CITY OF LONG BEACH

DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

H-2

333 West Ocean Blvd., 3rd Floor, Long Beach, CA 80802 (562) 570-5237

March 20, 2018

HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL
City of Long Beach
California

RECOMMENDATION:

Receive supporting documentation into the record, conclude the public hearing,
and adopt Negative Declaration (ND) 04-17;

Declare an Ordinance amending various sections of Title 21 of the Long Beach
Municipal Code (Zoning Ordinance), relating to the regulation of Tattoo Parlors,
read the first time and laid over to the next regular meeting of the City Council for
final reading; and,

Adopt a Resolution directing the Director of Development Services to submit a
request to the California Coastal Commission to certify an amendment to the
Certified Local Coastal Program. (Citywide)

DISCUSSION

In 2010, the United States 9t Circuit Court of Appeals ruled that the act of tattooing is a
federally-protected form of Freedom of Speech under the First Amendment of the U.S.
Constitution. Following this ruling, a number of California cities, including Oceanside,
Torrance, and Hermosa Beach, were determined to be in violation of the First Amendment
by placing too many restrictions and locational requirements on prospective tattoo parlors
and artists. Similarly, in March 2017, Real v. City of Long Beach, the U.S. 9t Circuit Court
of Appeals ruled that Title 21 of the Long Beach Municipal Code (Zoning Ordinance)
violates the First Amendment by unreasonably restricting prospective tattoo artists from
establishing tattoo parlors in Long Beach.

Pursuant to Real v. City of Long Beach, the City Attorney’s Office requested that staff
prepare a Zoning Code Amendment with tattoo regulations that are content-neutral,
uphold the First Amendment rights, and provide reasonable performance and locational
standards, and an administrative approval and relief process that considers existing land
uses.
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On February 1, 2018, the Planning Commission (Exhibit A — Planning Commission
Report) held a public hearing on the proposed Zoning Code Amendment on tattoo parlors.
The Planning Commission received a staff presentation, deliberated, closed the public
hearing, and in its advisory capacity to the City Council, found the amendment consistent
with the General Plan. Following the hearing and discussion, the Planning Commission
unanimously recommended that the City Council approve the Zoning Code Amendment.
This recommendation is consistent with the General Plan, specifically upholding the Land
Use Element’'s emphasis on expanding Citizen Opportunity and Economic Development.
The following provides an overview of the proposed regulations in the draft Ordinance, as
recommended by the Planning Commission (Draft Ordinance).

Under the current Zoning Ordinance, tattoo parlors are only permitted in the CHW
(Regional Highway District) and in limited specific plan/planned development areas with
a Conditional Use Permit (CUP). The permitted CHW zone represents one out of eleven
commercial zones in the City (including the Highway Commercial District (CH) and Tourist
and Entertainment Commercial District (CT)). The proposed Zoning Code Amendment
would amend Table 32-1 of the Zoning Ordinance to allow new tattoo parlors in all
commercial zoning districts by-right, with the exception of the Commercial Storage District
zoning district (CS), which is intended for storage uses. Tattoo parlors would also be
permitted in equivalent commercial zones within the Downtown Plan, Midtown Specific
Plan, and the Southeast Area (SEADIP) Specific Plan (see Exhibit B — Tattoo Parlor GIS
Buffer Map Analysis).

The Zoning Code Amendment includes locational requirements consisting of 500 feet of
separation between a new tattoo parior and another tattoo parlor. Additionally, a new
requirement of a 500-foot separation from a public or private school is proposed in
Sections 21.45.166(2) and 21.45.166(3) to address potential compatibility issues with
sensitive land uses (uses that serve children and minors under the age of 18).

Tattoo parlors will be subject to a staff-level review through a ministerial review process.
This process is common to other ministerial uses, whereby approval can be granted for
a permitted use when an established set of criteria is met. Ministerial applications are
decided upon based on established regulations, with no discretion, and do not require a
public hearing. Furthermore, the use of a ministerial process will allow tattoo parlors to be
reviewed based on established criteria, without potential for uncertainty, to meet the 9t
U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals ruling that tattoos are a protected form of freedom of speech.
The use of a ministerial process meets this intent because the regulations provide clarity
and certainty as to the time, place, and manner. Furthermore, if a requirement is unclear,
the applicant may request a Zoning Administrator interpretation.

The Zoning Code Amendment further provides for administrative relief from the ministerial
review process if the location and distance requirements cannot be met. This is proposed
to be handled through the existing Administrative Use Permit process, with specific
findings required to demonstrate that the proposed tattoo parlor will not create added
impacts to a certain area.
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In addition to zoning regulations, tattoo parlors in Long Beach are currently subject to
regulation and oversight from the City’s Department of Health and Human Services
(Health Department), pursuant to the State Body Art Act (AB 300). Under AB 300, all body
art practitioners are required to annually register with the City, obtain annual bloodborne
pathogen training, provide documentation of Hepatitis B vaccination status, obtain
specific health information from clients, and obtain "informed consent" from clients. AB
300 also requires the owner of a body art facility to obtain a Health Permit, operate the
facility in a safe and clean manner, maintain written procedures for the operation of the
facility, and maintain records of training and equipment sterilization.

In review of public safety, the City’s Police Department tracked their calls-for-service and
confirmed that tattoo parlors do not generate any additional calls when compared to
professional, medical, or other clinical offices in similar locations.

Public hearing notices were published in the Long Beach Press-Telegram, posted in three
public locations, and distributed on March 1, 2018, and no responses were received as
of the date of preparation of this report. Any responses and comments received will be
conveyed to the City Council prior to the public hearing.

In accordance with the Guidelines for implementation of the California Environmental
- Quality Act (CEQA), a Negative Declaration (ND 04-17) was prepared for the proposed
Tattoo Parlor Ordinance (Exhibit C). The Negative Declaration was made available for a
30-day public review and comment period that began on December 18, 2017, and ended
on January 18, 2018. California Native American tribes were also given additional notice
of the proposed Zoning Code Amendment, starting January 4, 2018.

This matter was reviewed by Assistant City Attorney Michael J. Mais on February 15,
2018 and by Budget Analysis Officer Julissa José-Murray on March 2, 2018.

TIMING CONSIDERATIONS

City Council action is requested on March 20, 2018, to comply with a 60-day transmittal
period requirement, which expires on April 1, 2018, per Zoning Code 21.25.103.

FISCAL IMPACT

There is no fiscal or local job impact associated with this recommendation.
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SUGGESTED ACTION:
Approve recommendation.

Respectfully submitted,

=/

TOM MODICA
INTERIM DIRECTOR OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

TM:LFT:CT:gb
P:\Planning\City Council ltems (Pending)\Council Letters\2018\2018-03-20\Tattoo Ordinance\Tattoo Ord City Council
Letter_LFT and City Attoney APPROVED (Final).docx

APPROVED:

PATRICK H. WEST
CITY MANAGER

Attachments:  City Council Ordinance
City Council Resolution
Exhibit A — Planning Commission Staff Report from January 18, 2018
Exhibit B — Tattoo Parlor GIS Buffer Map Analysis
Exhibit C — Negative Declaration (ND) 04-17
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ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF LONG BEACH AMENDING THE LONG BEACH
MUNICIPAL CODE BY AMENDING SECTION 21.15.2990,
TABLE 32-1 AND TABLE 32-1A OF CHAPTER 21.32,
SECTION 21.52.273; AND BY ADDING SECTION 21.45.166,
ALL RELATED TO TATTOO PARLORS

The City Council of the City of Long Beach ordains as follows:

Section 1.  Section 21.15.2990 of the Long Beach Municipal Code is
amended to read as follows:
21.15.2900 Tattoo parlor.

"Tattoo parlor" means a commercial land use where the marking or
coloring of the skin is performed by pricking in coloring matter or by
producing scars, and which is conducted in exchange for financial or other
valuable consideration. It does not include the application of permanent
cosmetics or tattooing when applied by a licensed dermatologist on

premises licensed as a dermatological office.

Section 2.  Table 32-1, Uses in all Other Commercial Zoning Districts, of
Chapter 21.32 of the Long Beach Municipal Code is amended to add “Tattoo parlor” as

shown on Exhibit “A” attached hereto.

Section 3.  Table 32-1A, Uses in all Other Commercial Zoning Districts, of
Chapter 21.32 of the Long Beach Municipal Code is amended to add “Tattoo parlor” as

shown on Exhibit “B” attached hereto.
1
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Section 4.  Section 21.52.273 of the Long Beach Municipal Code is
amended to read as follows:
21.52.173 Tattoo and fortunetelling services.
A. The following conditions shall apply to fortunetelling services:
1. No new fortunetelling uses shall be located within one
thousand feet (1,000") of any existing adult entertainment, arcade,
fortunetelling, tattoo parlor or tavern use; and
2. Fortunetelling uses shall operate only between the hours
of seven (7:00) a.m. and ten (10:00) p.m.

B. Prior to approval of an Administrative Use Permit for Tattoo
Parlors, if an Administrative Use Permit is required, the Zoning
Administrator shall, in addition to findings requested in Section 21.25.407,
find that the proposed tattoo parlor does not introduce new light, noise, or
traffic near neighboring sensitive land uses, including residences,
businesses, schools, childcare, or pre-school facilities, that is beyond

normal circumstances in that location.

Section 5.  Section 21.45.166 is added to the Long Beach Municipal
Code to read as follows:
21.45.166 Tattoo parlors.
The following special development standards shall apply to tattoo parlors,
whether as a primary or an accessory use:
A. No new tattoo parlor use shall be located within five hundred
feet (500’) of another tattoo parlor, unless granted through an
Administrative Use Permit, in accordance with Division IV of Chapter 21.25
and Section 21.52.273(B).
B. No new tattoo parlor use shall be located within five hundred

feet (500’) of any public or private primary or secondary school, unless
2
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granted through an Administrative Use Permit, in accordance with Division
IV of Chapter 21.25 and Section 21.52.273(B).

C. Tattoo parlors shall operate only between the hours of seven
(7:00) a.m. and ten (10:00) p.m., unless granted through an Administrative
Use Permit, in accordance with Division IV of Chapter 21.25 and Section
21.52.273(B).

D. Service of alcohol, marijuana based substances, or other
controlled substance shall not be permitted in conjunction with a tattoo
parlor use.

E. The entrance door and storefront window glazing shall be 100
percent (100%) clear and free of obstructions such as signs, window tinting,
shelving, or racks.

F. “Specified anatomical areas” as defined in Chapter 21.15
(Definitions) shall not be exposed in the publicly accessible areas of the
business or viewable from the public right-of-way.

G. The operator of the approved use shall prevent loitering and
loud noises around the subject site during and after the hours of business
operation.

H. A sign stating, “No tattoo service will be provided for anyone
under the age of 18,” shall be visible at all times on the door of the front
entrance.

l. Lighting shall be placed above all exterior doors. Metal halide
or other similar, “white light’-emitting bulbs shall be used to clearly
iluminate the tenant address.

J. The proposed business shall be equipped with an audible
burglar alarm system and door/window alarm company contacts for added
security.

K. Security cameras providing full camera coverage of all entries
3
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and exits into the building and full camera coVerage of all public rights-of-
way and private parking areas provided by the business. Cameras must
record in color with output of at least four hundred eighty (480) lines
resolution. Recordings shall be retained for no less than thirty (30) days on
an IP-configurable Digital Recording Recorder (DVR) or digital storage
setup with a public IP address. The surveillance system username and
password shall be provided to the Long Beach Police Department.

L. The applicant shall comply with all applicable State, County
and City Health and Human Services regulations including, but not limited
to the State Safe Body Art Act regarding the establishment and operation of
businesses engaged in tattooing, body piercing and permanent cosmetic
application.

M. The property shall be developed and maintained in a neat,
quiet, and orderly condition and operated in a manner so as not to be
detrimental to adjacent properties and occupants. This shall encompass
the maintenance of exterior facades of the building, designated parking
areas serving the use, fences and the perimeter of the site (including all
public parkways).

N. Exterior security bars and roll-up doors applied to windows
and pedestrian building entrances shall be prohibited.

0. Any graffiti found on site must be removed within twenty-four
(24) hours of its appearance.

P. Provisions in 21.45.166(A) through (P) may be appealed to

the City’s Zoning Administrator, in accordance with Section 21.10.045.

Section 6.  The City Clerk shall certify to the passage of this ordinance by
the City Council and cause it to be posted in three (3) conspicuous places in the City of

Long Beach, and it shall take effect on the thirty-first (31st) day after it is approved by the
4
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Mayor.

| hereby certify that the foregoing ordinance was adopted by the City

, by the

Council of the City of Long Beach at its meeting of , 20

following vote:

Ayes:

Noes:

Absent:

Approved:

Councilmembers:

Councilmembers:

Councilmembers:

(Date)

City Clerk

Mayor

5
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EXHIBIT “A”

TABLE 32-1
21.32 -
Commercial
Districts
Table 32-1,
Uses In All . .
Other Neighborhood Commercial Regional|Other
Commercial
Zoning CNP | CNA | CNR | CCA | CCP | CCR | CCN | CHW CS
Districts
Subject to
special
development
standards
(see Section
21.45.166).
Tattoo
parlors shall
be permitted
in all Planned
Development
(PD) Districts
allowing
commercial
uses, subject
Tattoo to Section
parlor Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N 21.45.166.

EXHIBIT “A”




EXHIBIT “B”

Table 32-1A
Table 32-1A,
Uses In All
Other Use co CH cT
Commercial
Zoning Tattoo parlor y* v -
Districts

*

= Special standards apply. Refer to Chapter 21.45.

EXHIBIT “B”
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RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF LONG BEACH AUTHORIZING THE DIRECTOR OF
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES TO SUBMIT A LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM AMENDMENT TO AMEND
SECTIONS TC THE CITY’'S ZONING REGULATIONS
RELATING TO TATTOO PARLORS TO THE CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION FOR CERTIFICATION

WHEREAS, on , 2018, the City Council of the City of

Long Beach amended certain provisions of Title 21 of the Long Beach Municipal Code
regarding Tattoo Parlors; and

WHEREAS, it is the desire of the City Council to submit the above
referenced amendments to the Long Beach Municipal Code to the California Coastal
Commission for its review and approval as a Local Coastal Plan implementing ordinance
amendment; and

WHEREAS, the City Council gave full consideration to all facts and the
proposals respecting the amendments to the Long Beach Municipal Code at a properly
noticed and advertised public meeting; and

WHEREAS, the City Council approved the proposed amendments to the
Long Beach Municipal Code by adopting amendments to Title 21. The proposed
amendments are to be carried out in a manner fully consistent with the Coastal Act and
become effective in the Coastal Zone immediately upon Coastal Commission
certification; and

WHEREAS, the City Council hereby finds that the proposed amendments
are consistent with the City’s certified Local Coastal Program and will not adversely affect

the character, livability or appropriate development in the City of Long Beach and that the
1
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amendments are consistent with the goals, objectives and provisions of the General Plan;
NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Long Beach resolves as
follows:
Section 1.  The amendments to Title 21 of the Long Beach Municipal

Code adopted on , 2018, by Ordinance No. ORD- ,a

copy of which is attached to and incorporated in this resolution, will be submitted to the
California Coastal Commission for its earliest review as to that part of the ordinance that
directly affects land use matters in that portion of the California Coastal Zone within the
City of Long Beach.

Section 2.  The Director of Development Services of the City of Long
Beach is hereby authorized to and shall submit a certified copy of this resolution, together
with appropriate supporting materials, to the California Coastal Commission with a
request for its earliest action, as an amendment to the Local Coastal Program that will
take effect automatically upon Commission approval pursuant to the Public Resources
Code or as an amendment that will require formal City Council adoption after Coastal
Commission approval.

Section 3.  This resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption
by the City Council, and the City Clerk shall certify the vote adopting this resolution.
Il
Il
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| hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the City Council of the
City of Long Beach at its meeting of , 2018, by the

following vote:

Ayes: Councilmembers:
Noes: Councilmembers:
Absent: Councilmembers:

City Clerk

MJMkjm A17-01506 2/28/18
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AGENDA ITEM No. &__ EXHIBIT A

CITY OF LONG BEACH

DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

333 West Ocean Bivd., 5™ Floor Long Beach, CA 90802 (562) 570-6194 FAX (562) 570-6068

January 18, 2018

CHAIR AND PLANNING COMMISSIONERS
City of Long Beach
California

RECOMMENDATION:

Recommend that the City Council accept Negative Declaration ND 04-17, and
approve Zoning Code Amendment (ZCA17-016) and Local Coastal Program
Amendment (LCPA17-006) to revise provisions relating to the regulation of tattoo
parlors, specifically pertaining to locational requirements, performance standards,
and administrative review procedures. (Citywide)

APPLICANT: City of Long Beach, Long Beach Development Services
333 West Ocean Boulevard, 3 Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802
(Application 1712-10)

DISCUSSION

In 2010, the 9t U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals ruled that tattooing is a protected form of
speech under the First Amendment. In 2017, a civil rights action was brought against the
City of Long Beach challenging the City's regulation of tattoo parlors. In Real v. City of
Long Beach (9" Cir. March 29, 2017), the 9" Circuit reversed a district court decision,
holding that Title 21 of the Long Beach Municipal Code (Zoning Ordinance) violates the
First Amendment by unreasonably restricting prospective tattoo artists from establishing
tattoo parlors in Long Beach.

