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CITY OF LONG BEACH

DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

333 West Ocean Blvd., 3rd Floor, Long Beach, CA 90802 (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 (NO) 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 9th 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. 9th 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 parlor 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 9th

U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals ruling that tattoos are a protected form offreedom 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 (NO 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 Jose-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 Items (Pending)\Council Letters\2018\2018-03-20\Tattoo Ordinance\Tattoo Ord City Council
Letter_LFT and City Attoney APPROVED (Final).docx

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 (NO) 04-17



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

24 shown on Exhibit "A" attached hereto.
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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 3. Table 32-1A, Uses in all Other Commercial Zoning Districts, of

27 Chapter 21.32 of the Long Beach Municipal Code is amended to add "Tattoo parlor" as

28 shown on Exhibit "B" attached hereto.

1
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21.45.166 Tattoo parlors.

The following special development standards shall apply to tattoo parlors,

22 whether as a primary or an accessory use:
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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:

A. No new tattoo parlor use shall be located within five hundred

24 feet (500') of another tattoo parlor, unless granted through an

25 Administrative Use Permit, in accordance with Division IV of Chapter 21.25

26 and Section 21.52.273(B).

27 B. No new tattoo parlor use shall be located within five hundred

28 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(8).

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(8).

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.

I. 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.

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.

O. 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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1 Mayor.

2 I hereby certify that the foregoing ordinance was adopted by the City

3 Council of the City of Long Beach at its meeting of , 20__ , by the

4 following vote:

5

Councilmembers:Ayes:

8

9

10 Noes: Councilmembers:

Absent: Councilmembers:

City Clerk

17
18 Approved:

19 (Date)

20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

5

Mayor



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 y N 21.45.166.

EXHIBIT "A"



EXHIBIT"B"

Table 32-1A

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

Use CO

Tattoo parlor Y*
* = Special standards apply. Refer to Chapter 21.45.

CH CT

Y*Y*

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 TO 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

28 the character, livability or appropriate development in the City of Long Beach and that the

1
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4

1 amendments are consistent with the goals, objectives and provisions of the General Plan;

2 NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Long Beach resolves as

3 follows:

Section 1. The amendments to Title 21 of the Long Beach Municipal

5 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.

II

II

2
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I 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:

Councilmembers:Ayes:

Councilmembers:Noes:

Councilmembers:Absent:

City Clerk

3
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AGENDA ITEM No. L EXHIBIT A

CITY OF LONG BEACH
DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

333 WeslOcean Blvd.• 5'h 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, 3rd Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802
(Application 1712-10)

DISCUSSION

In 2010, the 9th 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 (9th Cir. March 29, 2017), the 9th 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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January 18, 2018
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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
(9th 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 parlors. 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.



CHAIR AND PLANNING COMMISSIONERS
January 18, 2018
Page 3 of 6

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 parlors 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, Pediatrics 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:

• 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, 9th Cir. June
27, 2016; Garcia v. City of Torrance, GA Central Dist. May 20, 2015; Anderson v. City of
Hermosa Beach, 9th Gir. 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 9th

U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals ruling that tattoos are a protected form offreedom 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 ta1100parlor 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

C/2S/~
TOM MODICA
INTERIM DIRECTOR OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

TM:LFT: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. Roberts, 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 - DRAFTv8 EXHIBIT A

LBMCCode 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 Neighborhood Community Regional Other

Zoning Districts
CNP CNA CNR CCA CCP CCR CCN CHW CS

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

Tattoo to Section
parlors NY NY NY NY NY NY NY fY N 21.45.166.

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

A. No new tattoo parlor use shall be located within five hundred feet (SOD')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 (SOD')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(BI.



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 or within the premises of a tattoo parlor use.

E. The entrance door and storefront window glazing shall be lOQ...p,grcentclear 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.

I. 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.

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 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.

L. The applicant shall comply 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.

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.

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

1/4/2017



L 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 tattoo and fortunetelling services:
Tattoo 9f- and 1. No new fortunetelling uses or tattoo parlor ~ses 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 tattoo I'larlors 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 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.

1/4/2017
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Zoning Gets
Under Your Skin
By Chris Burke

Over the past three years, tattoo parlors 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.

••••• •• ••
attoo 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

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

Tattoo Artist Guild, a 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 parlors offer other
services such as body piercing and drug paraphernalia, it is

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
parlors 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

Page 1 of 2
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ost ordinances classify
legitimate therapeutic massage
businesses as those associated

with health 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 parlors.

WhiJe 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 parlors, 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
commerdal district.

Massage Parlors
Massage parlors are also experiencing growth. While many of
to day's massage businesses call themselves day spas, massage
parlors 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
parlors, 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 ourside. Just last
month as a prank, San Francisco 4gers teammates referred wide

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 until police
showed up. 1his 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



36 EXHIBIT C

p,88REVIAnON. so, srancsre deViatiOn

1.J1D.Kl
)...QQk!

Get ttl,
neeO ~
site tOt

IUOkllst"

Tattooing and high-risk behavior in adolescents
p'~qiinr!!:~,~<;. ~ tly l!.!n.QJlJ~~g1lfrt...5., S.ll!m1 t\,fu.~

Tattooing I~ ill common ~eh3ulor '" western society. Ten percent to 16"/u of Z1dol",scencii

age 12 LD 18 lHIC!3% to 9% ptorcent uf [/Ie gelleral populiltlon report tlaviOg permanent

tsnecs. (1'4) Despite (tie frequency of tattooing In llaolescentS, few stuo.es nave

looked speclf,cillly at ttllS t;lehIWlor.

