3.12 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

As a result of the Initial Study (Appendix A), the City of Long Beach (City) determined that the
proposed Kroc Community Center (proposed project) had the potential to result in impacts to
transportation and traffic during construction. Therefore, this issue has been carried forward for
detailed analysis in this Environmental Impact Report (EIR). This analysis was undertaken to identify
opportunities to avoid, reduce, or otherwise mitigate potential signiticant impacts to transportation and
tratfic and to identity potential alternatives.

The analysis of transportation and traffic includes a description of the regulatory framework that guides
the decision-making process, existing conditions of the proposed project area, thresholds for
determining if the proposed project would result in significant impacts, anticipated impacts (direct,
indirect, and cumulative), mitigation measures, and level of significance after mitigation The potential
for impacts to transportation and traffic has been analyzed 1n accordance with Section 15063 of the
State of California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (State CEQA Guidelines). Transportation and
traffic at the proposed project site were evaluated with regard to the Transportation element of the City
General Plan,” Congestion Management Plan for the County of Los Angeles (County),? Traffic Impact
Analysis Report Guidelines,” and a Traftic Impact Analysis (Appendix F)* that was prepared for the
proposed project.

3.12.1 Regulatory Framework
State
California Water Code

The proposed project is subject to the State of Calitornia Water Code, Division 12, Part 5, Chapter 1,
Article 4, Section 31060 titled “Construction of Rights of Way.” Any mitigation measure required to
be implemented in a state right-ot-way would require a California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) Encroachment Permit. Mitigation 1n excess of $300,000 would require a Caltrans Project
Study Report. Caltrans recommends that large-sized trucks transporting construction materials and
equipment be limited to off-peak commute periods and any heavy construction equipment that
requires the use of oversize transport vehicles on state roadways or facilities would require a Caltrans
transportation permit. The construction scenario defined for the proposed project would notrequire
the transport of oversize vehicles on state facilities.

' City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. December 1991 City of Long Beach General Plan,
Transportation Element. Long Beach, CA.

2 County of Los Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority. 2004. 2004 Congestion Management Program for Los
Angeles County. Los Angeles, CA.

* County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. 1 January 1997. Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines.
Alhambra, CA.

4 Linscott, Law, & Greenspan Engineers. 30 January 2009. Kroc Community Center Traffic Impact Analysis. Costa Mesa,
CA.

* West's Annotated California Codes. 1984. Water Code Sections 30000 to 38999. Official California Water Code
Classification, Volume 69. St. Paul, MN: West Publishing Company.
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Regional
Southern California Association of Governments Regional Transportation Plan

The proposed project lies within the jurisdiction of the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).® The RTP is a longrange plan that provides a
blueprint for future transportation improvements and investments based on specific transportation
goals, objectives, policies, and strategies. The RTP is based on federal transportation law requiring
comprehensive, cooperative, and continuous transportation planning. SCAG meets these requirements
by developing comprehensive transportation plans that include all surface transportation modes
(multimodal planning) to ensure efficient movement ot people and goods through the region. The RTP
includes an assessment of overall growth and economic trends in the region and provides strategic
direction for transportation capital investment. The RTP serves four functions:

Addresses how to improve mobility and solve congestion problems

Evaluates federal, state, and local funding available for transportation improvements
Estimates costs of projects and develops funding strategies to meet these costs
Achieves air quality requirements

Local
Metropolitan Transportation Authority Congestion Management Plan

The Congestion Management Program (CMP) tor the County is a state-mandated program that was
enacted by state legislature with the passage of Proposition 111 in 1990.” The program is intended to
address the impact of local growth on the regional transportation system.