Pursuant to the federal court’s rulings, the City Attorney’s office requested that staff
prepare proposed amendments to the Zoning Ordinance to regulate tattoo parlors in a
manner that is content-neutral and narrowly tailored to serve a substantial government
interest (Exhibit A — Draft Code Amendment with redlines). The proposed amendments
address locational requirements and performance standards for new tattoo parlors, and
establish revised procedures to administer the proposed standards. A procedure for
administrative relief is also provided under the proposed review process.

The proposed Zoning Code Amendment will retain and not change the existing definition
for “Tattoo Parlor” under Section 21.15.2990 of the Zoning Code, which states:

"Tattoo parlor" means a commercial land use where the marking or coloring of the skin is
performed by pricking in coloring matter or by producing scars, and which is conducted
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in exchange for financial or other valuable consideration. It does not include tattooing
when applied by a licensed dermatologist on premises licensed as a dermatological
office. (Ord. C-6533 § 1 (part), 1988)

Under the current Zoning Ordinance, tattoo parlors are permitted only with a minor
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) in select commercial zoning districts and specific plan
areas and are not permitted at locations within one thousand feet (1,000’) of any existing
adult entertainment, arcade, fortunetelling, another tattoo parlor, or tavern use. Tattoo
parlors are further regulated by special conditions prescribing locational requirements and
hours of operation in Section 21.52.273. Special conditions of approval are applied to
each approved CUP on a case by case basis. Additionally, all CUP applications are
subject to a public hearing by the Planning Commission, which can take several months
to complete. As a result, the CUP process, coupled with the limited number of zoning
districts permitting tattoo parlors, were determined to be too restrictive and in conflict with
the First Amendment's freedom of speech, as determined by Real v. City of Long Beach
(9t Cir. March 29, 2017).

In developing the new regulations, staff consulted regulations recently established in
other California cities, including Oceanside, Torrance, and Hermosa Beach. In order to
balance a constitutionally protected activity with local regulation, the Zoning Ordinance
amendments described herein are recommended to regulate the time, manner, and place
of new tattoo parlor uses.

Background

As of January 2018, our records indicate that there are nine (9) licensed tattoo parlors in
the City of Long Beach; of which, only four (4) were required to obtain CUPs, leaving the
other five (5) as legal-non-conforming. These five non-conforming tattoo parlors were
approved prior to the existing CUP requirement.

The City's existing Zoning Ordinance and CUP requirements are holdover regulations
from earlier attitudes regarding tattoo pariors. According to the American Planning
Association (APA), many municipalities experienced wide proliferation of tattoo parlors,
especially in suburban areas, during the 1990s. At the time, tattoo parlors across the U.S.
were often co-located or adjacent to other adult entertainment uses such as body piercing
and massage parlors, giving them the image of an eccentric or exotic type of business
targeting clients over 18 years of age. There were general fears that tattoo parlors would
have a negative impact on local communities and surrounding uses, especially if they
were located in close proximity to each other. However, the APA acknowledged that this
negative image of tattoo parlors ignored the fact that all tattoo parlors are subject to
additional County and State health regulations, similar to medical clinics. Because they
offer a service that is considered a minor surgical procedure, all tattoo parlors must submit
their records to the relevant oversight agencies (Exhibit B — APA Zoning News). This
additional level of regulation, coupled with local regulations, has resulted in tattoo parlors
in the City of Long Beach being a highly-regulated land use with no clear evidence of
nuisance or negative externalities for the surrounding community.
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Despite the total number of tattoo parlors, over the three-year period from January 2014
to December 2016, a total of 87 calls for service were received by the Long Beach Police
Department for six of the nine tattoo establishments. Among these calls for service, 45
calls were for parking violation complaints at a single location, and 11 calls were for
audible burglar alarms. Setting aside these routine non-violent calls for service, a total of
31 calls for service were received over the three-year period.

As a point of comparison, there are 71 chiropractic offices operating in the City of Long
Beach. A sampling of six chiropractic offices from various districts throughout the City
was analyzed for calls for service. Over the same three-year period, a total of 23 calls for
service were received by the Long Beach Police Department for these establishments.

The data does not indicate a significantly disproportionate number of calls for service
originating from tattoo pariors relative to chiropractic offices. The Long Beach Police
Department Vice Investigations unit also confirms that there are no recurring issues with
any of the City’s existing tattoo parlors. The City’'s generally positive experience with
tattoo parlors in recent years may be attributed at least in part to the rigorous land use
entitlement process.

Zoning District Amendment

The current Zoning Ordinance allows tattoo parlors in the CHW, CH, CT, PD-1 “Midtown
Specific Plan” (permitted in the Transit Node and Corridor Districts only), and PD-30
“Downtown Plan” (not including the Downtown-Neighborhood Overlay) zoning districts
only with the issuance of a Conditional Use Permit. The proposed amendment would
amend Table 32-1 of the Zoning Ordinance to allow new tattoo parlors in all commercial
zoning districts by-right, with the exception of the CS zoning district, which is intended for
storage uses. New tattoo establishments would be subject to specific locational
requirements and performance standards.

Locational Requirements

There is an existing body of research documenting the potential adverse effects of tattoo
parlors on sensitive land uses. In a 2002, Pedijatrics journal published a national study
evaluating the association between tattooing and several high-risk behaviors in
adolescents, and concluded that, “Permanent tattoos are strongly associated with high-
risk behaviors among adolescents. In the clinical setting, the presence of a tattoo noted
during clinical examination of an adolescent should prompt in-depth assessment for a
variety of high-risk behaviors.” Some of the high-risk behaviors found more prevalent in
adolescents with tattoos included: increased sexual activity, substance abuse, violence,
and school failure (see Exhibit C — Pediatrics: Tattooing and high-risk behavior in
adolescents, 2002). Based on these facts, staff proposes the following separation
requirements for new tattoo parlors with respect to potentially incompatible businesses
and sensitive land uses.

The proposed separation standards have been updated to include previously unpermitted
commercial zoning districts and to address potential incompatibilities with nearby land
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uses. The proposed amendment would require five hundred feet (500’) of separation
between a new tattoo parlor and another tattoo parlor. Additionally, a new requirement of
a five-hundred-foot (500°) separation from a public or private school is proposed in
Sections 21.45.166(2) and 21.45.166(3) to address potential compatibility issues with
sensitive land uses. For the purposes of this amendment, distance measurements are
taken from the property line of a proposed tattoo parlor business parcel to the property
line of the other use in question. See Exhibit D for a GIS Analysis of parcels eligible for
Tattoo Parlors.

Performance Standards

In order to ensure good business practices and prevent nuisance activity, certain
performance standards are proposed for new tattoo parlors in Sections 21.45.166(4)
through 21.45.166(17) of the Zoning Ordinance. These include the following proposed
standards:

e Hours of operation shall be between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.

Service of alcohol, marijuana-based substances, or other controlled substances.
shall not be permitted in conjunction or within the premises of a tattoo parlor use.
Storefront entrance and glazing is to be clear of any tinting or other obstructions.
Patrons receiving tattoos shall not be indecently exposed to public view.

Loitering at the business and vicinity shall be prevented at all times.

Minimum age of customers shall be enforced. State law establishes a minimum
age of 18 for any individual seeking tattoo services.

Lighting standards for the exterior of the building.

Security standards including audible burglar alarm and security cameras.

Health regulations of State and County entities are to be observed.

Property is to be maintained in good order at all times.

Exterior security bars and roll-up doors are prohibited.

Graffiti removal shall occur within 24 hours of its appearance.

The proposed performance standards herein were informed by research into numerous
cities including Oceanside, Torrance and Hermosa Beach. These cities represent some
of the first cities in California to adopt and approve new zoning ordinances for tattoo
parlors in response to similar federal court cases (Yvon v. City of Oceanside, 91" Cir. June
27, 2016; Garcia v. City of Torrance, CA Central Dist. May 20, 2015; Anderson v. City of
Hermosa Beach, 9" Cir. March 29, 2017). Collectively, these cities and court cases
provided a range of ordinance language and regulation precedence for Long Beach to
propose performance standards that balance a constitutionally protected activity with
local governmental regulation.

Administration/Procedures
Tattoo parlors will be subject to a staff-level review through a ministerial review process.

This process is common to other ministerial uses, whereby approval can be granted for
a permitted use when an established set of criteria is met. Ministerial applications are
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decided upon based on established regulations, with no discretion and do not require a
public hearing. Furthermore, the use of a ministerial process will allow tattoo parlors to be
reviewed based on established criteria, without potential for uncertainty, to meet the 9%
U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals ruling that tattoos are a protected form of freedom of speech.
The use of a ministerial process meets this intent because the regulations provide clarity
and certainty as to the time, place, and manner. Furthermore, if a requirement is unclear,
the applicant may request a Zoning Administrator interpretation.

The Zoning Code Amendment further provides for administrative relief from the ministerial
review process if the locational and distance requirements cannot be met. This is
proposed to be handled through the existing Administrative Use Permit process, with
specific findings required to demonstrate that the proposed tattoo parlor will not create
added impacts to a certain area.

PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE

This action was noticed through publication in the Press Telegram on December 26,
2017, in accordance with the provision of the Zoning Ordinance. Additionally, written
notices were sent to the California Coastal Commission and all City libraries, and three
public hearing notices were posted in public places throughout the City.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a Negative
Declaration was prepared for the Tattoo Parlor Ordinance. The Negative Declaration was
posted on the City's website and has been circulated for comment. As of the date of
preparation of this report, the City has received one phone call in support of updated
tattoo parlor regulations. The Negative Declaration is available as an attachment to this
report (Exhibit E — Negative Declaration 04-17).
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Respectfully submitted,

LINDA F. TATUM, AICP
PLANNING BUREAU MANAGER

'// _‘ ‘
TOM MODICA

INTERIM DIRECTOR OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

TMLFT.CT.gb

Attachments: Exhibit A — Draft Code Amendment with redlines

Exhibit B — American Planning Association. (Apr 1998). Zoning
News: Zoning Gets Under Your Skin

Exhibit C — Pediatrics (2002). Tattooing and high-risk behavior in
adolescents. Roberis, Tim A. and Ryan, Sheryl A.

Exhibit D — Tattoo Parlor GIS Buffer Map Analysis

Exhibit E — Negative Declaration ND 04-17

Exhibit F — Public Comments and Testimony



Tattoo Parlor Regulations - DRAFT v8

EXHIBIT A

LBMC Code Code Text
Section
21.15.2990 - "Tattoo parlor" means a commercial land use where the marking or coloring of the skin

Tattoo parlor

is performed by pricking in coloring matter or by producing scars, and which is
conducted in exchange for financial or other valuable consideration. It does not include
the application of permanent cosmetics or tattooing when applied by a licensed
dermatologist on premises licensed as a dermatological office.

21.32 -
Commercial
Districts

Table 32-1, Uses
In All Other
Commercial
Zoning Districts

Neighborhood Community Regional |Other

CNP | CNA [ CNR | CCA | CCP | CCR | CCN | CHW cs

Subiject to
special
development
standards
(see Section
Tattoo
parlors shall
be permitted
in all Planned
Development
(PD) Districts
allowing
commercial
uses, subject
to Section
21.45.166.

Tattoo
parlor?

21.45.166
Tattoo Parlors

The following special development standards shall apply to tattoo parlors, whether as a
primary or an accessory use.

A. No new tattoo parlor use shall be located within five hundred feet (500’) of another
tattoo parlor, unless granted through an Administrative Use Permit, in accordance with
Division IV of Chapter 21.25 and Section 21.52.273(B}.

B. No new tattoo parlor use shall be located within five hundred feet (500°) of any public

or private primary or secondary school, unless granted through an Administrative Use
Permit, in accordance with Division IV of Chapter 21.25 and Section 21.52.273(B).




Tattoo parlors shall operate only between the hours of seven (7:00) a.m. and ten
{10:00) p.m., unless granted through an Administrative Use Permit, in accordance with
Division 1V of Chapter 21.25 and Section 21.52.273(B).

Service of alcohol, marijuana-based substances, or other controlled substance shall not
be permitted in conjunction or within the premises of a tattoo parlor use.

The entrance door and storefront window glazing shall be 100 percent clear and free of
obstructions such as signs, window tinting, shelving, or racks.

“Specified anatomical areas” as defined in Chapter 21.15 (Definitions) shall not be
exposed in the publicly accessible areas of the business or viewable from the public

right-of-way.

The operator of the approved use shall prevent loitering and loud noises around the
subject site during and after the hours of business operation.

A sign stating, “No tattoo service will be provided for anyone under the age of 18,” shall

be visible at all times on the door of the front entrance.

Lighting shall be placed above all exterior doors. Metal halide or other similar, “white
light”-emitting bulbs shall be used to clearly illuminate the tenant address.

The proposed business shall be equipped with an audible burglar alarm system and
door/window alarm company contacts for added security.

Security cameras providing full camera coverage of all entries and exits into the building
and full camera coverage of all public rights-of-way and private parking areas provided
by the business. Cameras must record in color with output of at least four hundred
eighty (480) lines resolution. Recordings shall be retained for no less than thirty (30)
days on an IP-configurable Digital Video Recorder {DVR) or digital storage setup with a
public IP address. The surveillance system username and password shall be provided to
the Long Beach Police Department.

The applicant shall comgly with all State and County Department of Health Services
regulations regarding the establishment of businesses engaged in tattooing, body
piercing and permanent cosmetic application. Furthermore, the applicant shall comply
with all City of Long Beach Health Department regulations for the establishment of a

tattoo parlor.

The property shall be developed and maintained in a neat, quiet, and orderly condition
and operated in a manner so as not to be detrimental to adjacent properties and
occupants. This shall encompass the maintenance of exterior facades of the building,
designated parking areas serving the use, fences and the perimeter of the site (including
all public parkways).

Exterior security bars and roll-up doors applied to windows and pedestrian building

entrances shall be prohibited.

Any graffiti found on site must be removed within 24 hours of its appearance.

1/4/2017




P. Provisions in 21.45.166(A)} through (P) may be appealed to the City’s Zoning
Administrator, in accordance with Section 21.10.045.
21.52.273 - A. The following conditions shall apply to tattee-and-fortunetelling services:
Tattoo exand 1. No new fortunetelling uses ertattoo-paroruses-shall be located within one thousand
Fortunetelling feet (1,000') of any existing adult entertainment, arcade, fortunetelling, tattoo parlor, or
services tavern use; and

2. Fortunetelling and-tattooparlors-uses shall operate only between the hours of seven
(7:00) a.m. and ten (10:00) p.m.

B. Prior to approval of an Administrative Use Permit for Tattoo Parlors, the Zoning
Administrator shall, in addition to findings required in Section 21.25.407, find that:

1. The proposed tattoo parior does not introduce new light, noise, or traffic near
neighboring sensitive land uses, including residences, businesses, schools, childcare
or pre-school facilities, that is beyond normal circumstances in that location.

1/4/2017
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Zoning Gets
Under Your Skin

By Chris Burke

OVCr the past three years, tattoo patlors and body massage
parlors have proliferated rapidly. Once regarded as a
novelty popular in warm climates and seedy commercial strips,
tattoo parlors have been springing up everywhere, from large
commercial strips to the quiet confines of suburbia. Body
massage parlors are following close behind and becoming
increasingly popular in both cities and suburban areas. This issue
of Zoning News discusses the complex issues associated with
regulating these businesses.

Tattoo Parlors

Tattooing, by definition, refers to the “method of placing
designs, letters, scrolls, figures, symbols or any other marks upon
or under the skin with ink or any other substance resulting in

the coloration of the skin by the aid of needles or any other
instruments designed to touch or puncture the skin” (Denver
Municipal Code, Ordinance No. 212-97). This art has existed for
centuries, but recently its popularity has increased. Want proof?
Watch any professional basketball or football game, or look

at any music video and count the number of people donning
tattoos. Go to any local mall or college and take notice of arms,
shoulders, and legs covered with graphic designs. Tattooing is not
limited to the age group between 18 and 25, but it would be safe
to assume that it is more prevalent with them than with people
over 30.

L B B L]

Tcﬁoo parlors are
increasingly locating in
suburban areas where
commercial regulations
may be less stringent.

[ ]

In the past, tattoos were perceived as a symbol of gang or
club affiliation. That perception may still be accurate, but,
according to a source at the National Tattoo Association,
tattoos are seen as having sex appeal and have become
increasingly popular with women. Following a similar growth
pattern for spandex in the 1980s, tattoo parlors were initially
most popular in warmer climates but eventually expanded
throughout the country. Tattoo businesses have also moved
from urban commercial strips to smaller suburban areas. This
growth in smaller municipalities has caused public officials to
rethink their zoning ordinances.

