant 
impacts that would occur as a result of the Project as the project would not result in any significant 
and unavoidable impacts. A reduction in the number of units would not reduce the size of the 
Project Site or the amount of development needed because the project is adapting an existing 
building. Taking these factors into consideration, a residential development alternative Fewer 
Units Alternative was not carried forward for further analysis 
 
7. Chapter 6, Other CEQA Considerations, page 6-8, AES-2 has been revised to correct 

the designation of the Pacific Coast Highway as follows:  
 

No Impact. The Project Site faces Pacific Coast Highway to the north and east. Pacific Coast 
Highway is currently not designated as a scenic highway by Caltrans.  However, according to the 
Urban Design Element, the entire stretch of the Pacific Coast Highway will become a scenic 
highway by 2030. The nearest eligible State Scenic Highway is a segment of California State 
Route 91 that is located approximately 18.04 miles east of the Project Site.  The Pacific Coast 
Highway is designated as an Eligible State Scenic Highway by Caltrans. The nearest Officially 
Designated State Scenic Highway is State Route 91, located approximately 18.11 miles northeast 
of the Project Site. As discussed above, the Project involves the adaptive reuse of the existing 
office building into new student housing and minor changes to the building façade would not 
substantially add to the existing building’s massing or scale, nor would increase the building’s 
height. Therefore, there would be no impacts to scenic resources, including but not limited to 
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State Scenic Highway. Accordingly, the 
Project would have no impact on scenic resources within a State Scenic Highway. 
 
8. Appendix B: Park Tower Student Housing Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Analysis, Attachment B CAAP Consistency Checklist, Table 3 Step 5: CAAP Adaptation 
Action Consistency Checklist has been revised to correct the following description of 
Project Measure(s)/ Documentation of Compliance: 
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2. Install residential greywater systems that meet appropriate 
regulatory standards 

3. Install rainfall capture systems 

4. Install dual plumbing for the use of recycled water 

Supports CAAP Measures: DRT-4, DRT-5 

The proposed Project does not anticipate to use recycled water and/or 
greywater for non-potable uses and incorporate water reuse strategies 
onsite, such as rainfall capture systems. The proposed Project shall 
integrate greywater and recycled water for non-potable uses, unless 
infeasible, as required by the Condition of Approval.  
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4.  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program  

 
This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), which is provided in Table 4-1, 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, below, has been prepared pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 21081.6, which requires a Lead Agency to adopt a “reporting or 
monitoring program for changes to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order 
to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.”  In addition, CEQA Guidelines Section 
15097(a) requires that: 
 

In order to ensure that the mitigation measures and project revisions identified in the EIR 
or negative declaration are implemented, the public agency shall adopt a program for 
monitoring or reporting on the revisions which it has required in the project and measures 
it has imposed to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects. A public agency may 
delegate reporting or monitoring responsibilities to another public agency or to a private 
entity which accepts the delegation; however, until mitigation measures have been 
completed the lead agency remains responsible for ensuring that implementation of the 
mitigation measures occurs in accordance with the program. 

 
The City of Long Beach is the Lead Agency for the Project and therefore is responsible for 
administering and implementing the MMRP. The decision-makers must define specific reporting 
and/or monitoring requirements to be enforced during Project implementation prior to final 
approval of the Project. The primary purpose of the MMRP is to ensure that the mitigation 
measures identified in the Draft EIR are implemented, thereby minimizing identified environmental 
effects.  
 
The MMRP also includes Project Design Features (PDFs) identified throughout Chapter 2, Project 
Description of the Draft EIR. The PDFs are specific design elements proposed by the Applicant 
that have been incorporated into the Project that serve to reduce or avoid potential environmental 
effects. Because PDFs have been incorporated into the Project, they do not constitute mitigation 
measures, as defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4. However, PDFs are included in this 
MMRP to ensure their implementation as a part of the Project.  
 