S~an
L,ookl

Filla WI
fast WI:
WC!b St

5ellrcll.II

The mCl]Onry of 5tudles on [attoolng tlbva tocuseCl on the meOICll1 cernphcaucns Df
hav,ng a tat'too l:tppll;;O. The behClYloral surveys currently In the literature are ,n highly
seli:\:[ed samples ot adolesc"nt'S an13uemcnstrare mronsrsten; lISSOC'ia[,O,lS w,th risk

b-:"":!'IDl'. For E:",,,mplo!, pop •.darrons scudled to dare nave been from OoO!cent,oncenters.
alternatIVe scneots, Ch,l,C popl,I\atlonli. and colleges. TheSe stuQ,clS (ll:lvllaE:mons~r"t<:~ "

high ,"C,dence of se.ll.ual fisk b••hav,or, v,olent behav,or, substance. use, ane! cr,mlnallty

among- those w,fh rartcos (5-9) tloweY~r. otn~r srcores done In high school students

lind m,htorv recreus hav!:: not round these al1SoCllIt'On>. (1,2,10) The~,;.Incons,stent
resulr'5 have mace tne chrucal illgnlf,c&nc;:e ot tattoos In acotescents o'ITlcult to
cererrmne

Einfll
Search
artlcle~
rr",l'lrt!
pI-IPhca
V'lwW t,n.

In v,ew of me COmraQlCtory evicence aVd".-.ble 011trns Subject and the II'Icrei:os,ng

frequency of tattootng among youth .•, [/lIS ::;~4dy sou9hr to cl,'lrlfy me r.ItOical

slgl\.f,canc •• of tim:ootng rn adolescents Trus ,tudy ellblnlned 1\ rerce, n"cloniWy

reprasentenve sample ot adotescents to answer 3 questrcns: 1) What I:; thr: prevalence
ot tattooing III aqorescenrs? 2} what are the essocrauons betwe"n taaoolng ana "ey
demog('i'iptllc variables In acotescenrs? 3) Me rdccoolng clnd hlgh-nik cenavrors
",soclateCl ¥IIltI1ebcll orner in aClolesc~nrs?

PrQIg
.tllild.
Get etll
flltenn'
rncruto
sofrwa·
wwwn~'

~~ill
Pi~
JOIn Ze
d,rcc~o
yours I
makJn~
WWltri lc:t

METtjODS

Source at Data

TillS studY IS a secanoa/)' analYSI. of the NiHlonal I ongltuCl,n"f StuOy of Adolescent
Heolth (Ada Health). At;ld Health ,S a SurVEy thar previce s a natlollally reprasentenve

sample of 3d<JI,;.:;cenrs 11 to 21 years of llg~ for [Ius survey. aoorescents In,t,ilily w~r<

rilnc.1omly selectee from a rapresentanve iamJ.lle ot JunIor ane san.or hl9n scnccts ano
'n",tca to complete 2 ~.ave5 of In-horne surveys appro.(lmarely 1 year aparr 10 1995

aha 1996 Tne schools: were srranfreq Dy 5'tE!, etnruc cernposmen, region, ana

ne,gnt/ortlood type Indlv,Q\.Iill euotescems wo!re sm.t,f1ed by 9",nCler anc.l graae Orner

9rQups w~re In[ent,on/lliy cversernptsd dunng th~ sl.lrY~y process to supplement thi!
natIonally represencanve core sample orol/p. A total of 12 U8 ••dol.ascent5 cornpterec

[he fir!jr wave (If tne m-ncrne S\lr'\ley.

TrlC

c

For crus SrlHly. ~t! used the Add Healtn publ,c use caca set. Although tms Oata :il!t

contam; 50% uf rne nationally representative core s;,mpl" yroup dnc 50% of tne
cversamptec gro •..•p of blac~ adolescents ""'th rollegE:-educareCl parents, only the

http://anicles.find:micles.comlp/anicles/rni_m0950/is_ 6_110Jai_~5629474/pg_l



37

Re.ponaen(s In 12th grbde at V'ii"il 1 V'we not mtervll~wed In wave 2 (11 = 960, An

ilddltlonal Sl' respondenrs did not eomptete Wave 2 of the scrvev, leaVing a final

population at ~595 3dolescel1t5,((lf analyses Involv,ng wave 2 c1at~. Afttlr eKclud,ng ttlol

l:IQoiesCents who ware III l,1th grade Zit w~Y~ 1., tne aqctescants wllo completed wave 1
Dut CliOnot complete ~"iive ~ of tile ",lllvey were slgnlflCilntly more hlC.ely[0 bl' male (P

< .00l)

REl-ATED Tf
, J9JtlJ.!l!1.ill..J

~Spf'CtS

• Ta ttQQ!.l) 9.J
i12~qS
• l.!.l..I!.tn.1 [1g

aSQ.iif:fs
• ~)..,O.f

fr iY c/1Q1.Q.gyJ
DeillQ.Q r ilo./J.t£

sample s,::.e Df 6012 Dati from wave 1 of the Ada Healrh survey, coneceec In 1995,

were uS~C1for analYSIs. escepc as noted.

On both ""aves J, anC! 2 of tne sIJrvey, adclescents were &sl<<!dto rate how honest (hey

tlad been vYhlle <Hlswe,,"!! the survey uSing a 4-polflC Scale ranging from "not at all

honesrly" to "cornpleretv honestlv." fl.esponClenr:s who reporceCll:lclt1g "net at "II ticnest"
••••~lll"rr~ponll,n9 to tna ~,,(\fey wen: f'ICc:luCledfrom rfle current Stl-lQy l2.8% of tnt'
sample). ThiS 9n~up was :1I9nJflcantly more 1,l<ely to be mate (P .( .DDl), be blae\( (P
..:::.005), have lower paranrtlll!UuC:i\t,on (P <; ,00).), ha'l~ lower hOl-lseholu ,"COrJ1t! (P

" .05)', aM live In a Single-parent nous~nolCl (p ..;.,05). The aemogrilphlc cnaractensucs

ot tile sample poputacon StuClII:Cl. after excludmg those who raportec Delng "nor at all

honest," are II:itecl In Tobie 1.