Currently, there is no available estimate concerning the growth
or number of tattoo establishments. A source at the Professional

Tattoo Artist Guild, 2 membership organization for tattoo
artists, estimated 1,000 percent growth in the industry over the
past five years. Although this figure is high, it suggests how fast
the industry has grown. Tattoo parlors are increasingly locating
in suburban areas where commercial regulations may be less
stringent. States regulate the procedures tattoo parlors must follow,
but local governments determine where they may locate. Because
tattoo establishments provide a service for a fee, they usually are
considered commercial enterprises, though some municipalities
classify them differently. Because some tattoo patlors offer other
services such as body piercing and drug paraphernalia, it is
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Chris Burke

Prominently placed tattoo signs, like this one in suburban
Chicago, can either raise eyebrows or pique curiosity.

common for them to be grouped as adult entertainment uses or
required to obtain conditional use permits to operate.

Tattoo parlors traditionally have been considered an eccentric,
exotic type of business. People have a mental image of the shops,
the types of patrons they attract, and where they should be
permitted. This mental image often overlooks the fact that tattoo
patlors face many of the same restrictions as local clinics. Unlike
most commercial businesses, tattoo parlors raise medical and
hygiene concerns. Because they use needles and razors, tattoo
proprietors handle biohazardous waste and pose potential health
hazards.

Tattooing is a minor surgical procedure that uses needles
to inject ink under the skin’s surface. Because the skin is
broken, hygiene is a primary concern not only for the customer
and shop owner, but for the municipality as well. Local
officials must be concerned with the possible transmission
of communicable diseases such as hepatitis and human
immunodeficiency virus (HIV). Maintaining the idea that
tattooing is a surgical procedure, some cities such as Ocean
City, Maryland, and Oak Harbor, Washington, prohibit the
practice unless it is performed by a licensed physician or
osteopath, Oak Harbor’s ordinance clearly states that tattooing

Reprinted with permission from Zoning News; copyright 1998 by the American Planning Association

Page 1 of 2




cCeOO0RGGEEOPOLER®ESE
Most ordinances classify
legitimate therapeutic massage
businesses as those associated
with hedlth clubs, physical
therapy clinics, full service

beauty salons, hotels, and
medical facilities.
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falls under the practice of medicine because it “penetrates the
tissue of human beings,” which falls under the city’s definition
of surgery. Oak Harbor regards the prohibition of tattoo parlors
as a measure to protect residents’ public health. Ocean City’s
ordinance does not clearly state the reasoning for its strict
restrictions, but the ordinance is detailed enough to discourage
the most immaculate proprietor.

While prohibiting tattoo parlors may seem an extreme
regulatory measure, many communities implement legislation
with very clear guidelines for operations. For example, the
Mission Viejo, California, ordinance prohibits tattooing on
certain skin surfaces, lists what type of antiseptic and dressing
must be used, addresses sterilization procedures, and states very
specific guidelines for equipment, tattooing procedures, and
surfaces. In addition, the business owner is required to submit in
writing to the state health department the sources of all dyes or
inks used in the operation prior to receiving a permit. Though
the regulations appear strict, Mission Viejo's ordinance resembles
most ordinances that allow tattoo patlors.

While many regulations are strict, they generally don't require
tattoo artists to have a professional permit to practice unless
the ordinance requires physicians or osteopaths to perform the
procedure. In fact, there are no official tattoo organizations
certifying professionals. Tattoo artists have associations that serve
as membership organizations, but artists are not required, for
example, to take a minimum number of credit hours in tattoo
artistry at their local college. This may not seem significant to
someone deciding what color of dragon to install on his or her
shoulder, but it is of concern to state officials trying to determine
what constitutes a legitimate tattoo business.

Most tattoo artists are not licensed physicians or osteopaths.
Therefore, one might conclude that ordinances that require
tattoo owners and operators to be licensed in the medical field
may as well prohibit them, but that assumption would be
wrong. The state of Maryland requires tattoo parlor owners to
be licensed physicians or osteopaths, but tattoo parlors operate
in College Park, Landover Hills, Prince Frederick, and Silver
Spring. This suggests that stringent regulations don't totally deter
such businesses.

For communities that allow tattoo patlors, regulations are
similar to those for clinics. Most regulations include strict
guidelines for hygiene and for disposing of and sterilizing
the necessary equipment. All ordinances reviewed by Zoning
News require, as a matter of state law, that any patron be at
least 18 years of age or in the company of a legal parent or
guardian before being tattooed. Tattoo operators must submit
their personal medical records to the health department
and maintain records of all their clients. Further restrictions
require tattoo parlors to adhere to those regulations listed in

Zoning Gets Under Your Skin

the local ordinance for commercial districts. In addition, some
ordinances allow the parlors only in light industrial districts or
require them to obtain conditional use permits to locate in a
commercial district.

Massage Parlors
Massage parlors ate also experiencing growth. While many of
today’s massage businesses call themselves day spas, massage
patlors have not always been popular or viewed in a positive
light. Historically, they have been associated with prostitution
and fronts for other illicit behavior. In contrast, today’s parlors
or spas are providing services for models, corporate executives,
athletes, and anyone willing to spend $100 or more to feel good.
Although this business has found a legitimate niche in today’s
service industry, the negative image has not totally disappeared.
As the day spas continue to grow and find success within the
service industry, the massage industry’s darker side, adult massage
patlors, share in the success. How can one distinguish them?
Unlike adult theaters and book stores, adult massage parlors
will not advertise or appear different on the outside. Just last
month as a prank, San Francisco 49ers teammates referred wide

o
&
Ef b
@
w
B
&
Q

Massage parlors can be inconspicuously located, like this one
that shares a quiet suburban residential area.

receiver Jerry Rice to a massage parlor that was raided by police.
Rice mistakenly thought it was a legitimate business undil police
showed up. This mistake can happen to anyone, including those
municipalities trying to regulate massage parlors.

Massage parlors are another business typically found under
the adult use umbrella and sometimes are required to have a
conditional use permit to operate. As previously reported in
Zoning News (“Massaging the Regulations,” October 1997),
massage parlors can be unwanted in communities because of
the difficulty of clearly defining the type of massage permitted.
Most ordinances classify legitimate therapeutic massage
businesses as those associated with health clubs, physical
therapy clinics, full service beauty salons, hotels, and medical
facilities. This type of massage presents no problem because it
is affiliated with a larger commercial use. However, massage
can exist as an exotic adult use with scantily dressed masseuses

Page 2 of 2
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Tattooing and high-risk behavior in adolescents ';fft‘:
Peqiarrics, Dec, 2002 by Limorhy A_Rghens, Sheryl A, Ryan nded 1
Site toy
. woklstr
ABBREVIATION. SD, standard deviaton
Sealc
Tattooing 1= a cammon behawior yn WeSIern society. Ten percent 1o 16% of adolescents L&k!
age 12 o 18 und 3% to 9% i':el'-cent of the genheral populatnion report having permanant Find wi
tattoos. (1-4) Despite the frequency of tatooing in adolescents, few studies have fast wy:
looked speaifically at this behavior. web se
sexrciil
The mayonty of studies on tattooing have focused op the medicsl complications of Eind
having a tattoa apphicd. The behavioral surveys currendy in the hterature are (n highly mEy.
selscted samples ot adolascents and demoenstrate (ronsIstant assoCiations with sk :-f;gg:
benhavior. For exampla, populations studied 1o dare have been from datantuion centers, Nunare
alierpanive sghoals, climc populauans, and colleges. These studias Nave G&EMONSTlated a puplica
high inCidence of sexual nsk behavior, violent behaviar, Substanice use, and criminality wawfire
among those with tatteoz (5-9) However, other stugies done jn hygh school students
and miltary racrus have not found these associations. {1,2,10) Thesi inconsistent E‘Lﬁ
resulfs have made the clinical significance al tattoos in adolescents aifficult to Gex it
defermine filterne
maornico
In view of the contradictory @vidence avdilable on this subject and the ihcreasing iofth:‘a;
ww N

frequency of tatteeing among youths, this study sought to clanfy the chnical
sigruficance of Yattooing 1n adolescents This study exslmined a large, netionally Zeal

representative sampie of adolescents to answer 3 questions: 1) What s the prevalence Direc
ol tattooing in adqolescents? 2) what are the associations between racooing and key Joun Ze
demograpiuc variables in agolescents? 3) Are ratcooing and high-nisk behaviors directo
assocjated with each other in adolescants? yourst
making
Wyivw 2et
METHODS
Source of Data
Corie
This study 15 a secandary analysi of the Natiopal 1 ongtudinal Study of Adojescent P
Health (Ada Health). Add Health 1s & Surveéy that provides a nationally représentatve THC

sampie of adulescents 11 to 21 years of aga For this survey, adolescents intially were
randomly selected from a representauve sample ol Juwor and sen,or hign schools ang <
inwiled to complete 2 waves of In-home surveys approsumately 1 year apart (n 1995

and 1996 The schools were stratfied by size, ethnic composition, region, and

neignuorhood type Indiviual adolescents weare stratfied by gender and grade Othar

graups were nentionally oversampied dunng tha survey process to supplement the

nauonally representatve care sample group. A total of 12 118 adolascents complet=d

cthe first wave af tha m-hama survey.
For this study, we used the Add Health publiC use gata set. Although tius data set

contains S0% of tne natianally reprasentdtive core sampie group and 50% of the
aversampled group of hlack adojescents with college-educated parents, only the

hitp://articles.findarticles.com/p/anicles/mi_m0950/1s_6_110/ai_Y5629474/pg_1 6/7/200:
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RELATED TE
samnple size of 6072 Data from wave 1 of the Add Health survey, collected i 1995, v Tamoouid,
were useq for analysis, Except as noted. Aspects

« Tatteoing..

- a3pecrs
Respongents 1n 12th grade at wava 1 were not interviewed in wave 2 (n = 960) An « Youth / De
aaditiona) 517 respondents did not complate wave 2 of the Survey, leaving a final aspacrs
populatian af 4595 adolescents for analysas involving wave 2 data. Afisr excluding the o Rusketakns
adolescents who were n 12th grade at wavg 1, the adolascants wlio completed wavy 1 {Psycnaloqy)
Dut Aid not compiere wave 2 of the survey were significantly mare hkaly o be male (P Pemoaraphic

< ,001)

On both waves 1 and 2 of ¥he survey, adolescents were askad to rate how honest chey
had been while answenng the surv@y using a8 4~-point scale ranging from “not at all
honestly” to "completely honestly.” Respondents who reported bejhg "not at all hahest”
wiile rdsponding o the survey were excluded fram the Current study (2.8% of the
sample), This group was significantly mare hkely to be maie (P < .0D1), be black (P

< .00%), have lower parantal education {P < .001), have jower household income (P

< .05), and hve in 3 single-parent household (P < ,05). The demographic charactensucs
of the sample population studied, after excluding those who reported beng “not at &li
honest,” are hsted in Table 1.

Predictor varniables

The major predictor vanable used was the report of the possession of a permanent
tattod On wava 1 and 2, adolescents who were taking the sulvey were asked, Do you
have a permanent tateo? Yes/No," A number of sociodemegraphic factors ware also
used &8s predictor vaniables, including gender, age (categonzed as 11-13 years of age,
14-16 yeurs of age, and 17-21 years of age (0 correspond to arly, rmddle, and late
adolescence), athnicity (white nop-thispanic, black nenstispanic, misparhec, and othear),
neighborhood type (rural, suburban, and urbany), number of parents hivinig in the hoine
(1 or >1), highest feve| of parental educanion reported by esther parent (less than high
school, high school, education beyond high school, and colteye education or more), and
family income {0yv;ae0 INLO quartiles based on median famuly income from 1989 census
tract aata}

Finally, peer substance use was used as a predictor variable, Pear substance use was
measured using a 10-point scale created from 3 questions apout dally smoking,
monthly drinking, and monthly manjuana use In e sublect’s 3 best frnends (scale
[alpha) = 0 76).

Outcome Vanables

Several self-reported mgh-rsk vehaviors wera used as the prmary outcome varabies
These oulcome vanables were selecred from 4 major areas of hygh-risk behavior
ihvolvermnent: seaud| shvolvernent, substance use, violent behawvior, and schoot
prablems Sexual involvernent wus measured with # single t2m that measured whather
the adolescent had éver had sexual intercourse. Subsiance usa was evajuated using 3
sepdrate items that measured any simoking during the st month, any Mmeryuana use

hnip'//asticles.findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0950/is_6_110/ai_95629474/pg_ 6/71200.
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tested for any repact of involvemenc in a seridus physical fight dunhg the last year,
infliching serious iNjuries {INJures requinng medical treatment) in the last year, and
Joining @ nameq gang during the last yaar. School proplems were measured using 2
tems that tested for any episod of truanty dunng the Jast year and school fadure
{grade of D or less in English, math, saence, or tustory on the last report card). All
vanables were.scared dichatomously as involvement versus no nvolvement

Analyses

Vv
Descriphve analyses were used to determng the prevalencs of tattooing n tha sampie
and the nadence aof new rattoo acquisiion batween waves ) and 2. To aqyusrt for the
large weighted sample size, Aad Health sample waights were normahzed and
recalculated <o chal the weghtad ot for a particular sample was equal to the sample
size. Bivanare associauons hetween damographic variabljes and responses to the
honesty question, reported tatrooing, and outcome nsk behaviors as well as the
associalion between tattoamg and risk behavior were examined using [chi square]
analyses. The relatonship betwaen tattoning and peer SuhsStance use was examned
using un ndependent sample T teSt 10 cornpare the mean peer sybsrance use score

To deterrmune the ind@pendgnt assoqdhon betwean wiooing and risk béhaviors,
controlling for sociodemographic vansbles and peer substance use, we oeveloped
logisuc regression models. All of the demegraphic vanables that ware signficantly
associated at o lavel of P > .05 with any of the risk behaviors were retainad in the final
rnodels. Before development of the final models, each of the components was resced for
mulriple conneanty; po correlagions high enocugh to present problems witn
mulucolhineanty were found The model was tested against each of the risk bahaviors at
wave 1, excepl far gang membership, which was asked only en wava 2. For gang
membpership, a separate |0QisUC regression model was developed using wave 2 data
tollawing the procedure outhned above The descrpuve analyses, [¢hy square) analyses,
independant sample t 18St, and lOQistic regressions were perrormed using SUDAAN (11)
to account for the clustared samphng design of the Add Health survey. Because cf tha
large spmple siza and tha large number of assoniatiens examinea, the level of
significance for all tests waa set 4t P < 01

RESULTS

Prevalence of Tatoomg

Permanent 1atloos were reported by 270 (4.6%) of the SB37 adolescents o wave 1.
Betwean waves 1 and 2 of the survey, approsimarely 1 year later, 131 (3.0%) of the
4379 udajescents in wave 2 reported acquirng & tatroo for the first time, The average
age of tattoo acywisinon between waves 1 and 2 was 16,8 years {standard devialion

[SD]. 1 4).

Pemographic Cocrejates of Tattooing

f m[allpubhcauons _v_] Searchl

hitp://adticles.findaricles.com/p/articles/mi_m0950/s_6_110/ai_95629474/pg_ 6/7/12004
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Tattooing and high-risk bebhavior in adolescents e
pediarrics, Dec, 2002 by Tmothy A_Roperts, ShervlA Ryan Bt
. sucees
Cantinued fn.)m page 1. SSRI
wrongt
Olaer adolescents were sigmficantly more likely to be tattooed (0.5% in the youngest case
adolescents and 7.6% ip the oldast adolescents; P < ,001). Adolescants fromn singla- Yo it
parent househoids were twice a3 likely to be raroced (6.4% vs 3.2%, P < .001)
Adolescents whose families were in Tie lowest income gquarole wera significantly more
likely o pe tattpoed {6.8%; P < ,Q01), and adolescents with famihies in the hyghest Kigis (
income quartile wera significantly less fikely 1o be tattooed (3,2%; P < .00S). The .T_S’t‘;r’;;
prevalence of rawoaing also varead sigiificantly with the level of parental educatons! Game:
Adolescents whose parent had a high school education or less were more likely to De Readir
tatcwaed {(7.0% and 5 7%; P < 01), and adolescents whose parent had 3 college _heret
aducafion or more were lass hikely to be tatioced (2.4%; P < 001). Gender, ethnicity, T
and 7:n§ ne,gnborhooa type were hot signsficantly associatea witn tattooing (Tabig 2)
Tatooing was also sigmficantly associated with higher levels of peer subsrance use &M
Nontatroced adolescants reporred an avarage peer substance use score (on & scala of lmprov
0-9) of 2 4 (SD 2.6), whereas tattonad adolescents reported an average scare of 51 child's
(SD* 2.B; P < .001). In our sample, 34.6% of nonrartoved varsus 5 5% of tattooad 222:2

adolagcencs reported that nomne of chesr 3 best friends was 8 daily smoker or had vused futorin
aicohe) or marijuana in the last monch. Canversely, 3 5% of nontattwoed and 11 6% of Werw i3
tatooed adolescents reported thdt all 3 of their 3 best friends were daly Smokers and G St
nad useq aleohol 3nd maryuana in the last noneh {data not shown).