The CMP sets forth goals, policies, potential solutions, and implementation measures to achieve
improvements in mobility, accessibility, reliability, safety, cost effectiveness, sustainability, and
preservation, as well as the environment and environmental justice. The hallmark of the CMP program
Is that it is intended to address the impact of local growth on the regional transportation system

City of Long Beach General Plan, Transportation Element

As guided by the Strategic Plan, the major theme for the 1989 Land Use element is managing growth
and preserving quality of life. Since the Land Use element is specitically directed toward prescribing
the proper long-range use and development of land in the City, this document provides the driving
torce tor formulating the goals for the Transportation element. The goals and policies that relate to
transportation planning are as follows:

. To improve overall traffic carrying capacity and travel safety, and to reduce traffic
contlicts as much as possible;
e To permit sufficient employment and residential densities along transit routes to

encourage transit ridership;

To reduce the total number of strip commercial segments to minimize traffic conflict;
To increase the amount and quality of moderate and higher density housing along
selected corridors;

® Sauthern California Association of Governments. April 2004. 2004 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP): Destination
2030. Los Angeles CA. Available at: http://scag.ca.govirtp2004/2004/FinalPlan.htm

7 California Department of Transportation. 13 November 2007. California Scenic Highway System: A List of Eligible (E)
and Officially Designated (OD) Routes (by Route). Available at:
http:/www.dotca.gov/hg/LandArch/scenic_highways/scenic_hwy.htm
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. To improve the appearance of the corridors in general, recognizing that these streets
provide the most travelers through the city with their initial, and perhaps lasting,
impression of Long Beach

The 10 areas of concern related to transportation and traffic include;

Efficient use of resources

Equitable distribution of costs and benetits
Environmental consideration

Quality ot life / neighborhood preservation
Business/feconomic development
Community image

Personal mobility

Regional integration

Transit systems (regional and local)
Regional mobility

The objectives for the future transportation system:

. Maintain tratfic and transportation service levels at level of service (LOS) D or at the
1987 LOS where LOS was worse than D,
Accommodate reasonable, balanced growth.,
Maintain or enhance the quality of lite

3.12.2 Existing Conditions

The proposed project site consists of approximately 19 acres that is bounded by East 20th Street, a
small flood control area, and the City of Signal Hill to the north of the proposed project site. A
residential area with a substandard alley is located to the east. Commercial development borders the
proposed site to the south and faces East Pacific Coast Highway, and the Long Beach City College-
Pacitic Coast Campus is located directly west of the proposed project site across Walnut Avenue.
Regional access to the project site is provide by East Pacitic Coast Highway, which is located
immediately south of the proposed project. Other key roadways in the local area network include Hill
Street, 20th Street, Alamitos Avenue, 21st Street, Martin Luther King Jr. Avenue, Orange Avenue,
Walnut Avenue, Cherry Avenue, Temple Avenue, and Redondo Avenue. The existing lane
configurations were documented as part of the Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix F). Coordination was
undertaken with City statf to define study intersections impacted by the proposed project.

Regional Roadway System

East Pacitic Coast Highway is the main artery to and from the proposed project site and is classitied as
aregional route by the Transportation element of the City General Plan.? East Pacitic Coast Highway 1s
asix-lane, divided roadway providing three travel lanes in each direction with an east-west alignment
bordering the project site to the south (Figure 2.1-3). On-street parking 1s permitted along the majority
ot this roadway. The posted speed limit on East Pacific Coast Highway is 35 miles per hour (mph).
Traffic signals exist at the study intersections of East Pacific Coast Highway at Martin Luther King Jr.
Avenue, East Pacific Coast Highway at Alamitos Avenue / Orange Avenue, East Pacific Coast Highway
at Walnut Avenue, East Pacific Coast Highway at Cherry Avenue, East Pacitic Coast Highway at
Temple Avenue, and East Pacific Coast Highway at Redondo Avenue.,

8 City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. December 1991 City of Long Beach General Plan,
Transportation Element. Long Beach, CA.
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Some portions of Pacific Coast Highway are eligible for State Scenic Highway designation. The closest
section of Pacific Coast Highway eligible for State Scenic Highway designation begins at the
intersection of Lincoln Boulevard and Venice Boulevard and runs northwest. This section is located
approximately 30.26 miles from the proposed project site.’

Street System

The street to the west of the proposed project site is Walnut Avenue, the City of Signal Hill is to the
north, a 12’0” alley between Rose Avenue and Gardenia Avenue lies to the east, and East Pacitic Coast
Highway to the south. The major streets surrounding the proposed project site are described below
(Figure 2.1-3)_ Long Beach City College—Pacitic Coast Campus students access the college’s parking lot
from Walnut Avenue.