1 he. major preciccor vanabloi! used was the ro!po(t of ttl.;, pcssess.cn of 'I pcrrn",nem
tattoo On waif ••.1 elnd 2, ecctescents ""\10 were taking the surv"y were <l~\l.ed, "Do you

have a p~rmanenr tarreo? Yes/NQ," A /lumb!:r ot socloaemographlc factor:;: \¥.are al::o

used as precicror vZlnab/es. If/elL/Clmg genaer, age (ceteqonzed as 11-13 years of age,

:t'l'l6 vears of &ge, anu 17-:2J years of age lO correspond to early, rruddle. ;,nO IQt~
adOleScence). atllnlClty (white non-rtrspamc, b/ac;1<. ncn-rusperuc, rusperuc, and oth':r),

neighborhood type (rural, suburuan, and urban), number IJf parents hVlng In the nome

(lor =-1.). hlgheiit level of parental enucanon reporrec by e.mer parent (less than high

scnoot, olgh school, eciLl(,U,On b~yonCl high scnoot, llflci cOlley a enucanon or rnore), and
f;;mlly mccrne (Olvldea IOtO quartues bilsed on rnec.an rarrl1ly mcorn •• frorp 1989 census

trace Qat ••1

Finally, peer suesrance use was used as a prsorctor "anable. Peer subsrance u~e was
measured uSlfIg a lO-polne sCille cn!:at~d from :3 quesucns about l.\ally smok,ng.

rncncmv dnnl<lf"1g, ann rnonrhlv rnanjuana use In rne suoject's J nest (fienelS (scale

[;'Ipha] -= 0 76).

outcerne Vanable,;

Several sett-reporren 11I911-'15\<'behClviors wer<! useCl as tne pnrnary o•.•tcerne ""r!ao:e:;;

Tnese outcome: IIi:lnaplc:s were seteccec from 'I rnajor areas uf t'lgh'nsk behevror

rnvolvernenr: se••.•.•al ,nvolvernent, supstance lise, v,olent eenavicr, arlO 5enOO\

problems Sexual Involvtlrnent weil measured With <ISingle It¥n rn"t measured wl"'~(h"r

rile ecctescenr tlad ever haa se.o;u3l,mercourSe. 5lJbs~ance "SQ was evaluatt!d usll1g )

separate icems thac measured any srnok.nc aUflrlg the lliSt rnontu. any meruvane u~e

hno'//artich!s.findanic}es.com!p/i:lrtic les/mi_m0950/is _6_1 J O/ai_956294 74/p~1 6171'1.00
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tf;ls~edfor any report of Involvement In a sencus phYSIcal fight curing the lait yl':ilr,
Inflicting sanous mJI.J(teS(iOJurlllS requlnng rnecicet trellrrneM) In toe IlIst year. anti

JO'OI09 :a narneq gang aunng [h.:! Ilt~[ year. SChool proplems were measured USIlI\! 2

,temli thClt tested for any ep,sodQ of truancy during ttle last )'Il"r and SChool filllure

(grade or D =r= In r:ngllsh, math, science. or ,,,Story on [he lase report card). All
vanabre~ were scored alchotomously ill; involvement versus no mvctvernent

AnalyseS . .
Dtlscnptl\le i>nC!.lys0!5~ere used to (,jecermcne the prl;lIlZllenctl or tattoOing In tl'l@ Sample:!

and thl! mocence of new J:fIttoo acquISition blltween waves 1 Bnd 2. To BClJuSf.for tne

large w(:19hced sample Si201!, Ao<1Health sample •.••elght,; were normameo ano
recalcul;,ted so [flat the w&lgnted n for a pamculi::If sample \'<115 equal co the sample

Size. Blvanar.e assocraucns between demographIC variables and responses IO the

honesty quesnon. repcrteq [ar[oolng, BnO cutccme (,SK behaViors as well as tne

i:lSS05Ia!IOn be.l:Ween[acroomg ana risk /lenall,or were examine" l.Ismg [Chi square]
analYs.as. Tne relanonstup Oe[~t!en [aUoomg iHlCl peer ;lIlPSt3nCe \lSI! was exarrunec
qSlng l:HI Indept:(lQenr :lbmple r [.,sr to compare the mean peer sebstance use score

To C\.l!termme the mdependllnc esscoancn between t"d~[OOtng lind (111<.behaviors.

controllIng for soclodernograph,c veriebles and peer suustance l.Ise. we caveropeo
10[l15CI(:re9res~lon models. All of the dl!mograph,c vanables that we(e slgnlflc:antly

assoCllilti;!a at ~ level of i> ;> .OS With any of ~lle rl;;1<.betlllVIQrs were retained 111the final

rnor::lels. Before Ql;'velopml</lt of the f,nill models, each of the components wa:; rascec for

mulriple cOllneanty; no corretanons high eno\Jgh to present problems H'W

mLlltlcolhneamy were founCl The rncqel was tested against each of rllla nSk behavrors at

Wilve 1, ez.cept for gang rnembersrnp, ••men Has asxed only on \Nilve: :2. for gang

mernoersrnp. II separate lOgistiC regresSion moOel waS developed u,;lng \olavO!2 Clara

tollo"llng the procedure outllneCl above Tne dascnpnve anaivses. [Chi square) analyses,

tnOepEmdeot :;;;mple t test, ann lOgistiC r£:gres5lons were perrcrrneo USI09 SUDAPIN (11)

[0 account for the ctusrereu ~ilmpl109 tll<5lgn of (he Add neatrn survey. Because cf the

large sampie :317."-and thia large number of assoriaticns examinee, tne level of

slgnlficQnce tor all tests ""a s set ~c P '" .01

RESULTS

Prevalence of Ta([001l19

Permanent rattocs ware reportco by :l70 l'!.ti%) of Cht' 5837 adoles'en:~ 10wave 1.