Adale:
Tattoaag and Risk Behaviors Yahoo

Comps

Save ’
In bivanate analysis (Table 3), significant associatons were foung batween tdLooing great s
and all of the fugh-risk behaviors that we examined (P < .001 for all assogiations). For price

esample, in the ares of sexual acuvity, 83% of rartooed adolescents reparted a history Yaluu o
of sexual intercourse compared viith 36% of nontattooad adolescencs, In the area of
substance use, §3% of tatrooed and 26% of noprattooed adolESCENTS repartad srmoking

0 the jast 30 days. Fitty-four percent of tattooed acolescents and only 32% of Cur.te
nontatlooed adolescents reported \nvolvemerit in a sarious physkal fight duning the last oart!
vear. Fnally, 1n the area of school proplems, 60% of tattooed adolescents repurted ¢ R
mistary of school truancy compared with only 26% of nontattooed adolescents, e

In logisuc regression analyses adjusting for socie-demographic variables and peer
Substance use, tattooed adolescents were sigmficantly more hikely to report hngh 1ates
of involvementn all of the risk benaviors examned (Tabie 4) Sexual ntercourse ana
gang membership had the strongast relationships with tattooing Tatroo2d adolescents
were 4 nmes more likely to have ever had Saxual intércourse and aimaost 3 omes more
likely (0 have peen jhindted \Nto & named garg in the lasc year compared with
adolescenls withoul (3Iteos Smajler assoaations were found with marygjuana use n the
last month, being involved In a Serious phy$ical fight i the laat y2ar, and havihg a
grade of D or less on the last report card. Far these bzhaviors, tattooed adolescents
were almost twice as hkely as nontattooed adolescents To report tivolvemeant,

hup://articles.findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0950/s_6_110/ai_95629474/pg_2 6/7/2004
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PISCUSSION

This Study dermnonstrates that tatrooing is @ comman belhiavior among syulascents and is
strongly related 1o a wide vanery of behaviars that put adojescents at nsk for mordity
and mortalty. Tacfooed adalescents report graater invo|lvement (h sexyal sntercourse,
nigher fevels of substance use by their peers and by themsalves, signficantly higher
levels of violgnce perpetrano?\, snd more frequent school problenss chan ther
nontattooedq peers,

Previous stydies that examufied The assoCiations betweaen [attoong ana adolescent risk
pahavior have peen done in smallar based samples and have demonstrated mixed

$sogatons between tatoong and & variety of nsk benaviors, (1,2,5-10) This 15 e
hrst atudy to use a large, nationally representatve sample of adolescents to exarmine
the agsqaianon between tatoaing and high-nsk behavior in adolescents. This work
pré\uc—les a more generalizable picture of the prevalence of tattooing and the behavorsl
context of tartooing in adolescents than previous work in this area

Behaviors relateq ta sexpahty, substance use, violence, and school faijure during
adolescence are widely known to have significant immediate consequences as well as
repercussions that conhue long into adulthooed, (12) Idenufying adojescents whe are
#t risk for these behaviors, because of thaw environment, peer group, or othar factors,
and prevenung the consequences of these behaviors are tne focus of preventive efforts
in the chimtal care of adolescents (13) Givan the sUrong hinks petween tattoomg ana
high-ask behavior found in this Study, tattooing in n adolescent Can serve as a uselu),
easdy visihle, chnical marker that nay igentfy agolescents who are at a higher risk for
engaging n nsk behawvior.

Several imitauons o this Study must be noted First, tus survey was school based and
sufveyad only those adolgscents who were enrolled In school at the beainning of the
recraitrn@nt process Because many of the nsk behaviors stutied are aLspGatad with
school ditficulty and dropping out of school, this survey may underesnmate the jzvel of
nsk behaviors present in the general agojescent population. Second, this study uses
self-reported data, and 1S unknown how reliable adolescent reports of 1atoo
possession and risk behavior invalvement aré i the Survey used here. This 1ISsue was
addressed dunng the data collecuon by the use of a self-administered computer-
assi1stad survey technique for the sepsitve areds of tha survey, o rpethod that has been
shown to maximize confidentanty of these rasponses ang disclosure of sensitive
information. (14) This study also made use of the self-reparted "honasty quesaon”
provided on the survey to excljude adolescents who reported dishonesty when
answenng the syrvey. Third, the date for this study wer2 collecced (0 1995 and may not
rehiect the current prevalence or behavioral context of tattooing 1h adolescents. in our
study, 4.5% of adalescenrs reported having fattoos, which i$ lower than the rate
reportad in studies done concurrently (1,2) and much lawer than mory recent Studies.
(3.8,9) The diffarence in the ftregquency of tamtoony found in our study and other studixs
of Tattooung 1N adol&scents dene dunng the same ome period may reflect differences in
the way the data were collected Previous studies on tattooing n adolescents yn the
mid-1990s were conducted n conveniencd samples, (1,2) which may be piased toward

hrp://anicles.findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0950/is_6_110/ai_95629474/pg 2
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andg behavioral associauons of tatwang ameng adolgscents atr the tme these data were
collected «n 1995 In more recent studies, the frequency of tattoaing amiong adolescents
& much pigher than was found in gur study (3,8,9) Tius probably refiects 3
cambinatnon of deta coflction methoads and an actual increase in the frequency of
tarrooing among adolescents This raises the concern that ag tatooing has became
more commony the a3sociations with risk behavior muy have bacoma tass $trong.
However, apother study of risk behavior and tanooing among adojescents by Carrall et
al, (9) completed in 2001, reported a much Migher race of tatoomg (13.1%) but had
similar 5trong associations armong tatrooing, Substance ‘use, and seaual pehavior.
Finally, this study examuped only the presence or absence of mitcoing and did not
examne the getas of the indyvidyal rattod, Ssuch as how the ratioo was obtained,
whether the adolescent had parental consent befora obtaing the tattoo, rattoo
meanng, age the (aoo was obtained, or thé location of the tattoo, Of partcutar
concern 1$ the lack af information about how the tattoe was apphied beause several
Stuigs Ruve suggestad a higher rate of nsk behavior s3sonated with amateur taltvc:ing
as compared with professionally apphed rafoos, (2,7,9) Despite these himitations,
hewever, The representative sample of adolescents used 10 LS STuoy &44s sigrsficantly
to previouwsly pubhished studias ih thi$ ar2a ang provi0es.a more generalizable picture of
the prévalence of tattoong and the behavioral context of tattooing in adolescants.

1n [all publicauons ~| seareh l
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D pnottrendly Q@ Teuafnena [ Fiad sypscripuon deals Ads by €
Tattooing and high-risk behaviar in adolescents
Pegqiatrics, Dec 2092 by Timashy A. Robents, Shecyl A. Ryan Help f1
1eens
Continued from page 2. Lite-ch
. interve
It is IMporeant te fofe that ths research was ¢one in a junior and semor tgh school- 12?12‘:'
age population and reflects the behavioral context of tattoong in this group only and
does not generalize to tallaqing in other age groups Also, although it may be t@mpoung
to concjude that ll tatteoed adolescents engage 1n high-risk beliaviar, our 4ata serve
ornily [0 Support the mgher hikelthoad of tateoed adolascents bewrg nvalved i such Rﬁﬁfgl
benhaviors. Clearly, the ubservation of a tatoa 1s no substiwure for skidiful climical ;ﬂﬁ:}ali
interviewing done 1n a supportive and nonjudgmental mannar Observaoon of a tatoo Strugg
should be used in the samae way Thar observatuon of clothing, hair, demuanor, and ather 15181
wspecrs of appearance can be used to supplement the clinical mterview. Eagh of these n !VIS‘
aspecls of appRarance 1S pnimanly under an agolescent’s control and refiacts the \mage - :E:Ii“
thaChe or she 15 projectifng 1o tne world. Observiig and scehing to underscand the
1Mage that 8n adole3C2nT 5 projacung N2y provide importanc clués as to now an
adolescent views his or her rote in the world ang can be valuabie in talonng & chnical QBM'DQIV
ancounter (o pest serve the adolescent’'s health ngeds, particufarly as thay relate o Make t
Counse(ing about behavior. change
PC Po
Future Directions g?,gwgi
w::w.Scn
Addinonal research nto the relanonshyp between rsk benaviors and the details of the Puvier
tattoo, such a5 age of first tatioo, amateur tartooing, Medmng of the @Ueo, and the
presence of other types of pody modificatipn Such as body piercing, should provide Does !
useful details 10 the clinmcal setung and s an 1Mportant area for addiional nvesnganoi g—g—em%-r'
Also, addinonal research 1s needed Yo idennfy the mechanisms responsible for the links pookle
between possession of a {amoo in an adolescent and increased risk behavior. In our resour
S[udy, we hypothesized chat socodemographic factars or peer affihauon would meds2ie strugg
the relabionship petween tattooing and mgh-nsk behavior, however, even after ,E.'Iu‘e“srl
adjusting for these facrors, tatfooing stll Raa strang ingependent associations with ali
of the nisk behaviors that we examned One potennal mechamsm would be lowar [evels
of parental monitoring and poor cammmunication with parents This 1$ suggested by Lonte
previqus studes that found chat the majonty of adolescents who have {attoos did not pact
" get parental permission or Qiscuss getnng & taroo with ther parents vufare they TH
acquired the tattoo, {(1-3) In 2 of these studies, A0% 1o 60% of the (2tooed = =
adolescents reported that thewr parents stll were unaware of the tamoo. (1,2) Given the
5trong assoiation between low parental monitonng and risk behavior, this could ba a
strong potennal med@aung factor (15)
CONCLUSION
Tartooing 18 @ commaon behavidr 3Mong adolescents and HAas strong associations with
early sexual intercourse, substance use, interpersonal violeénce, ana school fanlure
These risk behaviors account far the majorty of the (Norbity and mertalhity seen »n
agolescents. Tatlooing Miay serve as a pefmanent, easily datacrable, visual marker 1or
an adolescent who 15 2t sk for nvolvement in premature sexudl intercoyrse, subsiande
3 6/7/2C
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examination of an adalescent should prompr a more intansive assessment for gh-ritk

ehaviors and subsequent counsehng during chnica) ofhice visits

TABLE 1 Demograpniva of che Sample Population

Sociodemographat Group
4

Gunder (a4 « 5327)

Male

Faemale
ELnnicicy (o ~ 5832)

Hhige

Black

'ﬂﬁgpanlc

Ocher
Age {n = 6837)

11 42 ¥

14-16 y

17 2 oy
Nerghbochood typs (n - 5726)

Rural

Suburban

Urhan
Fumisly composstion {n = 5723}

1 purent

2 Or mera parcirs
rilghest levet of parencul &ducacion (n - 5515

Less than « high schoel diploaa

High scheol diploma

Some collego

Colleyre Qraduile Or HIGD«:

TABLE 2. Prevalence of Tattoolny, by Domograpnic variawles

Demographic Variable

8 (werghred )

489
27E3
25658

1654
2138

1920

1771

3uxsl

Sla
1742
1155
200a6

(>0)
{59}

170)
t1a)
{12)
{5)

(3)
165)
{12}

Proportaun of Adolescents

in Buch Group Wirn Tartoods

tvcighred 3}

Cunder
Mule 137/21176
Fema l& 133/306]
Frhnicaty
Wwhire 15¢/376%
Black 43/106Y
Hizpanic 51/697
Other 184323
Agec

htip://articles.findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0950/is_6_1 10/aj_85629474/pg_3
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17 21 ¥
Nunber ot pacents an housxznula
2 QfF WOTc parents
1 paicnt
Famaly intomi by quattsles
LowEsE guartllc
Second quartile
Thira guarcile
Fougeh quaxcila L)
Highasr 1ével ot parencal educitlon
L&ss thao a nigh school diploma
High scroc) diploma
some collcge
Colluge graduate or nsgher
Naighborhood type
Rural
ECYONYS-

Lgchan

- F « 001

PABLE 3., Bivariutc Analyass Association of Tattooiny dich Riak

BaRuviufs

Ri-k Behuvaor propoceron of

Tatcoved

Adalagcarie s

Engageng 1n Che

Rish Behavior

thetghred 4)

Ceiual wncercaurte * D24/268 (8]

Subscince uac

Brage darinking * 208/267 (4.
Smuking » 168/2GH (€£3.
Marijuulid use * 19a/28) {27

violént behaviar

Fightsng * 139/269% (53,
lntlicted injurtes * Y6/26% 137
Joincd ging - I4/U06S {13,

uchool probléems

‘Truancy = 1487247 {(60.
Scheal tailuacc - 125/240 |51.
- P = 001,
TABLE 4

Taprooing ficn Risk Bahavierz

ALomle Newasss aeu [ T pp——

2

%)
7)
6)

2]

6)

1u5/2565 (7 €\)

11173982 (3 24y ¢
11E/477% (8.4y)

q0/1423 [£.8%) -
6€0/1372 la.4%)
67/7138% (A, 0%)
63/1660 13.2\)

13 /613 17.0¢) ~
104/1744 (5.7%)
32/1155 (3 4y
20/2006 (2.41)

§9/1659 {3.1v)
BY/2138 {3.54)
10171938 (5 2%)

Proporcicn of
Nontattooed
Rdolesccnts
Engaging ;. The
fisk Behavior

{welghCed %)

2533/5555 {45.%)
1379/5535 (*5 5)
643/5495 (12,21

1731/5508) |
436/5555 |

.9)

%)

~r
™

—
~3

147/5077 {3 71

1si/v488 (2a.1)
1502/5217 (26.¥)

Logint+C Regretaion: Indepondsut AzcociaZion of
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Negative Declaration ND 04-17
City of Long Beach Tattoo Parlor Ordinance

INITIAL STUDY

Project Title:
City of Long Beach Tattoo Parlor Ordinance

Lead agency name and address:
City of Long Beach

333 W. Ocean Boulevard, 5" Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

Contact person and phone number:
Craig Chalfant, Senior Planner
(562) 570-6368

Project Location:
City of Long Beach, County of Los Angeles, California.

Project Sponsor’s name and contact information:
City of Long Beach, Long Beach Development Services
c/o Christopher Koontz

333 W. Ocean Boulevard, 5" Floor

Long Beach, CA 90802

(562) 570-6288

General Plan:
The proposed Tattoo Parlor Ordinance would cover all General Plan Land Use Districts
that apply to any commercial zoning district or Planned Development (PD) district in the
City of Long Beach.

Zoning:

The proposed Ordinance applies to all commercial zoning districts, except the CS
Commercial Storage district, and all Planned Development districts that permit
commercial land uses in the City of Long Beach.

Project Description:

The proposed project involves a revision to the City of Long Beach Zoning Code
definition of tattoo parlor, amendment of the Zoning Code to allow tattoo parlors as a
permitted use by-right in all commercial zoning districts allowing commercial land uses
(except the CS Commercial Storage district), establishment of new special development
standards for tattoo parlors, removal of tattoo parlor land use specific conditions from
the City of Long Beach Zoning Code Chapter 21.52 Conditional Uses, and
establishment of a new Zoning Clearance Process for land uses that are permitted by-
right. These project components are further discussed below.

1 City of Long Beach
December 2017



Negative Declaration ND 04-17
City of Long Beach Tattoo Parlor Ordinance

The City of Long Beach Zoning Code Section 21.15.2990, Tattoo Parlor, would be
amended to specifically exclude land uses involving the application of permanent
cosmetics, when applied by a licensed dermatologist on premises licensed as a
dermatological office, from this land use definition.

Tattoo parlors are currently a prohibited land use in all commercial zoning districts,
except the CHW Regional Highway District, CH High Commercial District, and CT
Tourist and Entertainment Commercial District. The CHW, CH and CT currently require
approval of a Conditional Use Permit for the establishment of any new tattoo parlor land
uses. This project would allow tattoo parlors as a permitted land use by-right in all
commercial zoning districts, except the CS Commercial Storage district, subject to
special development standards. The CS district would continue to classify tattoo parlors
as a prohibited land use. In addition, tattoo parlors would be allowed as a permitted
land use by-right in all Planned Development (PD) districts that allow commercial land
uses, subject to special development standards.

As part of this project proposal, the City of Long Beach Zoning Code would be amended
to establish special development standards for the operation of tattoo parlor land uses.
These special development standards would be set forth in a new Zoning Code
Chapter.

This project proposal also includes removal of all reference to tattoo parlors from Zoning
Code Section 21.52.273. This Zoning Code Section would thereafter only apply to
fortunetelling services. Finally, this project would include a new Section to Zoning Code
Chapter 21.25 for a new zoning clearance process.

Surrounding land uses and settings:

The City of Long Beach is adjacent to the following municipalities: City of Los Angeles
(Wilmington, Port of Los Angeles), Carson, Compton, Paramount, Bellflower,
Lakewood, Hawaiian Gardens, Cypress, Los Alamitos and Seal Beach. It is also
adjacent to the unincorporated communities of Rancho Dominguez and Rossmoor. In
addition, the City of Signal Hill is completed surrounded by the City of Long Beach.