Hill Street is an east-west arterial located north of the proposed project site. It is a two-lane, undivided
roadway that provides one travel lane in each direction. Curbside parking 1s generally permitted on
Hill Street. The posted speed limit on Hill Street is 30 mph

20th Street is an east-west arterial located north of the proposed project site. It is a two-lane, undivided
roadway that provides one travel lane in each direction. Curbside parking 1s generally permitted on
20th Street. The posted speed limit on 20th Street is 25 mph.

Alamitos Avenue / 21st Street is an east-west arterial located north of the proposed project site. It is a
two-lane, undivided roadway that provides one travel lane in each direction Curbside parking 1s
generally permitted on Alamitos Avenue / 21st Street. The posted speed limit is 30 mph on Alamitos
Avenue and 25 mph on 21st Street.

Martin Luther KingJr. Avenue is a north-south arterial that is located west of the proposed project site.
Itis a two-lane, undivided roadway that provides one travel lane in each direction. Curbside parking is
generally permitted on Martin Luther KingJr. Avenue. The posted speed limit on Martin Luther King Jr.
Avenue is 30 mph

Alamitos Avenue / Orange Avenue is a north-south arterial that is located west of the proposed project
site. It is a two-lane, undivided roadway that provides one travel lane in each direction. Stop signs are
posted on Qrange Avenue at 20th Street. Curbside parking is generally permitted on Alamitos Avenue/
Orange Avenue. The posted speed limit on Alamitos Avenue / Qrange Avenue is 25 mph

Walnut Avenue is a north-south arterial that borders the proposed project site to the west. It is a two-
lane, undivided roadway that provides one travel lane in each direction. Stop signs are posted on
Walnut Avenue at Hill Street and on Walnut Avenue at 20th Street / Alamitos Avenue. Curbside
parking is generally permitted on Walnut Avenue. The posted speed limit on Walnut Avenue is 25
mph.

Cherry Avenue is a north-south arterial that is located east of the proposed projectsite. It is a four-lane,
divided roadway that provides two travel lanes in each direction north of Alamitos Avenue and a two-
lane, divided roadway providing one travel lane in each direction south of Alamitos Avenue. Curbside
parking 1s generally not permitted on Cherry Avenue north ot Alamitos Avenue; however, curbside

* California Department of Transportation. 13 November 2007, California Scenic Highway System: A List of Eligible (E)
and Officially Designated (OD) Routes (by Route). Available at:
http:/www.dotca.gov/hg/LandArch/scenic_highways/scenic_hwy.htm
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parking by permit only is allowed south of Alamitos Avenue The posted speed limit on Cherry Avenue
is 40 mph.

Temple Avenue is a north-south arterial that 1s located east of the proposed project site. Itis a two-lane,
divided roadway that provides one travel lane in each direction. Curbside parking is generally
permitted on Temple Avenue.

Redondo Avenue is a north-south arterial that 1s located east of the proposed project site. It is a four-
lane, divided roadway that provides two travel lanes in each direction. Curbside parking is generally
permitted on Redondo Avenue, The posted speed limit on Redondo Avenue is 40 mph,

Existing Traffic Volumes

Twelve key intersections were identified and selected for evaluation as locations to assess existing and
future traffic operating conditions. Some portion of potential projectrelated traffic would pass through
each of these intersections, and their analysis would reveal the expected relative impacts of the
proposed project. The 12 key intersections were selected for evaluation based on discussions with the
City and in consideration ot the criteria in the current County CMP traftic impact guidelines. The 12
key intersections are listed below:

pum—y

Crange Avenue at Hill Street (Long Beach / Signal Hill)

Walnut Avenue at Hill Street (Signal Hill)

Cherry Avenue at Hill Street (Signal Hill)

Walnut Avenue at East 20th / Alamitos Avenue (Long Beach / Signal Hill)
Cherry Avenue at 21st Street (Signal Hill)

Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue at Pacific Coast Highway (Long Beach)
Crange Avenue / Alamitos Avenue at Pacific Coast Highway (Long Beach)

Walnut Avenue at Pacific Coast Highway (Long Beach)

R NSO kW

Rose Avenue at Pacific Coast Highway (Long Beach)

<

. Cherry Avenue at Pacitic Coast Highway (Long Beach)

—_—
—_

Temple Avenue at Pacific Coast Highway (Long Beach / Signal Hill)

—_
]

. Redondo Avenue at Pacific Coast Highway (Long Beach / Signal Hill)

The existing a.m. and p.m. weekday peak-hour traffic counts were conducted in January 2008, while
the Saturday midday peak hour traftic counts were collected in August 2008 (Appendix F). The existing
a.m. and p.m. weekday and Saturday midday peak-hour traftic volumes at key study intersections are
described in the Tratfic Impact Analysis (Appendix F).

Existing Intersection Levels of Service

LOS is a qualitative measure used to describe the condition of traffic flow, ranging from excellent
conditions at LOS A to overloaded conditions at LOS F. The City and the City of Signal Hill consider
LOS D to be the minimum acceptable condition that should be maintained during the peak commute
hours for roads and highways in the vicinity of the proposed project site
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In conformance with the City requirements, existing a.m. / p.m., and Saturday midday peak-hour
operating conditions for the nine key signalized intersections were evaluated using the Intersection
Capacity Utilization (ICU) method (Table 3.12.2-1, Level of Service Definitions tfor Signaled
Intersections), while the methodology outlined in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM)™ 2000 for
unsignalized intersections was used in the analysis of the three unsignalized study intersections (Table
3.12.2-2, Leve! of Service Criteria for Unsignalized Intersections). The signalized intersections along
East Pacitic Coast Highway are under the jurisdiction ot Caltrans, and Caltrans requirements were also
analyzed using the HCM signalized methodology (see Table 3.12.2-1 for criteria)."

TABLE 3.12.2-1
LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS FOR SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

Control Delay Per
Volume/Capacity Vehicle
Level of Service Ratio (seconds/vehicle) Definition

EXCELLENT. No vehicle waits longer than
A 0.000-0.600 < 10.0 one red light and no approach phase is fully
used.

VERY CGOOD. An occasional approach
phase is fully utilized; many drivers begin to
feel somewhat restricted within groups of
vehicles.

B >0.600-0.700 > 10.0and < 20.0

GOOD. Occasionally drivers may have to
wait through more than one red light;
backups may develop behind turning
vehicles.

I

>0.700-0.800 > 20.0and < 350

FAIR. Delays may be substantial during
portions of the rush hours, but encugh lower
D >0.800-0.900 > 35.0and < 55.0 | volume periods occur to permit clearing of
developing lines, preventing excessive
backups.

POOR. Represents the most vehicles
intersection approaches can accommodate;
may be long lines of waiting vehicles
through several signal cycles.

E >0.900-1.000 > 55.0and < 80.0

FAILURE. Backups from nearby locations or
on cross streets may restrict or prevent

F >1.000 = 80.0 movement of vehicles out of the intersection
approaches. Tremendous delays with
continuously increasing queue lengths.

SOURCE: Transportation Rescarch Board. 1980. Transportation Research Circular No. 212, Interim Materials on
Highway Capacity. Washington, D.C. and Highway Capacity Manual 2000, Chapter 16 (Signalized Intersections).

'“Transportation Rescarch Board. 2000. Highway Capacity Manual. Washington, D.C.

" Linscott, Law, & Greenspan Engineers. 30 January 2009. Kroc Community Center Traffic Impact Analysis. Costa Mesa,
CA.
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TABLE 3.12.2-2

LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA FOR UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

Average Total Delay
Level of Service (Seconds/Vehicle)

A < 10.0
B > 10.0and < 15.0
C > 15.0and < 25.0
D > 25.0and < 35.0
E > 35.0and < 50.0
F > 50.0

SOURCE: Transpartation Research Board. 2000. Highway Capacity Manual, Special

Report 209. Washington, D.C.