B.,t"een W"ycS 1 and 2 of ttl"! survey, appro""rna~ely 1 Y~<lr l"U:r. 131 (3.0%) of tIle

'1379 adolescents In wave 2 repcrted acqulrtng a tattoo for rne first time. Tn,;, auc:ra92
age ot tattoo acql.lISlrlon b~cwl:en \"Ique~ l lind 2 \"1~;>l6.6 years {,t.Hlllard dt:vlar,on

[SDJ.14).

DemographiC Correl&te$ of Timoo,"9

I~ Iall pubhcallOns iJ

http://a!Ticles.findunic)es.com/p/anicll:!S/mi_m09 SOli:;;_ 6_11 O/ai_956294 7 4/p~ 1 61712004



39

Tattooing and high-risk behavior in adolescents
Ps:.dlArria. P~. 2002 lly Iu:!1Q~nY~pe!tli. Sllsr.lllL.Byao

Continuea from page 1.
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otoer &dolescelltS were significantly more 1i1<~lyto be tattooed (0.5% In [he youngest

adclescents ana 1.6% In thl;! olqest acolescents: P .:: .001). Adolescents from slnSlle-

parent novseholqs wert' rwrce id 1if<.~lyto oe tartooec (6.4% vs 3.2"10, P < .001)

Adolescents wnose fClmllles were 10 tne lowest income quarole wer", significantly more

likely re be tllttPoed (6.8%; P <. .001), lind aqotescants With families In the tltghest

Income quartile w(>ra significantly 18:;Slikely to be tattOOed l3.2"1.; P ...: .00S). Tne
prevalence of ~attoo1f\9 also vaneo slyn,flcantly ~It/l the level of paren~al ••t.ll.lcatlon ••l
Aoolescent5 whose parent had a high schcot edIJcatlon or less were more lIk.ely to De
tott"O~d (7.0% and 5 ,o/u; P ..• 01). and aqolescents whose parent h"Cl a cOIlt!ge

ecuc ••r,on or more were lt1ss"ktoly [0 be tattooed (2.4%; P < 001). Ge:naer. ernruc.rv,
ann rne nel9nbor\1oo0 typO!were rIOt slgnlfl( ••nt\y asscc.atee wun tattooing (Taul" ;a)

Kid~U
Fmd 1<1
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Reacrr
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r\.1t..!::'lLJn

Tattool.ng was also signifiCantly ll:iSoClqrea l",tl'l nlgl1er levels of peer slJbs~cinc<! use
Nontatrooed aqctescants reporrec an average paer substance use score (on •• scare of

0-9) of 2 4 (5D 2.6), whereas tattooeCl odole;;c:en~ rapcrceo an average score of S 1

(SD' 2.8; P .:; .001). 1n our sarnpte. 34.6% of nontettcced versos 5 SOJa of tatrooed
aoolascenrs raportec tnac none of tneir 3 oesr rnenqs Wb:; a C1/lIlysrnoxer or had usee!

alcohol or marijuana In [he: last rnoncn. Converselv. 3 SOfa of nontatrooec and 11 6% of

tarrocec acotescents reporteo thc\t all 3 ot tllel!' 3 nest fflenos were ddlly smokers anc
nao uSG:O alcohol ana maruuane In thE: test month (O&tiil not snown).

~
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In b.vanare anatvs.s (Table 3), Significant assccret.ons were fO\lna oerween tl:ltCDDlng
ana all of the tllgh-rlSk b~hav,or:::that we exarrunec (P ..:;.001 for all assocrancns). for
exarnpie, In the area of sexua] <ICtlvlty, 83% of tatrcced adclescenrs reported a history

of $~"ual mtercourse compared "/Ith 3&% of nonretrooed acotescencs, In [he or"'" of

5uC>llDnCe USE:',63% of earrceec and 26% uf nontetroceo acoiescents reportee ,rnol<lng

in thE! last 30 days. Fllty-fo~r percent ot tatecced acctescenes and only 32% of

ncncetrcoso adolescents rolported Involvement In II sencus phvslcal flgh{ dlJnng [Ile last
rear. FIIl;,lfy. In the area of scnoo] prolJlems. 600/0 of tattooeCl adolescents reported d

hl~t£Jr)' of scnoo! truancy comparee With unly 26% or ncnranco ea acotescents.