Public agencies whose approval is required:

Long Beach Planning Commission (recommend City Council adopt Negative
Declaration 04-17 and approve the Tattoo Parlor Ordinance)

Long Beach City Council (adopt Negative Declaration 04-17 and approve the Tattoo
Parlor Ordinance)

2 City of Long Beach
December 2017
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City of Long Beach Tattoo Parlor Ordinance

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project
involving at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the
checklist on the following pages:

Greenhouse Gas

[] Aesthetics ] Emissions [] Population and Housing
[ ] Agricultural Resources | [ ] I\Hﬂzi:rriglssand glazaisous [ ] Public Services
1 Air Quality ] gﬁiﬁ;{ow and Water [ Recreation
[l Biological Resources [] Land Use and Planning [ ] Transportation/Traffic
[] Cultural Resources [] Mineral Resources ] g:jg’td;zsand Seruiee
[l Geology and Soils [l Noise ] I\S/Ii:;?](i:lfitgr%gindings el
3 City of Long Beach

December 2017
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DETERMINATION:

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

X

1

| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has
been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards,
and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis, as
described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required,
but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIAVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable
standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Craig Chalfant Date
Senior Planner
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1)

2)

5)

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that
are supported adequately by the information sources a lead agency cites in the
parenthesis following each question. A “No Impact’ answer is adequately
supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does
not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g. the project falls outside a fault
rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on
project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g. the project will not
expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project specific screening
analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as
well as on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and
construction as well as operational impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may
occur, then the checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially
significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant.
“Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that
an effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant
Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

“Negative Declaration, Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation”
applies where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect
from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact.” The
lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they
reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from
“Earlier Analysis,” as described in (5) below, may be cross-referenced).

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or
other CEQA process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR
or Negative Declaration (per Section 15063(c)(3)(D)). In this case, a brief
discussion should identify the following:

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for
review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above
checklist were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier
document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such
effect were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less that Significant with
Mitigation Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures
which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the
extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.
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December 2017



Negative Declaration ND 04-17
City of Long Beach Tattoo Parlor Ordinance

6) Supporting information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other
sources used or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

7) The explanation of each issue should identify:

a) The significance criteria or threshold. If any, used to evaluate each
question; and

b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than
significance.
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AESTHETICS

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

[] Potentially [] LessThan X] Less Than [] NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The proposed Tattoo Parlor Ordinance (TPO) would not result in significant
adverse effects to any scenic vistas or public views of scenic vistas. The City
topography is relatively flat, with scenic vistas of the ocean to the south and
Palos Verdes to the west. In addition, distant views of the San Gabriel and San
Bernardino Mountains to the north as well as the Santa Ana Mountains to the
east are occasionally available to the public on days of clear visibility (primarily
during the winter months).

The TPO involves amendments to the City’'s Zoning Code regarding the
regulation of tattoo parlor land uses and the processing of non-residential land
uses that are permitted by-right. Implementation of the proposed TPO would
allow for the orderly operations of tattoo parlors in a manner providing greater
public protection from potential adverse effects of such land use operations (i.e.,
noise, loitering). This proposed project would not result in any negative impacts
to the City’'s visual environment. Therefore, no further analysis of this
environmental issue is necessary.

b. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a
state scenic highway?

[ ] Potentially [ ] LessThan [[] Less Than [X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

There are no State scenic highways located within the City. No scenic
resources, trees or rock outcroppings would be damaged as a result of TPO
implementation. There would therefore be no impact to any natural scenic
resource and no further analysis is required.

c. Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings?

[] Potentially [[] LessThan Less Than (] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation
7 City of Long Beach
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Please see Section l.a. and b. above for discussion.

d. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

[[] Potentially [ ] LessThan [ ] LessThan [X] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

All future tattoo parlor land use operations and other permitted by-right non-
residential land uses would be required to comply with all applicable regulations,
including Long Beach Municipal Code Chapter 9.37 (Long Beach Nuisance
Code). Since TPO implementation would not directly or indirectly create any
adverse light or glare impacts, no further analysis is required.

AGRICULTURE RESOURCES

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an
optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would the
project:

a. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of
the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

[ ] Potentially [[] LessThan [] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

b. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?

Potentially [ ] LessThan [ ] LessThan X] NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

c. Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment
that, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland to non-agricultural use?

8 City of Long Beach
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[] Potentially [] Less Than [[] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

For Sections Il. a., b. and c. - There are no agricultural zones within the City of
Long Beach, which is a fully urbanized community that has been built upon for
over half a century. The TPO would have no effect upon agricultural resources
within the City of Long Beach or any other neighboring city or county.

M. AIR QUALITY

The South Coast Air Basin is subject to some of the worst air pollution in the nation,
attributable to its topography, climate, meteorological conditions, large population base,
and dispersed urban land use patterns.

Air quality conditions are affected by the rate and location of pollutant emissions and by
climatic conditions that influence the movement and dispersion of pollutants.
Atmospheric forces such as wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature gradients,
along with local and regional topography, determine how air pollutant emissions affect
air quality.

The South Coast Air Basin has a limited capability to disperse air contaminants because
of its low wind speeds and persistent temperature inversions. In the Long Beach area,
predominantly daily winds consist of morning onshore airflow from the southwest at a
mean speed of 7.3 miles per hour and afternoon and evening offshore airflow from the
northwest at 0.2 to 4.7 miles per hour with little variability between seasons. Summer
wind speeds average slightly higher than winter wind speeds. The prevailing winds
carry air contaminants northward and then eastward over Whittier, Covina, Pomona and
Riverside.

The majority of pollutants found in the Los Angeles County atmosphere originate from
automobile exhausts as unburned hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide, oxides of nitrogen
and other materials. Of the five major pollutant types (carbon monoxide, nitrogen
oxides, reactive organic gases, sulfur oxides, and particulates), only sulfur oxide
emissions are produced mostly by sources other than automobile exhaust.

a. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable Air Quality Attainment Plan?

[ ] Potentially [[] LessThan [] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) has determined
that if a project is consistent with the growth forecasts for the subregion in which
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it is located, it is consistent with the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), and regional emissions are
mitigated by the control strategies specified in the AQMP. Since the TPO does
not propose any specific developments or growth inducing projects that would
conflict with the SCAG growth forecasts, it would be consistent with the AQMP
and therefore no further analysis is required.

b. Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute to an
existing or projected air quality violation?

[] Potentially [] Less Than Less Than [] NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

TPO implementation would not significantly lower air quality standards or
contribute to an air quality violation. Therefore, the TPO impact on air quality
would be less then significant and no further environmental analysis is required.

c. Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?

[ ] Potentially [] Less Than X] Less Than [] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Please see Sections lll.a. and b. above for discussion.

d. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

[] Potentially [ ] LessThan DX] Less Than [] NolImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
incorporation

The CEQA Air Quality Handbook defines sensitive receptors as children,
athletes, elderly and sick individuals that are more susceptible to the effects of air
pollution than the population at large. Facilities that serve various types of
sensitive receptors, including, schools, hospitals, and senior care centers, are
located throughout the City. The TPO proposes special development standards
for tattoo parlors that include minimum locational distances from schools and
public parks. Please see Sections lll.a. and b. above for further discussion.
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e. Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

[ ] Potentially [[] LessThan [ ] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Land uses associated with odor complaints typically include agricultural uses,
wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plans,
composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. Potential
sources of odors during construction include use of architectural coatings and
solvents, and diesel-powered construction equipment. SCAQMD Rule 1113
limits the amount of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from architectural
coatings and solvents, which lowers odorous emissions.

The TPO would not allow land uses that could directly or indirectly result in any
significant adverse odors or intensification of odors beyond those typically
associated with construction activities. No further environmental analysis is
necessary.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse impact, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service?

[ ] Potentially [] LessThan [] Less Than [X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Wildlife habitats within the City are generally limited to parks, nature
preserves, and water body areas. The TPO would not promote activities that
would remove or impact any existing or planned wildlife habitats. No further
environmental analysis is required.

b. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
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December 2017



Negative Declaration ND 04-17
City of Long Beach Tattoo Parlor Ordinance

[] Potentially [[] Less Than [ ] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Land uses subject to this proposed project would occur in established
urbanized areas and would not remove or impact any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural communities. No further environmental analysis is required.

c. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally

protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

[[] Potentially [] Less Than [ ] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Future TPO implementation would occur in established urbanized areas and
would not promote or involve alteration of any protected wetland areas. No
further environmental analysis is required.

. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

[ ] Potentially [[] Less Than [ ] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Future TPO implementation would occur in established urbanized areas and
would not alter or adversely impact any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species, corridors or nursery sites. No further environmental analysis
is required.

. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?

[ ] Potentially [ ] LessThan [] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation impact
Incorporation

TPO implementation would be consistent with the General Plan and in
conformity with all local policies and regulations. It would not alter or
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eliminate any existing or future policy or ordinance protecting biological
resources. No further environmental analysis is required.

f. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

[ ] Potentially [[] Less Than [[] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

The TPO would not have any adverse effects on any existing or future habitat
conservation plans. Please see Sections IV.a. through e. above for further
discussion.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in Section §15064.5?

[] Potentially [ ] LessThan [ ] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

The City of Long Beach is an urbanized community and nearly all properties
within the City (with the exception of areas such as protected park lands) have
been previously disturbed and/or developed. The TPO would not promote,
encourage or enable projects or activities that could remove, degrade or in any
way adversely impact local historic resources. No further environmental analysis
is required.

b. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section

§15064.5?
[ ] Potentially [ ] LessThan [] LessThan X Noimpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

The TPO would establish special development standards for tattoo parlor land
uses and a zoning clearance process for certain land uses permitted by-right.
TPO implementation would not result in any specific construction activities
involving extensive excavation, and therefore would not be anticipated to affect or
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VI.

destroy any archaeological resources due its geographic location. Please see
Section V.a. above for further discussion.

c. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

[ ] Potentially [] Less Than [[] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The TPO does not propose any projects that would be anticipated to result in
extensive excavation that could adversely impact any paleontological resources
or geologic features. Please see Sections V.a. and b. above for further
discussion.

d. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?

[ ] Potentially [ ] LessThan [] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The TPO does not propose any projects that would involve extensive excavation
that could result in the disturbance of any designated cemetery or other burial
ground or place of interment. Please see Sections V.a. through c. above for
further discussion.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

a. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of
Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

Potentially [ ] LessThan [X] Less Than [[] NolImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
incorporation
14 City of Long Beach
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Per Plate 2 of the Seismic Safety Element of the General Plan, the most
significant fault system in the City is the Newport-inglewood fault zone. This fault
zone runs in a northwest to southeast angle across the southern half of the City.

All land uses subject to the provisions of this project would be required to comply
with applicable building codes that account for the possibility of seismic events.
No further environmental analysis is hecessary.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

[] Potentially [ ] LessThan Less Than [T] NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The Newport-Inglewood fault zone could create substantial ground shaking if a
seismic event occurred along that fault. Similarly, a strong seismic event on any
other fault system in Southern California has the potential to create considerable
levels of ground shaking throughout the City. However, numerous variables
determine the level of damage to a specific location. Given these variables, it is
not possible to determine the level of damage that may occur on the site during a
seismic event. All land uses must conform to all applicable State and local
building codes relative to seismic safety. Please see Section Vl.a.i. above for
further discussion.

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

[] Potentially [ ] Less Than Less Than [] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
impact Mitigation impact
Incorporation

Per Plate 7 of the Seismic Safety Element, most of the City is located in areas of
either minimal or low liquefaction potential. The only exceptions are in the
southeastern portion of the City, where there is significant liquefaction potential,
and the western portion (most of the area west of Pacific Avenue and south of
the 405 freeway), where there is either moderate or significant liquefaction
potential. Please see Section Vl.a.i. above for further discussion.

iv) Landslides?

[ ] Potentially [] LessThan [[] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

Per the Seismic Safety Element, the City is relatively flat and characterized by
slopes that are not high (less than 50 feet) or steep (generally sloping flatter than
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1-1/2:1, horizontal to vertical). The State Seismic Hazard Zone map of the Long
Beach Quadrangle indicates that the lack of steep terrain (except for a few
slopes on Signal Hill and Reservoir Hill) results in only about 0.1 percent of the
City lying within the earthquake-induced landslide zone for this quadrangle.
Therefore, no impact would be expected and no further environmental analysis is
required. Please see Section Vl.a.i. above for further discussion.

b. Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

Potentially [] LessThan [X] Less Than [[] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

All land uses subject to the regulations of this proposed project would be required
to adhere to all applicable construction standards regarding erosion control,
including best management practices to minimize runoff and erosion impacts
from earth-moving activities such as excavation, recontouring and compaction.
No further environmental analysis is necessary.

c. Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable,
or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially
result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

[ ] Potentially [ ] LessThan [X] Less Than [] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Please see Section VI.b. above for discussion. All land uses subject to the
regulations of this project would be constructed in compliance with all applicable
building code requirements regarding soil stability.

d. Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in the
Uniform Building Code, creating substantial risks to life or property?

[] Potentially [ ] LessThan Less Than [[] NolImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Please see Sections VI.b. and c. above for explanation.

e. Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use
of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where
sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?
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VILI.

Potentially [] LessThan [] Less Than [X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

The entire City is served by an existing sewer system and therefore has no need
for septic tanks or any other alternative wastewater disposal systems. No further
environmental analysis is required.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

a. Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment?

[] Potentially [[] LessThan [ ] Less Than IX] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

California is a substantial contributor of global greenhouse gases (GHGs),
emitting over 400 million tons of carbon dioxide per year. Climate studies
indicate that California is likely to see an increase of three to four degrees
Fahrenheit over the next century. Methane is also an important GHG that
potentially contributes to global climate change. GHGs are global in their effect,
which is to increase the earth’'s ability to absorb heat in the atmosphere. As
primary GHGs have a long lifetime in the atmosphere, accumulate over time, and
are generally well-mixed, their impact on the atmosphere is mostly independent
of the point of emission.

The TPO would not result in direct or indirect GHG impacts, but rather wouid
establish special development standards for tattoo parlors and processing
requirements for certain land uses permitted by-right. No further environmental
analysis is needed.

b. Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulations
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases?

[] Potentially [] LessThan [] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Please see Section Vll.a. above for discussion. The proposed project would not
permit any land use operations that would conflict with any plans, policies or
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VIIL.

regulations related to the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. No further
environmental analysis is needed.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

a. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials?

[[] Potentially [[] LessThan [[] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The types of land uses which would be subject to the provisions of this proposed
project would not be anticipated to involve any substantial transport, use or
disposal of any hazardous materials. In addition, any future handling and
disposal of hazardous or potentially hazardous materials would be in full
compliance with Long Beach Municipal Code Sections 8.86 through 8.88 as well
as all existing State safety regulations. No further environmental analysis is
required.

b. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

[ ] Potentially [[] Less Than [] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Please see Section Vill.a. above for discussion.

c. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one quarter-
mile of an existing or proposed school?

[] Potentially [] LessThan [[] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Please see Section Vlll.a. above for discussion.

d. Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code
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Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment?

[] Potentially [] LessThan [ ] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites (Cortese) List is a planning
document used by the State, local agencies and developers to comply with
CEQA requirements in providing information about the location of hazardous
materials release sites. All future land uses that would be regulated by the
provisions of this proposed project would be subject to separate CEQA review
that would include analysis of information from the Cortese List. Please see
Section Vlli.a. above for further discussion.

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

[ ] Potentially [] LessThan [] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The Long Beach Airport is located within the City, just north of the 405 freeway
between Cherry Avenue and Lakewood Boulevard. The TPO would not alter air
traffic patterns or encourage future projects that could conflict with established
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) flight protection zones. All future
development in the vicinity of the Long Beach Airport would be in compliance
with all applicable local and FAA requirements. Please see Section Vlll.a.
above for further discussion.

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project

area?
[] Potentially [] LessThan [[] LessThan IX] No impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

There are no private airstrips located within or adjacent to the City. No further
environmental analysis is required.

g. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
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IX.

[ ] Potentially [ ] LessThan [ ] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The TPO would not encourage or otherwise set forth any policies or
recommendations that could potentially impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan. No further environmental analysis is required.

h. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wild land fires, including where wild lands
are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with
wild lands?

[] Potentially [] LessThan [] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The City is a highly urbanized community and there are no properties located
adjacent to wild lands and there is no risk of exposing people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wild land fires. No further
environmental analysis is required.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has produced a series of Flood
Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) designating potential flood zones (based on the
projected inundation limits as well as the 100-year flood as delineated by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers).

a. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

[] Potentially [] LessThan [] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The TPO would be consistent with all chapters of the General Plan, including the
Conservation Element. All land uses subject to the TPO provisions would be
required to be in full compliance with all applicable federal, State and local water
quality standards and regulations. No further environmental analysis is required.
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b. Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or

interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would
be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would
drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned
uses for which permits have been granted)?

[] Potentially [ ] LessThan [] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

Please see Section 1X.a. above for discussion. The City is a highly urbanized
community with the water system infrastructure fully in place to accommodate
future development consistent with the General Plan.

c. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation
on- or off-site?

[[] Potentially [] Less Than [[] LessThan X NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The proposed TPO does not encourage or enable any alterations to existing
drainage patterns or to the course of streams or rivers. Please see Section IX.a.
above for further discussion.

d. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or
river or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding on-or off-site?

[] Potentially [[] Less Than [] LessThan X NolImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Please see Sections IX.a. and c. above for discussion.

e.