Based on the results of the intersection analysis and the City’s LOS criteria, three of the key study
intersections currently operate at an unacceptable LOS during the weekday AM peak hour, weekday
PM peak hour, and/or Saturday peak hour. The intersections operating at an adverse level of service
are Rose Avenue at East Pacific Coast Highway and Redondo Avenue at East Pacitic Coast Highway
during weekday AM and PM peak hours and Cherry Avenue at East Pacific Coast Highway during
Saturday peak hour The remaining key study intersections currently operate at acceptable LOS D or
better during the weekday AM peak hour, weekday PM peak hour and Saturday peak hour (Table
3.12.2-3, Existing Levels of Service (LOS) at Key Intersections).'? The remaining nine key study
intersections currently operate at LOS D or better during the commuter peak hours.

"2 Linscott, Law, & Greenspan Engineers. 30 January 2009. Kroc Community Center Traffic Impact Analysis. Costa Mesa,

CA.
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TABLE 3.12.2-3
EXISTING LEVELS OF SERVICE (LOS) AT KEY INTERSECTIONS

Control HCM
Key Intersections Time Period Type ICU LOS Delay Value LOS

QOrange Avenue at AM 2-way 0.552 A - -
Hill Street PM Tratfic 0.684 B — —
Saturday Signal 0.448 A — -

Walnut Avenue at AM All-way — -— 9.6 s/v A
Hill Street PM Stop Y — — 1.6 s/v B
Saturday — -— 8.6 s/v A

Cherry Avenue at AM 5-way 0.506 A — —
Hill Street PM Traffic 0.613 B — —
Saturday Signal 0.576 A — —

Walnut Avenue at AM All-way — — 10.5 s/v B
East 20th Street/ Alamitos PM Stop - — 10.0 s/v B
Avenue Saturday — -— 8.2 s/v A
Cherry Avenue at 2 1st Street AM 5-way 0.472 A — -
PM Trattic 0.4388 A — -

Saturday Signal 0.535 A — —

Martin Luther King, Jr. AM 2-way 0.611 B 120 s/v B
Avenue at East Pacific Coast PM Traffic 0.652 B 12.4 s/v B
Highway Saturday Signal 0.484 A 12,1 s/v B
Orange Avenue / Alamitos AM 5-way 0.863 D 26.1 s/v C
Avenue at East Pacific Coast PM Tratfic 0.869 D 246 s/v C
Highway Saturday Signal 0.626 B 21.1 s/v C
Walnut Avenue at East AM 2-way 0.783 C 14.7 s/v B
Pacific Coast Highway PM Traffic 0.749 C 13.6 s/v B
Saturday Signal 0.441 A 10.7 s/v B

Rose Avenue at East Pacific AM — -— 241.1s/v F
Coast Highway PM 2-way Stop — -— 96.6 s/v F
Saturday — -— 18.2 s/v C

Cherry Avenue at East AM 5-way 0.827 D 22,6 5/v C
Pacitic Coast Highway PM Traffic 0.866 D 25.1 5/v C
Saturday Signal 0,922 E 28.6 5/v C

Temple Avenue at East AM 2-way 0.542 A 10.6 s/v B
Pacitic Coast Highway PM Tratfic 0.712 C 121 5/v B
Saturday Signal 0.492 A 11.6 s/v B

Redondo Avenue at East AM 5-way 0.933 E 24.8 s/v C
Pacific Coast Highway PM Traffic 0.984 E 23.45/v C
Saturday Signal 0.882 D 254 5/v C

KEY: Bold ICU/LOS and HCM/LOS values indicate adverse service levels based on City LOS standards.

The LOS for traftic describes the operational conditions for the flow of traffic. The LOS system uses the
letters A through F to describe traffic flow conditions, with Arepresenting ideal operating conditions
and F representing the worst traffic conditions. According to the Transportation element of the City’s
General Plan, the LOS for East Pacific Coast Highway is D."