&i2J~:
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Y.....:!.vtJ C.
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parr:

THe

1[110915(ICregre5510n llnaly5t:il aelj ustlt1g for sec.o-derncqrepmc varra bles ano peer

supstanctl use, tattooed auolescents wElre signif,cantly more likely [0 report high Iares

of .nvorvement rn dll ot [he n .•1< cenaviors £:x.1HTIllleCllTabl~ 'I) Se ••.ual Intercourse ana
9,1I19 mernner shrp haa the scronqast reranonsrups '··lIth ta(toolng Tatrooao acotescenrs
wert: "1 ~Imei more Iikel), to nave ever nod ;;t!xuaf iruercccrse ••nd alrnosc 3 nrnes more

hl<ely [0 \'lave tJel:11Inmateo rnto •• narnec gang In en•••tasc yell( compared wleh

aColesc.,nrs wltnou~ tattoos Srnauer assccre trcns ""'erlo! fo"nd With manJullll<l use 1[1the
last I1"lOnt/l, being IOvol~ed In a 5&r101.l5ptlyslcal fl9tH III cne l/l~t y~ar, ana flavlng Il

grade of D or less on me last report card, For tnesa benavrors, tattooed adotescents

wert~ aimosr T.wice115likely<15nontatroced acctescents co report Involvement.

htlP:/lal1ic1cs.findartlc]cs.comJpli:U11c!es/mi_m0950/is _ 6_110/111_956294 74/P~L2 6171'2004
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Trus sruCly a"rnonstrllCE!:S [hat tattooing ,S il common bl:!ll~vIOr amOt'll) lll.lul!!sca;:nts ana IS•.
;;crongly relatecl to 11w,ele vanerv of nenaviors thilt put auctescents at risk rQr morb,dlty

and mcrtatrtv. Tartooec odolescents report: greater Involvement on 51:'''10\mtercourse,
hIgher levels of svcsrance use bV ttleir peers anq lJy themselv",'::, s,gn,f,(;ilntly h,gher

levelS of violence perpetration, ~nd more frequent school problenls chan [heir

nontanooeq peers.

Prt!III0Us llt4elles (ha~ exarrunec tne ~;;SOCljHIOllS lletween [3(too,ng ana adolescent fiSk.
poahavlor h<lv~ been £lone III srnauer b,<lieCl slim pies and have Cl",monstrdt{!d mll\t!d

asscc.anens between tQccooong anclll vanecv of nSi<.cenav.crs. (1.2,5-10) Ttus IS ttl"
ttrst lltLldy co use a large, nationally reprasencenve sample Of aoel ••scenes to exarmne

[11"aJs:~c,a[,on lle(wpeo LaITOQ,no;Jan" h,gh-ns}c. bo!h",vlor In adolescents. Thl'; work.
prol1loes ~ mere 9e.ner&li~ple plcrure of the preV&tl:lnc:e of tattooing ond tt\e oehllV!Orlll

context of tattooing In aoelescents than prevrcus work til tms area

Behaviors reliltaCl [0 sexlJaltry, substance use, VIolence, and schco: (I'll/un:! dlJnng
aClol~:icence are ~IQe/y known to have 519l1,f,c<lnt rrnrnedrate consequences as well as
rE:flerCu~5,oll;: [hat c:onJ:lnue 10119Into aqultnocd, (12) Identlfy,ng adotescents wtlo are

at fiSk. for thl:!se eena-.crs, b~C<luse of ttl~lr env.ronrnent, peer group, or other factors.

and prevenunq rile consequences of ttit!se penevrors are tne fccus oi prevennve ettcns
In the clonlc,,1 care of "C!olE:5CentS 0.3) G,vell trie ;;troflg link;; ~etwE'en t<l[[oolflg ana
high-fiSk benavrcr fOlJllClln [hiS >:tuClV, [dttoo,Og In &n adolescent can ssrve a5 a userul,

easIly ",sIDle, C"l,n,C<l1mIJrl<.er rnat In"ly loenrlFy acorescents wnc <ire at a rll~)her nS/o: for

engilgl119 In nsl< behavior.

Several "mlumoll~ [0 [hi:; Sludy must be noted flr!:t, tit,;; surv"y •.•as schoot based anCl

survey~q only those ecotsscents ~,tlo wer~ enrollee In scncct at [he beglnnmg of [tie

recrultrnoilm process Bec;,use many of me nsk bensviors Stul.llt:O are assccrareo w,Ch

school CI,triCulCyand dropping our of schccl, trus Survey may oncerestirnate the level or
risk benavicrs present In me ge,Ierai aqolescent poputauon. Second, th,s study uses

self-reported cera, ano It 15 unknown /"low rehaore adolescent reports of tatcoc
possessron anCl rrsl:. behaVior rnvolvernenc crre In me llurvey useu here. Tn,s ,S~ue wiiS

acdressee dlJnng the Qata collection Dy me use of a self-i'lClm,n'5tt!rl:!d computer-

o$SISteQsurvey teChnique for the Sen~I[I\le ared":; of erie survey, 0 rn,;,thod tnat tHIS Cet:'fI

sho •.••n to maxrrruze eonflClentlllllty or tnese responses <InC]c.sctcsore of S<1nSICllfe

mtormanon. (l't) Th.s srLlCly also made use or [he self-reponed "honesty quasnon"

provrdec on the survev to exclude acotescenrs wno reported alshonescy when

cHlswenng th/! survey. Truro, the Qatd for trns 5tl.ldy wer~ ccuecced In 1995 dna may nor
(e/l~c[ me C"ufrenc prcllillenCe Of l:Jehavlorill Conte .•t of tanOolng In IJdolescenrs. In OLlr

study, 4.5% of anciescenrs reported hllvlng tattoos, wrucn ,s lower man Cheratl":
reporti!d In 5tl.lCl,es uona concurrently (l,Z) an" much lower ehan more recent S~uOle5.