Would the project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems?
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[] Potentially [[] LessThan [ ] LessThan [X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
incorporation

Please see Sections IX.a. and c. above for discussion. The City’s existing storm
water drainage system is adequate to accommodate runoff from any future land
uses subject to the TPO provisions. The TPO would not adversely affect
provisions for retention and infiltration of stormwater consistent with the City’s
Low Impact Development (LID) policies.

f. Would the project otherwise degrade water quality?

[ ] Potentially [] LessThan [] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Please see Sections IX.a. and c. above for discussion. All future land uses
subject to the TPO provisions would be subject to all applicable water quality
standards, regulations and best management practices.

dg. Would the project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate
Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

[] Potentially [[] LessThan [] Less Than X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), most of
Long Beach is located in Zone X, which is outside of the 100 year flood hazard
area. The proposed project applies to certain permitted by-right land uses only
and would not directly or indirectly result in placing any residential land uses in
flood hazard areas.

h. Would the project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures
which would impede or redirect flood flows?

[] Potentially [] LessThan [] Less Than X] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Please see Section 1X.g. above for discussion.
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i. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of
the failure of a levee or dam?

[] Potentially [[] LessThan [] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Please see Section 1X.g. above for discussion. The City of Long Beach is not
located in the proximity of a levee or dam.

j- Would the project result in inundation by seiche, tsunami or mudflow?

[] Potentially [] LessThan Less Than [] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

According to Plate 11 of the Seismic Safety Element, the majority of Long Beach
is not within a zone influenced by the inundation of seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.
Potential tsunami hazards would be Ilimited to properties and public
improvements near the coastline. The proposed project would not result in any
increased risk of inundation to any properties. Please see Section 1X.g. for
further discussion.

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING

a. Would the project physically divide an established community?

[ ] Potentially [[] LessThan [] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The TPO establishes processing procedures for certain types of land uses and
special development standards for tattoo parlors. These proposed regulations
would not directly or indirectly divide any established community, but rather
would provide controls on tattoo parlor land use operations that would protect the
surrounding community from potential adverse effects (i.e., noise, loitering). No
further environmental analysis is required.

b. Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but
not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?
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XI.

[] Potentially [] LessThan Less Than [] NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

See Section X.a. above for discussion. The TPO would not conflict the City’s
General Plan, the 2010 Strategic Plan, or any other applicable land use plans
and policies. Impacts to existing local regulations would therefore be less than
significant.

c. Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan
or natural communities conservation plan?

[] Potentially [] LessThan [[] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

See Sections X.a. and b. above for discussion. The City is a highly urbanized
environment characterized by in-fill development projects that recycle previously
developed properties. No habitat conservation plan or natural communities
conservation plan would be impacted by project implementation.

MINERAL RESOURCES

Historically, the primary mineral resources within the City of Long Beach have been oil
and natural gas. However, oil and gas extraction operations have diminished over the
last century as the resources have become depleted. Today, extraction operations
continue but on a reduced scale compared to past levels.

a. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the
state?

[] Potentially [[] LessThan [] Less Than No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The TPO does not propose any alteration of local mineral resource land uses
and there are no mineral resource activities that would be altered or displaced by
implementation. No further discussion is required.

b. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally-important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan,
specific plan or other land use plan?
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[ ] Potentially [ ] LessThan [ ] Less Than X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Please see Section Xl.a. above for discussion.

Xil.  NOISE

Noise is defined as unwanted sound that disturbs human activity. Environmental noise
levels typically fluctuate over time, and different types of noise descriptors are used to
account for this variability. Noise level measurements include intensity, frequency, and
duration, as well as time of occurrence.

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to ambient noise levels than other uses
due to the amount of noise exposure and the types of activities involved. Residences,
motels, hotels, schools, libraries, churches, nursing homes, auditoriums, parks and
outdoor recreation areas are more sensitive to noise than are commercial and industrial
land uses.

a. Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of
noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan
or noise ordinance or applicable standards of other agencies?

[[] Potentially [[] LessThan [X] Less Than [] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

Future construction activities related to land uses subject to the provisions of this
project could involve various types of short-term noise impacts from trucks, earth-
moving equipment, and paving equipment. However, all construction activities
and land use operations must be performed in compliance with the City’'s Noise
Ordinance (Long Beach Municipal Code Section 8.80). TPO implementation
would not alter the Noise Ordinance provisions or exempt any future land uses or
improvement projects from local noise controls. The local Noise Ordinance
would continue to regulate all future land use construction and operational noise
levels. No further environmental analysis of this issue is necessary.

b. Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels?
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[] Potentially [[] LessThan [X] Less Than [] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

See Section Xll.a. above for discussion All future TPO implementation would
occur in compliance with local noise and vibration controls.

c. Would the project create a substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

[] Potentially [] LessThan Less Than [] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation impact
Incorporation

See Section Xll.a. above for discussion. TPO special development standards
include a prohibition against loud noises around the subject site during and after
the hours of business operation.

d. Would the project create a substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without
the project?

[] Potentially [] LessThan X| Less Than [] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

See Sections Xll.a. and ¢. above for discussion.

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public
use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels?

[] Potentially [] LessThan 4 Less Than [ ] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The Long Beach Airport is located within the City just north of the 405 freeway
between Cherry Avenue and Lakewood Boulevard. All future development in the
vicinity of the Long Beach Airport would be in compliance with all applicable local
and FAA requirements. The TPO would not alter air traffic patterns or encourage
developments that could conflict with established Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) flight protection zones. No further environmental analysis is necessary.
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f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area excessive noise

levels?
[ ] Potentially [ ] LessThan [ ] Less Than No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

There are no private airstrips located within or adjacent to the City. No further
environmental analysis is required.

Xlll. POPULATION AND HOUSING

The City of Long Beach is the second largest city in Los Angeles County. At the time of
the 2000 Census, Long Beach had a population of 461,522, which was a 7.5 percent
increase from the 1990 Census. The 2010 Census reported a total City population of
462,257.

a. Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly or indirectly?

[] Potentially [ ] Less Than Less Than [[] NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

The TPO only sets forth processing procedures for permitted by-right land uses
and special development standards for fattoo parlors. It is not intended to
directly or indirectly induce population growth. No further environmental analysis
is required.

b. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

[[] Potentially [ ] Less Than [X] Less Than [ ] NolImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The TPO does not set forth or encourage any policies, projects or
implementation measures that would directly or indirectly displace existing
residential units in the City. No further environmental analysis is required.

c. Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
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[] Potentially [] Less Than X] LessThan [[] NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Please see Section Xlill.b. above for discussion. The TPO does not set forth or
encourage any policies, projects or implementation measures that would directly
or indirectly displace people residing in the City.

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES

Fire protection would be provided by the Long Beach Fire Department. The Department
has 23 stations in the City. The Department is divided into bureaus of Fire Prevention,
Fire Suppression, the Bureau of Instruction, and the Bureau of Technical Services. The
Fire Department is accountable for medical, paramedic, and other first aid rescue calls
from the community.

Police protection would be provided by the Long Beach Police Department. The
Department is divided into bureaus of Administration, Investigation, and Patrol. The
City is divided into four Patrol Divisions: East, West, North and South.

The City of Long Beach is served by the Long Beach Unified School District, which also
serves the City of Signal Hill, Catalina Island and a large portion of the City of
Lakewood. The District has been operating at or over capacity during the past decade.

Would the proposed project result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public services:

a. Fire protection?

[] Potentially [[] Less Than X] Less Than [] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation impact
Incorporation

The TPO only sets forth processing procedures for permitted by-right land uses
and special development standards for tattoo parlors. It is not intended to
directly or indirectly induce population growth that could result in increased
demand for fire protection services or fire protection facilities. No further
environmental analysis is required.

b. Police protection?
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XV.

[] Potentially [ ] LessThan Less Than [] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Similar to Section Xl|V.a. above, the TPO would not significantly increase
demands for police protection service, nor require provision of new police
facilities.

c. Schools?

[] Potentially [ ] Less Than K] Less Than [] NolImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Similar to Section XlV.a. above, the TPO would not result in an increased
demand for public school services or facilities.

d. Parks?

[] Potentially [] Less Than X Less Than [] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

Similar to Section XIV.a. above, the TPO would not generate any additional
demand for provision of park services or facilities by the City.

e. Other public facilities?

[] Potentially [] LessThan [] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

No other impacts have been identified that would require the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities.

RECREATION
a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and

regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?
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XVI.

[ ] Potentially [ ] LessThan [X] Less Than [ ] Noimpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The TPO only sets forth processing procedures for permitted by-right land uses
and special development standards for tattoo parlors. It is not intended to
directly or indirectly induce population growth that could result in increased
demand for recreational facilities. No further environmental analysis is required.

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment?

[] Potentially [] LessThan Less Than [] Noimpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

Please see Section XV.a. above. No further environmental analysis is required.

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

a. Would the project cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e.,
result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

[] Potentially [ ] LessThan Less Than [] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The TPO only sets forth processing procedures for permitted by-right land uses
and special development standards for tattoo parlors. It is not intended to
directly or indirectly induce population or employment growth that could result in
increased number of vehicle trips, volume to capacity ratios, or traffic congestion.
No further environmental analysis is required.

b. Would the project exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of
service standard established by the county congestion management
agency for designated roads or highways?

[] Potentially [ ] LessThan Less Than [] NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation
30 City of Long Beach

December 2017



Negative Declaration ND 04-17
City of Long Beach Tattoo Parior Ordinance

Please see Section XVl.a. for discussion. Since the TPO would not encourage
or plan for significant traffic growth, there would be no significant impacts on
levels of service.

c. Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?

[ ] Potentially [ ] LessThan [[] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The TPO regulatory and procedural requirements for permitted by-right land uses
would have no impact on air traffic patterns. No further environmental analysis is

required.

d. Would the project substantially increase hazards to a design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment)?

[] Potentially [ ] LessThan [] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

The TPO would not create or encourage any hazardous transportation related
design features or incompatible uses. No further environmental analysis is
required.

e. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

Potentially [[] LessThan [] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

The TPO would not propose or encourage any specific land uses or development
projects or transportation network modifications that would have the potential to
result in deficient or inadequate emergency access routes. No further
environmental analysis is required.

f. Would the project conflict with adopted policies supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

[ ] Potentially [] LessThan [] LessThan [X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation
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XVI.

The TPO would not propose or encourage any spegcific land uses or development
projects or transportation network modifications that would conflict with adopted
policies supporting alternative transportation. No further environmental analysis
is required.

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources
Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape
that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the
landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California
Native American tribe, that is:

a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historic
Resources, or in a local register of historic resources as defined in
Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)?

[] Potentially [ ] LessThan [X] Less Than [] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Please see Section V. above. TPO implementation would not result in any
specific construction activities involving extensive excavation, and therefore
would not be anticipated to significantly affect or destroy any Native American
tribal cultural resources. No further environmental analysis is required.

b. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and
supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.17? In
applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (¢) of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of
the resource to a California Native American tribe.

[] Potentially [] LessThan [X] Less Than [] NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

See Section XVl.a. above. No further environmental analysis is required.
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XVIIl. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

a. Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

[] Potentially [ ] LessThan [X] Less Than [] NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

b. Would the project require or result in the construction of new water
or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities,
the construction of which could cause significant environmental

effects?
[ ] Potentially [] LessThan [X] Less Than [ ] NolImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

c. Would the project require or result in the construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?

Potentially [] LessThan [X] Less Than [] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

d. Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve
the project from existing entitlement and resources, or are new or
expanded entitlement needed?

[] Potentially [] LessThan X] Less Than [] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

e. Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

[ ] Potentially [ ] LessThan X] Less Than [] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

f. Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs?
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XVIIL.

[] Potentially [[] LessThan Less Than [] NolImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

g- Would the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

[ ] Potentially [[] Less Than [X] Less Than [] NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

For Sections XVill.a. through g. The TPO regulatory and procedural
requirements for permitted by-right land uses would not be expected to place an
undue burden on any utility or service system. The City of Long Beach is an
urbanized setting with all utilities and services fully in place. Future demands for
utilities and service systems have been anticipated in the General Plan goals,
policies and programs for future growth. No further environmental analysis is
necessary.

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history
or prehistory?

[] Potentially [] LessThan [[] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

As determined in Section |V. Biological Resources and Section V. Cultural
Resources, the TPO would have no significant adverse impacts on biological or
cultural resources. The proposed project would not degrade the quality of the
environment, impact any natural habitats, effect any fish or wildlife populations,
threaten any plant or animal communities, alter the number or restrict the range
of any rare or endangered plants or animals, or eliminate any examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory.
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b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that
the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

[] Potentially [[] LessThan Less Than [[] NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation impact
Incorporation

The TPO land use regulatory and procedural requirements would not contribute
to any cumulative growth effects beyond what is anticipated for the City’s future
in the General Plan.

c. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or

indirectly?
[[] Potentially [ ] Less Than [[] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

The land use requirements of this proposed project would not directly or indirectly
cause any substantial adverse effects on human beings. For this reason, the
City has concluded that the proposed TPO can be implemented without causing
significant adverse environmental effects and determined that the Negative
Declaration is the appropriate type of CEQA documentation.
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EXHIBIT F
PUBLIC COMMENTS AND TESTIMONY
(Application 1712-10, ZCA17-016, LCPA17-006)
TATTOO PARLOR: ZONING CODE AMENDMENT
DATE NAME ENTITY ] NOTES

Call received in support of having greater locations for
8/23/2017 | Patrick Conlin | Muidoons Bar | tattoo parlors
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INITIAL STUDY

Project Title:
City of Long Beach Tattoo Parlor Ordinance

Lead agency name and address:
City of Long Beach

333 W. Ocean Boulevard, 5™ Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

Contact person and phone number:
Craig Chalfant, Senior Planner
(562) 570-6368

Project Location:
City of Long Beach, County of Los Angeles, California.

Project Sponsor’'s hame and contact information:
City of Long Beach, Long Beach Development Services
c/o Christopher Koontz

333 W. Ocean Boulevard, 5" Floor

Long Beach, CA 90802

(562) 570-6288

General Plan:

The proposed Tattoo Parlor Ordinance would cover all General Plan Land Use Districts
that apply to any commercial zoning district or Planned Development (PD) district in the
City of Long Beach.

Zoning:

The proposed Ordinance applies to all commercial zoning districts, except the CS
Commercial Storage district, and all Planned Development districts that permit
commercial land uses in the City of Long Beach.

Project Description:

The proposed project involves a revision to the City of Long Beach Zoning Code
definition of tattoo parlor, amendment of the Zoning Code to allow tattoo parlors as a
permitted use by-right in all commercial zoning districts allowing commercial land uses
(except the CS Commercial Storage district), establishment of new special development
standards for tattoo parlors, removal of tattoo parlor land use specific conditions from
the City of Long Beach Zoning Code Chapter 21.52 Conditional Uses, and
establishment of a new Zoning Clearance Process for land uses that are permitted by-
right. These project components are further discussed below.
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The City of Long Beach Zoning Code Section 21.15.2990, Tattoo Parlor, would be
amended to specifically exclude land uses involving the application of permanent
cosmetics, when applied by a licensed dermatologist on premises licensed as a
dermatological office, from this land use definition.

Tattoo parlors are currently a prohibited land use in all commercial zoning districts,
except the CHW Regional Highway District, CH High Commercial District, and CT
Tourist and Entertainment Commercial District. The CHW, CH and CT currently require
approval of a Conditional Use Permit for the establishment of any new tattoo parlor land
uses. This project would allow tattoo parlors as a permitted land use by-right in all
commercial zoning districts, except the CS Commercial Storage district, subject to
special development standards. The CS district would continue to classify tattoo parlors
as a prohibited fand use. In addition, tattoo parlors would be allowed as a permitied
land use by-right in all Planned Development (PD) districts that allow commercial land
uses, subject to special development standards.

As part of this project proposal, the City of Long Beach Zoning Code would be amended
to establish special development standards for the operation of tattoo parlor land uses.
These special development standards would be set forth in a new Zoning Code
Chapter.

This project proposal also includes removal of all reference to tattoo parlors from Zoning
Code Section 21.52.273. This Zoning Code Section would thereafter only apply to
fortunetelling services. Finally, this project would include a new Section to Zoning Code
Chapter 21.25 for a new zoning clearance process.

Surrounding land uses and settings:

The City of Long Beach is adjacent to the following municipalities: City of Los Angeles
(Wilmington, Port of Los Angeles), Carson, Compton, Paramount, Bellflower,
Lakewood, Hawaiian Gardens, Cypress, Los Alamitos and Seal Beach. It is also
adjacent to the unincorporated communities of Rancho Dominguez and Rossmoor. In
addition, the City of Signal Hill is completed surrounded by the City of Long Beach.