Final clearance shall require all applicable verification as indicated in Table 4-1. The City will have 
primary responsibility for monitoring and reporting the implementation of the PDFs and mitigation 
measures unless otherwise indicated. The PDFs and mitigation measures are identified by the 
impact category and number that correspond with the Draft EIR. 
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Table 4-1: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Project Design Feature (PDF) or Mitigation Measure (MM) Monitoring Phase  Enforcement Agency  Action Indicating Compliance 
Project Design Feature 
Rooftop Solar Photovoltaic Panels Operation City of Long Beach Planning 

Bureau 
 
City of Long Beach Building and 
Safety  

Plan check approval and issuance 
of Certificate of Occupancy. 
 
Proof of installation of solar array 
at inspection. 

LEED Certification Pre-Construction  
 
Operation 

City of Long Beach Planning 
Bureau  
 
City of Long Beach Building and 
Safety  

Plan check approval and issuance 
of Certificate of Occupancy. 
 
Compliance shall be demonstrated 
by achieving LEED Certification 
through the submission of a 
completed application for review to 
the Green Business Certification 
Inc.  

Water Efficient Fixtures Construction  
 
Operation 

City of Long Beach Planning 
Bureau  
 
City of Long Beach Building and 
Safety 

Plan check approval and issuance 
of Certificate of Occupancy. 
 

Water Efficient Landscaping  Construction  
 
Operation 

City of Long Beach Planning 
Bureau  
 
City of Long Beach Building and 
Safety 

Plan check approval and issuance 
of Certificate of Occupancy. 
 

Mitigation Measure (MM) 
MM CUL-1, Inadvertent Discovery of Cultural Resources: 
In the event that any subsurface cultural resources are 
encountered at the Project Site during construction or the 
course of any ground disturbance activities, all such activities 
within 50 feet of the discovery shall halt immediately. The 
applicant shall notify the City and consult with a Secretary of 
Interior qualified archaeologist who shall evaluate the find in 
accordance with federal, State, and local guidelines, 
including those set forth in the California Public Resources 
Code Section 21083.2 and shall determine the necessary 
findings as to the origin and disposition to assess the 
significance of the find. If any find is determined to be 

Construction City of Long Beach Public Works 
 
City of Long Beach Community 
Development Department 
 
Secretary of Interior Qualified 
Archaeologist 
 
Consulting Tribes 

If resources are found, recordation 
of all identified cultural resources 
on appropriate CA DPR 523 series 
forms.  
 
All records will be submitted to the 
City of Long Beach, Consulting 
Tribe(s), and South-Central 
Coastal Information Center 
(SCCIC). 
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Project Design Feature (PDF) or Mitigation Measure (MM) Monitoring Phase  Enforcement Agency  Action Indicating Compliance 
significant, appropriate avoidance measures recommended 
by the consultant and approved by the City must be followed 
unless avoidance is determined to be unnecessary or 
infeasible by the City. If avoidance is unnecessary or 
infeasible, other appropriate measures (e.g., data recovery, 
excavation) shall be instituted. For any resources of Native 
American origin, the City shall also contact the Tribes that 
elected to consult on the Project to identify its potential as a 
Tribal Cultural Resource (TCR). Should the resource, in 
consultation between the City and Tribe(s), be determined a 
TCR, the City shall also consult with Tribes regarding 
avoidance, or other measures recommended by the 
consultant. All identified cultural resources will be recorded 
on appropriate CA DPR 523 series forms and evaluated for 
significance. All records will be submitted to the City of Long 
Beach, Consulting Tribe(s), and South-Central Coastal 
Information Center (SCCIC). 
MM CUL-2, Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains. If 
human remains are encountered during the undertaking, 
State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no 
further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has 
made a determination of origin and disposition pursuant to 
Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. The County 
Coroner must be notified of the find immediately. If the 
remains are determined to be prehistoric, the Coroner will 
notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), 
which will determine and notify a Most Likely Descendant 
(MLD). With the permission of the landowner or his/her 
authorized representative, the MLD may inspect the site of 
the discovery. The MLD shall complete the inspection within 
48 hours of notification by the NAHC.   