D.l;\,9) Th~ ll,ff~renc" In the tr<!quency of tl\t:tooon~ founa III our !(u<3y <lnll other StUD'''';

of r13nool1l9 In acorescenrs done aunng the sarna Lime per,oQ m"y reflect d,fferenCf:5 In

till! way the Clara •.,ere collecteq Previous studias on ttlttooll1g In acotescents In en •.

mld-1990s wllre conducted rn converuence samples. (1,2) ""hlCh mi:ly bi! biased to ••.,ara

hrrp:Jlanicles.finda.n:icles.comJp/anic1cs/mi_m0950/is_ 6_11 {)/~i_95629474/p~1 61712004
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ana b~nlllllorlfl "'J;SOCIZltlon$ of rilttuolng among 21Clole~c:enr5 at ~h~ nrne mese aacQ were
cctlected In 1995 In rnore recent "r •.•qres, the freql.ltlllcy or tcInoolng ~fIIon9 adolescents
,5 mucn Tllgher rh ••n was found In o\.lr Study [3,B,9) Tlus prob ••tlly refloc!':; il
cambmat.cn of (f,,[a colll"cC,on rntothoas and an actulol,ncrea!t! ,n me frl:q\lency of
t2l[[00mg 2lmong aqctescents Trus raises [hI! concern that a! tattooing has ceccrne
mere cernrnenr tht;' associancns "",ttl rls)<. behi'lvlor mby have bee-orne les:; ,;((ong,
nowever, another S~udy of f1sl< br:hall,or lind tattooing among aaol<:;lcentS tlv Carroll et

al, (9) cornplerea rn 2001, reported a much nIgher rare of tanoom9 [13,1%] but hilcl

similar ~trong assooaucns lllJ10[lg tZll:[oomg, ll'lilstanc;e use, i!n(lSe1.ual b~tl3\1lor.
Finally, trus $[uCly exarruned only the presence or absence of Uruoo,ng <md d,d not
exarn.n« [he ClerallS of rile ,nClIvICl4al tattoo, S\.ICI'll.l'; how the! tattcc wil!\ ootllineCl.
whether the aaolescene hltCl parental ccnsenr before ollra,fllng the tattoo, tattoo
meaning, age tht: ratroo was ollt",nea, or tn~ tocanon of the tattoo, OF partlC'll!lr

concern IS the I~c" of Hlformatloil about how the tattoo wa:; appheClnecause several
stuales n<lve S/Jg9~st.;!Cla hlghar rate of (IS'" b,"hallior ~';SOQa[ed """th amateur carttJc,ng

as compared WIth prof~ss,ol'1Cill~apphl#~ [a~oQ:l, (2,7,9) Despite the;;e urmtat.ons,

hQwev~, rne representative sample of bdolescl:nts used In uns stuoy aces Significantly

to prevlo'lSly publiShed st'ld,M In ttl,,; area 10/10prcv.nesa more gener"h;l.ilPIt:: picture of

the prevarence or tattooing and ehe peh"vloral context of t.lttooitlg III adoleSl'.:!I'rs.

IW lall publlcauons Se~rcn
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Tattooing and high-risk behavior in adolescents
f!~niittr~. ~.9Q2 by I1Iruu.bt...~.~ Sb:eJ:xLI\.-Rdn

c:ontll1lJedfrom page 2.

IllS Impo!"tllnt to 11,,~ernar th.s research was (fane In a juruor ane senior nigh scllool-
age pcputanon ana r~fltac[S the peMvloral contl;'l<t of ti!moolng In thl" group only and

does not gener ••h2e [0 ri:l[(oq,"~ In other agE! grol:ps Also, ."though It may bt' l'I~mpclng

to conc:lulte tnac ••II rqttQo~Q aqclescents eng"ge In hlgh-nsk bellilvlor, our Clata :;E:rvC':

only to supporr (tie hIgher hkeIJhood of tattooeCl aoetescents oemg I(lVOIVllcJ.0 seen
tlet\qVlor~. Clearly, me observancn of a tattoo .5 no $1l!Jst.t\.lce for SlqllfLJI cnrucal

Inrervlewlng done In a ~uppon::lve ~nct nonlLlclgmental manner Observatron of a tattco
shOJ.lld be l.lSQCIIn tl'le same wily tnat obserl/aCloll (If clothing, Mllr. oerneaner, and ctner

blipeCt5 of acpearance can tle used til Sllpplernenr [he clinlc"l mterview, Eal:h of the • .:J
aspects of appearance IS pnrnenty uneer an anelescent's centre! anCl reftects the! ,mage
thafne Or sne IS proJcct1ll9 to me WOriO. Ob!>l;!rwJlI9 llnCl ~"c::",ng to undqr!:cand the

ImaglS: that an iil10lt:>cant 15 prOJdctlO9 Inily proviCle rrnportant clues as to now an

aClole~<:~nt VIE••../:i OIS or tl6-r role In the world flnQ Coli be vah ..•ablli! In tolilonng i!I clinical

encounter to pest serve me aCloJescenl"S heartn n.;eds, partiCularly as tney rstare to

c:ounsellng about benav.or.
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AdC1\t10nal researcn .n(o the relatlons.llIp berWE'tln ns\;, benavlor5 anC! rile cecails of the

tarcoo, suen .l$ age of f,rst tattoo. am(;lte~r tattooing, meclOlng o] tne zarrcc, ;,Tld rne

presence of ether type!> of \:lady mOQlflcatloll ;<.I(h as b013y pierCing, shovlO pro'llce

l.Jsef\.l1 detarts In tne chrucai 51::-([ll)g and ,s an rrnportanr area lor ad!litronal I1IvE';lr/garlo;l

Also, aaarr'Dn~1 research IS needed to rClermfy tne rnecnarusms responsible for the hnld

betn-een possession of a t<lJ:(OOin an adolescent dnd mcreesec nsle. cehavrcr. In our
,;tuOy, ""~ t1ypocheslZ/;:d ~h"t soclodllmogri:tphlc factors or peer aff,hat,on •...•.aulC1 rnec.ere

the relationship belwqen tattooing alld hl\lh-r.:;1<behaVIor, however. even <lftel