Public agencies whose approval is required:

Long Beach Planning Commission (recommend City Council adopt Negative
Declaration 04-17 and approve the Tattoo Parlor Ordinance)

Long Beach City Council (adopt Negative Declaration 04-17 and approve the Tattoo
Parlor Ordinance)
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project
involving at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the
checklist on the following pages:

Greenhouse Gas

[] Aesthetics ] — [] Population and Housing
Emissions
1 Agricultural Resources | [] Klﬂzis:icejnlssand Hazardous [] Public Services
(] Air Quality ] gﬁg:%ow and Water [] Recreation
[ ] Biological Resources [] Land Use and Planning [l Transportation/Traffic
, Utilities and Service
[] Cultural Resources [] Mineral Resources ] Systems
[] Geology and Soils [] Noise ] Mandatory Findings of J

Significance
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DETERMINATION:

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

X

[

| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has
been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards,
and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis, as
described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required,
but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIAVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable
standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Craig Chalfant Date
Senior Planner
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1)

2)

3)

5)

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that
are supported adequately by the information sources a lead agency cites in the
parenthesis following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately
supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does
not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g. the project falls outside a fault
rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on
project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g. the project will not
expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project specific screening
analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as
well as on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and
construction as well as operational impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may
occur, then the checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially
significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant.
“Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that
an effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant
Impact”’ entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

“‘Negative Declaration; Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation”
applies where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect
from “Potentially Significant Impact’ to a “Less Than Significant Impact.” The
lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they
reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from
“Earlier Analysis,” as described in (5) below, may be cross-referenced).

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or
other CEQA process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR
or Negative Declaration (per Section 15063(c)(3)(D)). In this case, a brief
discussion should identify the following:

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for
review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above
checklist were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier
document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such
effect were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less that Significant with
Mitigation Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures
which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the
extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.
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6) Supporting information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other
sources used or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

7) The explanation of each issue should identify:

a) The significance criteria or threshold. If any, used to evaluate each
question; and

b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than
significance.
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AESTHETICS

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

[[] Potentially [ ] LessThan X] Less Than [] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The proposed Tattoo Parlor Ordinance (TPO) would not result in significant
adverse effects to any scenic vistas or public views of scenic vistas. The City
topography is relatively flat, with scenic vistas of the ocean to the south and
Palos Verdes to the west. In addition, distant views of the San Gabriel and San
Bernardino Mountains to the north as well as the Santa Ana Mountains to the
east are occasionally available to the public on days of clear visibility (primarily
during the winter months).

The TPO involves amendments to the City’'s Zoning Code regarding the
regulation of tattoo parlor land uses and the processing of non-residential land
uses that are permitted by-right. Implementation of the proposed TPO would
allow for the orderly operations of tattoo parlors in a manner providing greater
public protection from potential adverse effects of such land use operations (i.e.,
noise, loitering). This proposed project would not result in any negative impacts
to the City’s visual environment. Therefore, no further analysis of this
environmental issue is necessary.

b. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a
state scenic highway?

[ ] Potentially [[] LessThan [] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

There are no State scenic highways located within the City. No scenic
resources, trees or rock outcroppings would be damaged as a result of TPO
implementation. There would therefore be no impact to any natural scenic
resource and no further analysis is required.

c. Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings?

[] Potentially [] LessThan [X] Less Than [] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation
7 City of Long Beach
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Please see Section |.a. and b. above for discussion.

d. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Potentially [[] LessThan [ ] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

All future tattoo parior land use operations and other permitted by-right non-
residential land uses would be required to comply with all applicable regulations,
including Long Beach Municipal Code Chapter 9.37 (Long Beach Nuisance
Code). Since TPO implementation would not directly or indirectly create any
adverse light or glare impacts, no further analysis is required.

AGRICULTURE RESOURCES

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an
optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would the
project:

a. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of
the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

[] Potentially [[] LessThan [[] LessThan [X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

b. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?

[] Potentially [] LessThan [] LessThan X] NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

c. Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment
that, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland to non-agricultural use?

8 City of Long Beach
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[[] Potentially [ ] LessThan [] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

For Sections Il. a., b. and c. - There are no agricultural zones within the City of
Long Beach, which is a fully urbanized community that has been built upon for
over half a century. The TPO would have no effect upon agricultural resources
within the City of Long Beach or any other neighboring city or county.

.  AIR QUALITY

The South Coast Air Basin is subject to some of the worst air pollution in the nation,
attributable to its topography, climate, meteorological conditions, large population base,
and dispersed urban land use patterns.

Air quality conditions are affected by the rate and location of pollutant emissions and by
climatic conditions that influence the movement and dispersion of pollutants.
Atmospheric forces such as wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature gradients,
along with local and regional topography, determine how air pollutant emissions affect
air quality.

The South Coast Air Basin has a limited capability to disperse air contaminants because
of its low wind speeds and persistent temperature inversions. In the Long Beach area,
predominantly daily winds consist of morning onshore airflow from the southwest at a
mean speed of 7.3 miles per hour and afternoon and evening offshore airflow from the
northwest at 0.2 to 4.7 miles per hour with little variability between seasons. Summer
wind speeds average slightly higher than winter wind speeds. The prevailing winds
carry air contaminants northward and then eastward over Whittier, Covina, Pomona and
Riverside.

The majority of pollutants found in the Los Angeles County atmosphere originate from
automobile exhausts as unburned hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide, oxides of nitrogen
and other materials. Of the five major pollutant types (carbon monoxide, nitrogen
oxides, reactive organic gases, sulfur oxides, and particulates), only sulfur oxide
emissions are produced mostly by sources other than automobile exhaust.

a. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable Air Quality Attainment Plan?

[ ] Potentially [[] LessThan [ ] LessThan X] NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) has determined
that if a project is consistent with the growth forecasts for the subregion in which
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it is located, it is consistent with the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), and regional emissions are
mitigated by the control strategies specified in the AQMP. Since the TPO does
not propose any specific developments or growth inducing projects that would
conflict with the SCAG growth forecasts, it would be consistent with the AQMP
and therefore no further analysis is required.

b. Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute to an
existing or projected air quality violation?

[ ] Potentially [] LessThan [X] Less Than [] Noimpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

TPO implementation would not significantly lower air quality standards or
contribute to an air quality violation. Therefore, the TPO impact on air quality
would be less then significant and no further environmental analysis is required.

c. Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?

[] Potentially [[] LessThan X] Less Than [[] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Please see Sections Ill.a. and b. above for discussion.

d. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

[] Potentially [] LessThan Less Than [] NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The CEQA Air Quality Handbook defines sensitive receptors as children,
athletes, elderly and sick individuals that are more susceptible to the effects of air
pollution than the population at large. Facilities that serve various types of
sensitive receptors, including, schools, hospitals, and senior care centers, are
located throughout the City. The TPO proposes special development standards
for tattoo parlors that include minimum locational distances from schools and
public parks. Please see Sections lll.a. and b. above for further discussion.
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V.

e. Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

Potentially [] LessThan [] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

Land uses associated with odor complaints typically include agricultural uses,
wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plans,
composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. Potential
sources of odors during construction include use of architectural coatings and
solvents, and diesel-powered construction equipment. SCAQMD Rule 1113
limits the amount of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from architectural
coatings and solvents, which lowers odorous emissions.

The TPO would not allow land uses that could directly or indirectly result in any
significant adverse odors or intensification of odors beyond those typically
associated with construction activities. No further environmental analysis is
necessary.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse impact, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service?

Potentially [[] LessThan [] LessThan [X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

Wildlife habitats within the City are generally limited to parks, nature
preserves, and water body areas. The TPO would not promote activities that
would remove or impact any existing or planned wildlife habitats. No further
environmental analysis is required.

b. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
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[] Potentially [] LessThan [[] LessThan [X] NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Land uses subject to this proposed project would occur in established
urbanized areas and would not remove or impact any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural communities. No further environmental analysis is required.

c. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally

protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

[] Potentially [ ] LessThan [[] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

Future TPO implementation would occur in established urbanized areas and
would not promote or involve alteration of any protected wetland areas. No
further environmental analysis is required.

. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

Potentially [ ] LessThan [[] LessThan [X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

Future TPO implementation would occur in established urbanized areas and
would not alter or adversely impact any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species, corridors or nursery sites. No further environmental analysis
is required.

. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?

[] Potentially [ ] LessThan [ ] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

TPO implementation would be consistent with the General Plan and in
conformity with all local policies and regulations. It would not alter or
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eliminate any existing or future policy or ordinance protecting biological
resources. No further environmental analysis is required.

f. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

[] Potentially [] LessThan [ ] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The TPO would not have any adverse effects on any existing or future habitat
conservation plans. Please see Sections 1V.a. through e. above for further
discussion.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in Section §15064.5?

[] Potentially [[] Less Than [] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

The City of Long Beach is an urbanized community and nearly all properties
within the City (with the exception of areas such as protected park lands) have
been previously disturbed and/or developed. The TPO would not promote,
encourage or enable projects or activities that could remove, degrade or in any
way adversely impact local historic resources. No further environmental analysis
is required.

b. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section

§15064.57
[[] Potentially [] LessThan [[] LessThan X] No impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

The TPO would establish special development standards for tattoo parlor land
uses and a zoning clearance process for certain land uses permitted by-right.
TPO implementation would not result in any specific construction activities
involving extensive excavation, and therefore would not be anticipated to affect or
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VL.

destroy any archaeological resources due its geographic location. Please see
Section V.a. above for further discussion.

c. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

[] Potentially [] LessThan [] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The TPO does not propose any projects that would be anticipated to result in
extensive excavation that could adversely impact any paleontological resources
or geologic features. Please see Sections V.a. and b. above for further
discussion.

d. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?

[] Potentially [] LessThan [] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The TPO does not propose any projects that would involve extensive excavation
that could result in the disturbance of any designated cemetery or other burial
ground or place of interment. Please see Sections V.a. through c. above for
further discussion.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

a. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of
Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

Potentially [[] LessThan [X] Less Than [ ] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation
14 City of Long Beach
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Per Piate 2 of the Seismic Safety Element of the General Plan, the most
significant fault system in the City is the Newport-Inglewood fault zone. This fault
zone runs in a northwest to southeast angle across the southern half of the City.

All land uses subject to the provisions of this project would be required to comply
with applicable building codes that account for the possibility of seismic events.
No further environmental analysis is necessary.

i) Strong seismic ground shaking?

[[] Potentially [] LessThan [X] Less Than [] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The Newport-Inglewood fault zone could create substantial ground shaking if a
seismic event occurred along that fault. Similarly, a strong seismic event on any
other fault system in Southern California has the potential to create considerable
levels of ground shaking throughout the City. However, numerous variables
determine the level of damage to a specific location. Given these variables, it is
not possible to determine the level of damage that may occur on the site during a
seismic event. All land uses must conform to all applicable State and local
building codes relative to seismic safety. Please see Section Vl.a.i. above for
further discussion.

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

[ ] Potentially [ ] LessThan X] Less Than [] NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Per Plate 7 of the Seismic Safety Element, most of the City is located in areas of
either minimal or low liquefaction potential. The only exceptions are in the
southeastern portion of the City, where there is significant liquefaction potential,
and the western portion (most of the area west of Pacific Avenue and south of
the 405 freeway), where there is either moderate or significant liquefaction
potential. Please see Section Vl.a.i. above for further discussion.

iv) Landslides?

[] Potentially [] LessThan [] LessThan [X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

Per the Seismic Safety Element, the City is relatively flat and characterized by
slopes that are not high (less than 50 feet) or steep (generally sloping flatter than
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1-1/2:1, horizontal to vertical). The State Seismic Hazard Zone map of the Long
Beach Quadrangle indicates that the lack of steep terrain (except for a few
slopes on Signal Hill and Reservoir Hill) results in only about 0.1 percent of the
City lying within the earthquake-induced landslide zone for this quadrangle.
Therefore, no impact would be expected and no further environmental analysis is
required. Please see Section Vl.a.i. above for further discussion.

b. Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

[[] Potentially [] LessThan Less Than [] NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

All land uses subject to the regulations of this proposed project would be required
to adhere to all applicable construction standards regarding erosion control,
including best management practices to minimize runoff and erosion impacts
from earth-moving activities such as excavation, recontouring and compaction.
No further environmental analysis is necessary.

c. Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable,
or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially
result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

[] Potentially [[] LessThan Less Than [[] Noimpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Please see Section Vl.b. above for discussion. All land uses subject to the
regulations of this project would be constructed in compliance with all applicable
building code requirements regarding soil stability.

d. Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in the
Uniform Building Code, creating substantial risks to life or property?

[] Potentially [[] LessThan [X] Less Than [] NolImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Please see Sections VI.b. and c. above for explanation.

e. Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use
of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where
sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?
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VIL.

Potentially [ ] LessThan [] LessThan X] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

The entire City is served by an existing sewer system and therefore has no need
for septic tanks or any other alternative wastewater disposal systems. No further
environmental analysis is required.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

a. Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment?

[] Potentially [ ] LessThan [ ] Less Than X] No lmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

California is a substantial contributor of global greenhouse gases (GHGs),
emitting over 400 million tons of carbon dioxide per year. Climate studies
indicate that California is likely to see an increase of three to four degrees
Fahrenheit over the next century. Methane is also an important GHG that
potentially contributes to global climate change. GHGs are global in their effect,
which is to increase the earth’s ability to absorb heat in the atmosphere. As
primary GHGs have a long lifetime in the atmosphere, accumulate over time, and
are generally well-mixed, their impact on the atmosphere is mostly independent
of the point of emission.

The TPO would not result in direct or indirect GHG impacts, but rather would
establish special development standards for tattoo parlors and processing
requirements for certain land uses permitted by-right. No further environmental
analysis is needed.

b. Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulations
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases?

[[] Potentially [] LessThan [[] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Please see Section Vll.a. above for discussion. The proposed project would not
permit any land use operations that would conflict with any plans, policies or
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VIil.

regulations related to the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. No further
environmental analysis is needed.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

a. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials?

[[] Potentially [ ] LessThan [ ] LessThan [X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The types of land uses which would be subject to the provisions of this proposed
project would not be anticipated to involve any substantial transport, use or
disposal of any hazardous materials. In addition, any future handling and
disposal of hazardous or potentially hazardous materials would be in full
compliance with Long Beach Municipal Code Sections 8.86 through 8.88 as well
as all existing State safety regulations. No further environmental analysis is
required.

b. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

[] Potentially [] LessThan [[] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Please see Section Vlll.a. above for discussion.

c. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one quarter-
mile of an existing or proposed school?

Potentially [] LessThan [[] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

Please see Section Vlll.a. above for discussion.

d. Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code
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Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment?

[[] Potentially [ ] Less Than [ ] LessThan [X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites (Cortese) List is a planning
document used by the State, local agencies and developers to comply with
CEQA requirements in providing information about the location of hazardous
materials release sites. All future land uses that would be regulated by the
provisions of this proposed project would be subject to separate CEQA review
that would include analysis of information from the Cortese List. Please see
Section Vlll.a. above for further discussion.

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

[] Potentially [[] LessThan [] LessThan <] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

The Long Beach Airport is located within the City, just north of the 405 freeway
between Cherry Avenue and Lakewood Boulevard. The TPO would not alter air
traffic patterns or encourage future projects that could conflict with established
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) flight protection zones. All future
development in the vicinity of the Long Beach Airport would be in compliance
with all applicable local and FAA requirements. Please see Section Vlil.a.
above for further discussion.

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project
area?

[ ] Potentially [] LessThan [] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

There are no private airstrips located within or adjacent to the City. No further
environmental analysis is required.

g. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
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IX.

[] Potentially [ ] Less Than [] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The TPO would not encourage or otherwise set forth any policies or
recommendations that could potentially impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan. No further environmental analysis is required.

h. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wild land fires, including where wild lands
are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with
wild lands?

[] Potentially [] Less Than [] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The City is a highly urbanized community and there are no properties located
adjacent to wild lands and there is no risk of exposing people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wild land fires. No further
environmental analysis is required.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has produced a series of Flood
Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) designating potential flood zones (based on the
projected inundation limits as well as the 100-year flood as delineated by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers).

a. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

Potentially [ ] LessThan [[] LessThan X] NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

The TPO would be consistent with all chapters of the General Plan, including the
Conservation Element. All land uses subject to the TPO provisions would be
required to be in full compliance with all applicable federal, State and local water
quality standards and regulations. No further environmental analysis is required.
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b. Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would
be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would
drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned
uses for which permits have been granted)?

[[] Potentially [[] Less Than [[] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

Please see Section IX.a. above for discussion. The City is a highly urbanized
community with the water system infrastructure fully in place to accommodate
future development consistent with the General Plan.

c. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation
on- or off-site?

[[] Potentially [] Less Than [] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

The proposed TPO does not encourage or enable any alterations to existing
drainage patterns or to the course of streams or rivers. Please see Section IX.a.
above for further discussion.

d. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the

site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or
river or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would resulit in flooding on-or off-site?

[] Potentially [[] LessThan [] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation tmpact
Incorporation

Please see Sections 1X.a. and c. above for discussion.

e. Would the project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed

the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems?
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[] Potentially [] LessThan [] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Please see Sections IX.a. and c. above for discussion. The City’s existing storm
water drainage system is adequate to accommodate runoff from any future land
uses subject to the TPO provisions. The TPO would not adversely affect
provisions for retention and infiltration of stormwater consistent with the City's
Low Impact Development (LID) policies.

f. Would the project otherwise degrade water quality?