Construction City of Long Beach Public Works 
Department 
 
City of Long Beach Planning 
Bureau 
 
Native American Heritage 
Commission 
 
County Coroner 

If resources are encountered, the 
County Coroner must be 
contacted.  
 
The County Coroner has 24 hours 
to notify the NAHC if the remains 
are determined to be of Native 
American descent.  
 
Compliance shall be demonstrated 
through a letter from the County 
Coroner to the City.  

MM GEO-1, Paleontological Monitoring. In the event 
paleontological resources are encountered during 
construction of the Project, the City shall be immediately 
informed of the discovery. All work shall cease in the area of 
the find, and a qualified paleontologist shall be retained by 
the Applicant to evaluate the find before restarting work in the 
area. A qualified paleontologist is a paleontologist who meets 
the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) standards for 
Qualified Professional Paleontologist, which is defined as an 
individual preferably with an M.S. or Ph.D. in paleontology or 

Construction  City of Long Beach Public works 
Department  
 
City of Long Beach Building and 
Safety Bureau  
 
City of Long Beach Planning 
Bureau  
 

If resources are encountered, a 
qualified paleontologist shall be 
retained. Compliance shall be 
demonstrated through the 
submission of a paleontological 
resources assessment to the City 
of Long Beach. 
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Project Design Feature (PDF) or Mitigation Measure (MM) Monitoring Phase  Enforcement Agency  Action Indicating Compliance 
geology, who is experienced with paleontological procedures 
and techniques, who is knowledgeable in the geology of 
California (preferably Southern California), and who has 
worked as a paleontological mitigation Project supervisor for 
a least one year. The City shall require that all paleontological 
resources identified on the Project Site be assessed and 
treated in a manner determined by the qualified 
paleontologist. The qualified paleontologist shall be 
empowered to halt or divert ground disturbing activities.  

Qualified Paleontologist meeting 
the Society of Vertebrate 
Paleontology (SVP) standards 

MM GEO-2, Paleontological Documentation. Fossil 
remains collected during the monitoring process will be 
salvaged and will be cleaned, repaired, sorted, and 
catalogued. Prepared fossils, along with copies of all 
pertinent field notes, photos, and maps, will be deposited (as 
a donation) in a scientific institution with permanent 
paleontological collections located within the County (or, if no 
repository is available, adjacent Counties). A final data 
recovery report will be completed by a qualified 
paleontologist. This report will include discussions of the 
methods used, stratigraphic section(s) exposed, fossils 
collected, and significance of recovered fossils. The report 
will be submitted to the Lead Agency upon completion. 

Construction  City of Long Beach Public Works 
Department 
 
City of Long Beach Building and 
Safety Bureau 
 
City of Long Beach Planning 
Bureau 
 
Qualified Professional 
Paleontologist meeting the 
Society of Vertebrate 
Paleontology standards 

If resources are encountered, a 
qualified paleontologist shall be 
retained. Compliance shall be 
demonstrated through the 
submission of a paleontological 
resources assessment to the City 
of Long Beach. 

MM TCR-1, Retain a Native American Monitor Prior to 
Commencement of Ground Disturbing Activities. The 
Project applicant/lead agency shall retain a Native American 
Monitor from or approved by the Gabrieleño Band of Mission 
Indians – Kizh Nation. The monitor shall be retained prior to 
the commencement of any “ground-disturbing activity” for the 
subject Project at all Project locations (i.e., both on-site and 
any off-site locations that are included in the Project 
description/definition and/or required in connection with the 
Project, such as public improvement work). “Ground-
disturbing activity” shall include, but is not limited to, 
demolition, pavement removal, potholing, auguring, 
grubbing, tree removal, boring, grading, excavation, drilling, 
and trenching.  
 

Construction  City of Long Beach Public Works 
Department  
 
City of Long Beach Planning 
Bureau  
 
Native American Monitor from or 
approved by the Gabrieleño 
Band of Mission Indians – Kizh 
Nation. 

Retention of a Native American 
Monitor from or approved by the 
Gabrieleño Band of Mission 
Indians – Kizh Nation.   
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