"ajus[lng for these factors. t.,ttoolng 5CIIInaa strong rncepenqent assooauons ••..1I[n ••II

of the rls" penavlor-; tnac we ~1arnmeCl One pot"llwll rneehan.srn I"l" ..!d be lowQI levels

of parentl:tl monirorlllg antl poor comrnunlcatlon With parents ThIS .s suggt:st1::11Dy

previoos stucltes (nat fO\.lnd mar me tTl';]Oflty of adolescents who have tattoos did nor

get pareruai perrmssren or alscuss getting;, rarrce With tne/( parents bldore they

acqulreq the tattoo. (1-3) In :.1of these stucres, 40Cjp £0 60% of tne tattooed

adolescents reported tnat [heir parents st.1I were unaware of the tartoo. (1,2) Given '[he

srrong aS50'I~Clon oetween IOrl p~rentill mon.{onllY llnq fiSK behi\vlor. rrus could be a
stronq pot~n[,al ml;!dlatln9 factor (15)
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CONCLUSION

Tll[(OOlOg rs a common behaVior among ecore scants anc lias strong aSSOCiation; \vltn

early se><ual intercovr sa, suosrance use, inrerperscnal Violence, ana 5cl1001 fll"~re

These risk oenavrors "Ccount for tile ITId)Onty ot tn •• morb.Cl.ty ana mQnall{Y seen .n

acotescenrs. TilttDo.ng rTI<1YserVl:! ~5 11permanent, eaSily aet ••crabie, IlJsual marker for

an edclescent who \5 ilt nsl< for 1I1vQlvemer'lt If\ premature S~"\.lallntcr'=04rse, -;",bs:anCe

617/2C
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EXHIBIT 0
City of Long Beach, CA

Proposed Tattoo Parlor Buffer Zones
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Negative Declaration NO 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, 5th 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, 5th 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 (PO) 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
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Negative Declaration NO 04-17
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:

0 Aesthetics 0 Greenhouse Gas 0 Population and HousingEmissions

0 Agricultural Resources 0 Hazards and Hazardous 0 Public ServicesMaterials

0 Air Quality 0 Hydrology and Water 0 RecreationQuality

0 Biological Resources 0 Land Use and Planning 0 Transportation/Traffic

0 Cultural Resources 0 Mineral Resources 0 Utilities and Service
Systems

0 Geology and Soils 0 Noise 0 Mandatory Findings of
Significance

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

DETERMINATION:

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

o 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.

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

o I 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.

o I 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
Senior Planner

Date
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Negative Declaration ND 04-17
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1) 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).

2) 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.

3) 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.

4) "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).

5) 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.

5 City of Long Beach
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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.

6 City of Long Beach
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I. AESTHETICS

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

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[gJ Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

[gJ No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[gJ Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact
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Please see Section I.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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

r;gj No Impact

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.

II. AGRICULTURERESOURCES

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 ResourcesAgency, to non-agricultural use?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

r;gj No Impact

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

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

r;gj No Impact

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?
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D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

!Z1 No Impact

For Sections II. 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.

III. 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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

!Z1 No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

IZI Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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)?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

IZI Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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

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

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

IZI Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

~ No Impact

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.

IV. 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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

~ No Impact

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
environmentalanalysis 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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D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

~ No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

~ No Impact

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.

d. 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
nativewildlife nursery sites?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

~ No Impact

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.

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

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

~ No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

IZI No Impact

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. CUl rURAL RESOURCES

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

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

IZI No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

IZI No Impact

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

13 City of Long Beach
December 2017



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

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

lSI No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

lSI No Impact

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.

VI. GEOLOGYAND 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.

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

lSI Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact
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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 necessary.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[gJ Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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-relatedground failure, including liquefaction?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[gJ Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

~ No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

IZI Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

IZI Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

IZI Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

Please see Sections Vl.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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D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

~ No Impact

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.

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

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

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

~ No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

~ No Impact

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

VIII. 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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

[gJ No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

[gJ No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

[gJ No Impact

Please see Section VlIl.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 65962.5and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

1ZI No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

1ZI No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

1ZI No Impact

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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o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

[gJ No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

[gJ No Impact

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.

IX. 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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

[gJ No Impact

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)?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

~ No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

~ No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

~ No Impact

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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o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

rgJ No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

rgJ No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

rgJ No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

rgJ No Impact

Please see Section IX.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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

IZI No Impact

Please see Section IX.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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

IZI Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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 limited 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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

IZI No Impact

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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o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[g] Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

[g] No Impact

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.

XI. 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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

[g] No Impact

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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D Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

lSI No Impact

Please see Section Xl.a. above for discussion.

XII. 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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

lSI Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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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o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[gJ Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[gJ Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[gJ Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[gJ Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

IZI No Impact

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

XIII. 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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

IZI Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

1ZI Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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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o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

r8J Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

r8J Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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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o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[g] Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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

c. Schools?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[g] Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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

d. Parks?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[g] Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

[g] No Impact

Nb other impacts have been identified that would require the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities.

XV. 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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D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

IZI Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

IZI Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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

XVI. 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 (l.e.,
result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

IZI Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

IZI Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact
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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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

[8J No Impact

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)?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

[8J No Impact

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 inadequateemergency access?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

[8J No Impact

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)?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

[8J No Impact
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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.

XVI. TRIBAL CULTURALRESOURCES

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
NativeAmerican 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)?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

~ Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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? 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 NativeAmerican tribe.

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

~ Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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

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

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

!Xl Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

!Xl Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

!Xl Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

!Xl Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

!Xl Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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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o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

I:8J Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

I:8J Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

For Sections XVlIl.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.