[[] Potentially [ ] LessThan [] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation : Impact
Incorporation

Please see Sections IX.a. and c. above for discussion. All future land uses
subject to the TPO provisions would be subject to all applicable water quality
standards, regulations and best management practices.

g. Would the project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate
Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

[[] Potentially [[] LessThan [[] LessThan [X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), most of
Long Beach is located in Zone X, which is outside of the 100 year flood hazard
area. The proposed project applies to certain permitted by-right land uses only
and would not directly or indirectly result in placing any residential land uses in
flood hazard areas.

h. Would the project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures
which would impede or redirect flood flows?

[] Potentially [] LessThan [[] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Please see Section 1X.g. above for discussion.
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i. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of
the failure of a levee or dam?

[] Potentially [] LessThan [[] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Please see Section 1X.g. above for discussion. The City of Long Beach is not
located in the proximity of a levee or dam.

j- Would the project resuit in inundation by seiche, tsunami or mudfiow?

[] Potentially [ ] LessThan [X] Less Than [] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

According to Plate 11 of the Seismic Safety Element, the majority of Long Beach
is not within a zone influenced by the inundation of seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.
Potential tsunami hazards would be Iimited to properties and public
improvements near the coastline. The proposed project would not result in any
increased risk of inundation to any properties. Please see Section IX.g. for
further discussion.

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING

a. Would the project physically divide an established community?

[ ] Potentially [] LessThan [[] LessThan [X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The TPO establishes processing procedures for certain types of land uses and
special development standards for tattoo parlors. These proposed regulations
would not directly or indirectly divide any established community, but rather
would provide controls on tattoo parlor land use operations that would protect the
surrounding community from potential adverse effects (i.e., noise, loitering). No
further environmental analysis is required.

b. Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but
not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?
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XI.

[[] Potentially [] LessThan [X] Less Than [] NolImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

See Section X.a. above for discussion. The TPO would not conflict the City’s
General Plan, the 2010 Strategic Plan, or any other applicable land use plans
and policies. Impacts to existing local regulations would therefore be less than
significant.

c. Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan
or natural communities conservation plan?

[] Potentiafly [[] Less Than [] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

See Sections X.a. and b. above for discussion. The City is a highly urbanized
environment characterized by in-fill development projects that recycle previously
developed properties. No habitat conservation plan or natural communities
conservation plan would be impacted by project implementation.

MINERAL RESOURCES

Historically, the primary mineral resources within the City of Long Beach have been oil
and natural gas. However, oil and gas extraction operations have diminished over the
last century as the resources have become depleted. Today, extraction operations
continue but on a reduced scale compared to past levels.

a. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the
state?

[] Potentially [] LessThan [] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
incorporation

The TPO does not propose any alteration of local mineral resource land uses
and there are no mineral resource activities that would be altered or displaced by
implementation. No further discussion is required.

b. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally-important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan,
specific plan or other land use plan?
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[ ] Potentially [] Less Than [ ] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation impact
Incorporation

Please see Section Xl.a. above for discussion.

Xll. NOISE

Noise is defined as unwanted sound that disturbs human activity. Environmental noise
levels typically fluctuate over time, and different types of noise descriptors are used to
account for this variability. Noise level measurements include intensity, frequency, and
duration, as well as time of occurrence.

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to ambient noise levels than other uses
due to the amount of noise exposure and the types of activities involved. Residences,
motels, hotels, schools, libraries, churches, nursing homes, auditoriums, parks and
outdoor recreation areas are more sensitive to noise than are commercial and industrial
land uses.

a. Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of
noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan
or noise ordinance or applicable standards of other agencies?

[] Potentially [ ] Less Than [X] LessThan [ ] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Future construction activities related to land uses subject to the provisions of this
project could involve various types of short-term noise impacts from trucks, earth-
moving equipment, and paving equipment. However, all construction activities
and land use operations must be performed in compliance with the City’'s Noise
Ordinance (Long Beach Municipal Code Section 8.80). TPO implementation
would not alter the Noise Ordinance provisions or exempt any future land uses or
improvement projects from local noise controls. The local Noise Ordinance
would continue to regulate all future land use construction and operational noise
levels. No further environmental analysis of this issue is necessary.

b. Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels?
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[] Potentially [] Less Than [X] Less Than [] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

See Section Xll.a. above for discussion All future TPO implementation would
occur in compliance with local noise and vibration controls.

¢. Would the project create a substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the

project?
[] Potentially [ ] LessThan [X] Less Than [ ] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

See Section Xll.a. above for discussion. TPO special development standards
include a prohibition against loud noises around the subject site during and after
the hours of business operation.

d. Would the project create a substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without
the project?

[ ] Potentially [ ] Less Than Less Than [] Nolimpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

See Sections Xll.a. and c. above for discussion.

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public
use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels?

Potentially [ ] LessThan Less Than [] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

The Long Beach Airport is located within the City just north of the 405 freeway
between Cherry Avenue and Lakewood Boulevard. All future development in the
vicinity of the Long Beach Airport would be in compliance with all applicable local
and FAA requirements. The TPO would not alter air traffic patterns or encourage
developments that could conflict with established Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) flight protection zones. No further environmental analysis is necessary.
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f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area excessive noise

levels?
[] Potentially [[] LessThan [ ] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

There are no private airstrips located within or adjacent to the City. No further
environmental analysis is required.

Xlll. POPULATION AND HOUSING

The City of Long Beach is the second largest city in Los Angeles County. At the time of
the 2000 Census, Long Beach had a population of 461,522, which was a 7.5 percent
increase from the 1990 Census. The 2010 Census reported a total City population of
462,257.

a. Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly or indirectly?

[ ] Potentially [ ] LessThan Less Than [] NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The TPO only sets forth processing procedures for permitted by-right land uses
and special development standards for tattoo parlors. It is not intended to
directly or indirectly induce population growth. No further environmental analysis
is required.

b. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

[[] Potentially [] Less Than [X] LessThan [] Nolimpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The TPO does not set forth or encourage any policies, projects or
implementation measures that would directly or indirectly displace existing
residential units in the City. No further environmental analysis is required.

c. Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
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[ ] Potentially [] LessThan X] Less Than [] Noimpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
incorporation

Please see Section Xlll.b. above for discussion. The TPO does not set forth or
encourage any policies, projects or implementation measures that would directly
or indirectly displace people residing in the City.

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES

Fire protection would be provided by the Long Beach Fire Department. The Department
has 23 stations in the City. The Department is divided into bureaus of Fire Prevention,
Fire Suppression, the Bureau of Instruction, and the Bureau of Technical Services. The
Fire Department is accountable for medical, paramedic, and other first aid rescue calls
from the community.

Police protection would be provided by the Long Beach Police Department. The
Department is divided into bureaus of Administration, Investigation, and Patrol. The
City is divided into four Patrol Divisions: East, West, North and South.

The City of Long Beach is served by the Long Beach Unified School District, which also
serves the City of Signal Hill, Catalina Island and a large portion of the City of
Lakewood. The District has been operating at or over capacity during the past decade.

Would the proposed project result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public services:

a. Fire protection?

[[] Potentially [] LessThan [X] Less Than [ ] NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The TPO only sets forth processing procedures for permitted by-right land uses
and special development standards for tattoo parlors. It is not intended to
directly or indirectly induce population growth that could result in increased
demand for fire protection services or fire protection faciliies. No further
environmental analysis is required.

b. Police protection?
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XV.

[] Potentially [[] LessThan [X] Less Than [] NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Similar to Section XlIV.a. above, the TPO would not significantly increase
demands for police protection service, nor require provision of new police
facilities.

c¢. Schools?

[] Potentially [ ] LessThan [X] Less Than [] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Similar to Section X|V.a. above, the TPO would not result in an increased
demand for public school services or facilities.

d. Parks?
Potentially [] LessThan X] Less Than [] NolImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

Similar to Section XIV.a. above, the TPO would not generate any additional
demand for provision of park services or facilities by the City.

e. Other public facilities?

[] Potentially [ ] LessThan [] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

No other impacts have been identified that would require the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities.

RECREATION

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?
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XVI.

[] Potentially [] Less Than X] LessThan [] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

The TPO only sets forth processing procedures for permitted by-right land uses
and special development standards for tattoo parlors. It is not intended to
directly or indirectly induce population growth that could result in increased
demand for recreational facilities. No further environmental analysis is required.

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment?

[] Potentially [ ] Less Than [X] LessThan [] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation impact

Incorporation

Please see Section XV.a. above. No further environmental analysis is required.

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

a. Would the project cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e.,
result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

[] Potentially [ ] LessThan Less Than [] NolImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The TPO only sets forth processing procedures for permitted by-right land uses
and special development standards for tattoo parlors. It is not intended to
directly or indirectly induce population or employment growth that could result in
increased number of vehicle trips, volume to capacity ratios, or traffic congestion.
No further environmental analysis is required.

b. Would the project exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of
service standard established by the county congestion management
agency for designated roads or highways?

[] Potentially [ ] LessThan Less Than [] Noimpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation
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Please see Section XVl.a. for discussion. Since the TPO would not encourage
or plan for significant traffic growth, there would be no significant impacts on
levels of service.

c. Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?

[ ] Potentially [[] LessThan [[] Less Than [X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The TPO regulatory and procedural requirements for permitted by-right land uses
would have no impact on air traffic patterns. No further environmental analysis is
required.

d. Would the project substantially increase hazards to a design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment)?

[] Potentially [] LessThan [ ] Less Than X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

The TPO would not create or encourage any hazardous transportation related
design features or incompatible uses. No further environmental analysis is
required.

e. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

[] Potentially [ ] LessThan [[] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The TPO would not propose or encourage any specific land uses or development
projects or transportation network modifications that would have the potential to
result in deficient or inadequate emergency access routes. No further
environmental analysis is required.

f. Would the project conflict with adopted policies supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

[[] Potentially [] Less Than [] LessThan No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation
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XVL

The TPO would not propose or encourage any specific land uses or development
projects or transportation network modifications that would conflict with adopted
policies supporting alternative transportation. No further environmental analysis
is required.

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources
Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape
that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the
landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California
Native American tribe, that is:

a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historic
Resources, or in a local register of historic resources as defined in
Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)?

[ ] Potentially [ ] LessThan Less Than [ ] NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

Please see Section V. above. TPO implementation would not result in any
specific construction activities involving extensive excavation, and therefore
would not be anticipated to significantly affect or destroy any Native American
tribal cultural resources. No further environmental analysis is required.

b. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and
supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1?7 In
applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of
the resource to a California Native American tribe.

[] Potentially [[] Less Than X] Less Than [] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

See Section XVl.a. above. No further environmental analysis is required.
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XVIIl.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

a. Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

[] Potentially [ ] LessThan [X] Less Than [] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

b. Would the project require or result in the construction of new water
or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities,
the construction of which could cause significant environmental

effects?
[] Potentially [ ] LessThan Less Than [[] NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

c. Would the project require or result in the construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?

[ ] Potentially [[] LessThan [X] Less Than [] NolImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

d. Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve
the project from existing entitlement and resources, or are new or
expanded entitlement needed?

[[] Potentially [ ] LessThan Less Than [] NoImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

e. Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

[ ] Potentially [] LessThan Less Than [] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

f. Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs?
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XVIIL.

[] Potentially [[] LessThan Less Than [] NolImpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

g. Would the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

[ ] Potentially [] LessThan Less Than [] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

For Sections XVlll.a. through g. The TPO regulatory and procedural
requirements for permitted by-right land uses would not be expected to place an
undue burden on any utility or service system. The City of Long Beach is an
urbanized setting with all utilities and services fully in place. Future demands for
utilities and service systems have been anticipated in the General Plan goals,
policies and programs for future growth. No further environmental analysis is
necessary.

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history
or prehistory?

[ ] Potentially [ ] LessThan [] LessThan [X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

As determined in Section |V. Biological Resources and Section V. Cultural
Resources, the TPO would have no significant adverse impacts on biological or
cultural resources. The proposed project would not degrade the quality of the
environment, impact any natural habitats, effect any fish or wildlife populations,
threaten any plant or animal communities, alter the number or restrict the range
of any rare or endangered plants or animals, or eliminate any examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory.
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b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that
the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

[[] Potentially [] Less Than [X] Less Than [[] Nolmpact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

The TPO land use regulatory and procedural requirements would not contribute
to any cumulative growth effects beyond what is anticipated for the City's future
in the General Plan.

c. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or

indirectly?
[] Potentially [[] LessThan [] LessThan X] No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

The land use requirements of this proposed project would not directly or indirectly
cause any substantial adverse effects on human beings. For this reason, the
City has concluded that the proposed TPO can be implemented without causing
significant adverse environmental effects and determined that the Negative
Declaration is the appropriate type of CEQA documentation.
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City Council
Tattoo Parlors
Application No. 1712-10

Zoning Code Amendment (ZCA17-016), Local Coastal Program
Amendment (LCPA17-006)

March 20, 2018




Tattoo Parlor Defined:

"Tattoo parlor" means a commercial land use where the marking or
coloring of the skin is performed by pricking in coloring matter or
by producing scars, and which is conducted in exchange for
financial or other valuable consideration. It does not include

tattooing when applied by a licensed dermatologist on premises
licensed as a dermatological office.

(Ord. C-6533 § 1 (part), 1988)




Background: Why An Update Is Needed

* In 2010, the 9t U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals ruled Tattooing is a
protected under the First Amendment.

* In March 2017, Real v. City of Long Beach (9% Cir.), challenged
the existing Zoning Code unreasonably restricted the permitted
locations of tattoo parlors in the City.

 The City Attorney requested that Development Services study
potential Zoning Code Amendments to adopt less restrictive
locational  requirements, performance standards, and
administrative procedures.




Background: Existing Regulations

* Current Zoning permits new tattoo parlors with Conditional Use
Permit (CUP) in the following zones:
* CHW, CH, CT
* Downtown Plan and Midtown Specific Plan areas

* Tattoo parlors are not permitted within 1,000 feet of other adult
entertainment uses (arcade, fortunetelling, other tattoo parlors
or taverns).

* Tattoo parlors are also regulated with locational requirements
and hours of operation in Zoning Code Section 21.52.273.




Background: Social Context

* Current Zoning and CUP requirements reflect earlier negative
attitudes regarding tattoo parlors.

* The American Planning Association notes in the 1990s there was
broad expansion of tattoo parlors
e Often co-located with other adult uses (age 18+)
* However, perception ignored that tattoo parlors must also
comply with City and State regulations, similar to medical
clinics.

* As aresult, tattoo parlors in Long Beach are highly-regulated with
no clear evidence of nuisance or negative impacts




Background: Existing Tattoo Parlors in Long Beach

e Currently, there are (9) licensed tattoo parlors in the City
* (4) required CUPs -
* (5) are legal-non-conforming

Outer Limits Tattoo, E® "
est. 1927, is the = # -
oldest  continuously 4
operated tattoo shop |
in the U.S. and the
second oldest in the
world.




Proposed Zoning Code Amendment

Permitted Zoning Districts
* Recognize Tattoo Parlors as by-right in all commercial zones
(excluding CS — Commercial Storage), PDs, and specific plans

Location Requirement:
* 500-feet from an existing tattoo parlor required
* 500-feet from a public or private school required .
* Zoning Code Amendment provides administrative relief if the
locational / distance requirements cannot be met

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
* Negative Declaration (ND) 04-17 was circulated for public
review December 18 to January 18, 2018 (30 days).
* Staff has received 4 calls, and 1 public testimony in support
of new Amendment.




Proposed Permitted
Locations: Buffer Zones  omr

LEGEND

* Existing Tattoo Parlors

D 500" Existing Tattoo Parlor Buffer

Public and Private Schools

| | 500 Public and Private School Buffer

Parks

Areas outside of Buffer Areas and inside of zones:
CNP, CNA, CNR, CCA, CCP, CCR, CCN and CHW.

Council District Boundary

SOURCE: City of Long Beach GIS. Feb 2018.



Proposed Development Standards

Operations

* Hours of operation shall be between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.
* Service of alcohol, marijuana, or other substances prohibited
* Patrons shall not be indecently exposed to public view

e Loitering shall be prevented

Appearance

* Property to be maintained in good order, with a clear entrance at all times
* Exterior security bars and roll-up doors are prohibited

* Lighting standards for the exterior of the building

* Graffiti removal shall occur within 24 hours

Health & Public Safety

 All State and City regulations are to be observed and enforced
* Minimum age of customers shall be 18 years

* Audible burglar alarm and cameras required




Findings and Recommendation

* Recommendation is consistent with the requirement to expand by-
right permitted zoning locations, upholding U.S. First Amendment
rights to Freedom of Speech, and the Land Use Element’s emphasis
on Citizen Opportunity and Economic Development.

* Staff recommends the City Council:
1. Adopt Negative Declaration (ND) 04-17;

2. Declare the Ordinance amending Title 21 of the Zoning
Code related to Tattoo Parlors, read the first time and lay
over to the next regular meeting for final reading;

3. Adopt the Resolution directing the Director of
Development Services to submit it to the CA Commission
for a Local Coastal Program Amendment.