XVIII. 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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

I:8J No Impact

As determined in Section IV. 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)?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

(gj Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

(gj No Impact

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 Muldoons Bar tattoo parlors
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Proposed Tattoo Parlor Buffer Zones
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City of Long Beach
Tattoo Parlor Ordinance

NEGATIVE DECLARATION

NO 04-17

Prepared by:

City of Long Beach
Department of Development Services
Planning Bureau

EXHIBIT C
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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, 5th 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, 5th 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 revisron 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 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)
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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:

0 Aesthetics 0 Greenhouse Gas 0 Population and HousingEmissions

0 Agricultural Resources 0 Hazards and Hazardous 0 Public ServicesMaterials

0 Air Quality 0 Hydrology and Water 0 RecreationQuality

0 Biological Resources 0 Land Use and Planning 0 Transportation/Traffic

0 Cultural Resources 0 Mineral Resources 0 Utilities and Service
Systems

0 Geology and Soils 0 Noise 0 Mandatory Findings of
Significance
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DETERMINATION:

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

o 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.

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

o I 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.

o I 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
Senior Planner

Date
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1) 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).

2) 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.

3) 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.

4) "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).

5) 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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I. AESTHETICS

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

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

~ Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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 (Le.,
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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

~ No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

~ Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact
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Please see Section I.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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

cgj No Impact

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.

II. AGRICULTURERESOURCES

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

cgj No Impact

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

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

cgj No Impact

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?
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o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

1ZI No Impact

For Sections II. 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.

III. 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 orqanlc 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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

1ZI No Impact

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
(SCAQMO) 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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

IZI Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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)?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

IZI Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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

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

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

IZI Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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 IIl.a. and b. above for further discussion.
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e. Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

~ No Impact

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.

IV. BIOLOGICALRESOURCES

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 Gameor U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

1ZI No Impact

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 Gameor U.S. Fish andWildlife Service?
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D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

[8J No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

[8J No Impact

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.

d. 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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

[8J No Impact

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.

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

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

[8J No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

[gJ No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

[gJ No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

[gJ No Impact

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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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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

~ No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

~ No Impact

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.

VI. GEOLOGYAND 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.

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

~ Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact
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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 necessary.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[8J Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[8J Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

[8J No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

IZI Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

IZI Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

IZI Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

Please see Sections Vl.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?

16 City of Long Beach
December 2017



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

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

lSI No Impact

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.

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

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

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

lSI No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

lSI No Impact

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

17 City of Long Beach
December 2017



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

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

VIII. 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
hazardousmaterials?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

IZI No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

IZI No Impact

Please see Section VlIl.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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

[2J No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

[gJ No Impact

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
SectionVlll.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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

(gj No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

[gJ No Impact

There are no private airstrips located within or adjacent to the City. No further
environmentalanalysis 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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o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

I:SI No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

I:SI No Impact

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.

IX. 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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

[gJ No Impact

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)?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

~ No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

~ No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

~ No Impact

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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o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

[2J No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

[2J No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

[2J No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

[2J No Impact

Please see Section IX.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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

[gI No Impact

Please see Section IX.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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[gI Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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 limited 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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

[gI No Impact

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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D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

~ Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

~ No Impact

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.

XI. 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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

~ No Impact

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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D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

[gJ No Impact

Please see Section Xl.a. above for discussion.

XII. 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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[gJ Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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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o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[2J Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

lZI Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[2J Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[2J Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

[gJ No Impact

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

XIII. 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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[gJ Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[gJ Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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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D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

I:8J Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

Please see Section XlIl.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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

I:8J Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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?

28 City of Long Beach
December 2017



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

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[gI Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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

c. Schools?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[gI Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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

d. Parks?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[gI Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

o Less Than
Significant
Impact

[gI No Impact

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

XV. 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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o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

IZI Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

IZI Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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

XVI. 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)?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

IZI Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact

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?

o Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

IZI Less Than
Significant
Impact

o No Impact
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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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

IZI No Impact

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)?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

IZI No Impact

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 inadequateemergency access?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

IZI No Impact

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)?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

o Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

IZI No Impact
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The TPO would not propose or encourageany 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.

XVI. 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)?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[gI Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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 environmentalanalysis 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? 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.

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

[gI Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

See Section XVl.a. above. No further environmentalanalysis is required.

32 City of Long Beach
December 2017



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

XVIII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

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

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

~ Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

~ Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

~ Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

~ Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

~ Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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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D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

~ Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

~ Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

For Sections XVlIl.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.

XVIII. 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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

~ No Impact

As determined in Section IV. 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)?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

IZI Less Than
Significant
Impact

D No Impact

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?

D Potentially
Significant
Impact

D Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D Less Than
Significant
Impact

IZI No Impact

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

March 20, 2018

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



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. (-6533 § 1 (part), 1988)



-. -

Background: Why An Update Is Needed

• In 2010} the 9th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals ruled Tattooing is a
protected under the First Amendment.

• In March 2017} Real v. City of Long Beach (9th 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.
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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
• 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 a result} tattoo parlors in Long Beach are highly-regulated with
no clear evidence of nuisance or negative impacts



Background: Existing Tattoo Parlors in Long Beach
• Currently, there are (9) licensed tattoo parlors in the City

• (4) required CUPs
• (5) are legal-non-conforming

Outer Limits Tattoo,
est. 1927, is the
oldest continuously
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:
• SOO-feetfrom an existing tattoo parlor required
• SOO-feetfrom a public or private school required
• Zoning Code Amendment provides administrative relief if the

locational / distance requirements cannot be met

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQAl
• 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.



LEGEND

*
D

GJ

o

Proposed Permitted
Locations: Buffer Zones

Existing Tattoo Parlors

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.
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Proposed Development Standards
Qperations
• 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
• Loitering shall be prevented

~earance
• 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.