'3 City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. December 1991, City of Long Beach General Plan,
Transportation Element. Long Beach, CA.
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There are currently approximately 13 proposed major related projects that would occur in the City and
in the vicinity of the proposed project. Construction and operation of the proposed project would
result in an increase in the number of vehicles using the access roads near the proposed project site.

Air Traffic

The nearest public airport is Long Beach Municipal Airport located at 4100 Donald Douglas Drive,
Long Beach, California, 90808, and is approximately 2 miles northeast of the proposed project site
(Figure 3.6.2-1). Similarly, the nearest private airport is the Compton/Woodley Airport, located
approximately 12 miles to the northwest of the proposed project site. The proposed project site has
been determined to be located outside of the limits of the Long Beach Airport Land Use Plan based on
coordination undertaken with the Federal Aviation Administration (Figure 3.6.2-1)

Roadway Design Configurations

There are no hazardous turns at any of the proposed project site’s surrounding intersections. There is
currently heavy semi-truck, automobile, and bus traffic on East Pacitic Coast Highway. Traffic signals
are currently located at the intersections of Walnut Street at East Pacific Coast Highway and Cherry
Avenue at East Pacific Coast Highway. The intersection of Rose Avenue at East Pacific Coast Highway
and Gaviota Avenue at East Pacific Coast Highway are controlled by two-way stops . The nearest Long
Beach Transit (LBT) bus stops are located on the East Pacitic Coast Highway at Walnut Avenue and at
Rose Avenue, just south of the southern boundary of the proposed projectsite (Figure 3 .12.2-1, Transit
Stops and Bike Lanes Near the Proposed Project). Other LBT bus stops along East Pacific Coast
Highway are located at Cherry Avenue, three blocks to the east of the proposed project site; on Long
Beach Boulevard, 14 blocks to the west of the proposed project site; Atlantic Avenue, 12 blocks to the
west of the proposed project site; and Orange Avenue, 6 blocks to the west of the proposed project
site. The MetroRail Blue Line has a large station at East Pacific Coast Highway and Long Beach
Boulevard, approximately 1 mile west ot the proposed project site.” There are currently crosswalks at
the intersections of East Pacific Coast Highway at Walnut Avenue and East Pacitic Coast Highway at
Cherry Avenue providing access to the proposed project site.

Existing Vehicular Emergency Access/Egress

There currently is no existing vehicular emergency access/egress at the proposed project site. It is
anticipated that five access points to the proposed project site would be constructed; two on Walnut
Avenue, one on Rose Avenue, and a specially designated emergency access route onto the alley at
19th Street, which would ensure adequate emergency access from three of the four sides of the
proposed projectsite. Police protection services for the City in the proposed project area are provided
by the Long Beach Police Department (LBPD). The LBPD’s Patrol Bureau includes four geographical
divisions and one specialized division. North, South, East, West, and Field Support. The proposed
project site is under the jurisdiction of the East Patrol Division '* Fire protection in the proposed project
area is provided by the Long Beach Fire Department, which maintains 24 fire stations, 1 beach
operation office, and 1 tire headquarters throughout the City.'® Fire Station No. 10 is located
approximately 0.5 mile from the proposed project site at 1417 Peterson Avenue in the City and would
be the primary fire emergency responder for the proposed project site.'”

" City of Long Beach. Long Beach Transit Schedules and Maps. 2007. Available at: http://www. Ibtransit.com

19 Officer Lascina, City of Long Beach Police Department, Long Beach, CA. 28 November 2007. Telephone
correspondence with Allison Klcine, Sapphos Environmental, Inc., Pasadena, CA.

'® Long Beach Fire Department. 2008. Web site. Available at: http/www.ci.long-brach.ca.us/fire/

"7 Operator 114, Long Beach Fire Department, Long Beach, CA. 28 November 2007. Telephone carrespondence with
Allison Kleine, Sapphaos Environmental, Inc., Pasadena, CA.
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Existing Parking Conditions

The proposed project site currently does not support parking. Visitors to the site generally park on the
field or on Walnut Avenue, which is located along the western boundary of the proposed project site.

Existing Alternative Transportation Systems

There currently is a MetroRail Blue Line and LBT Bus Service within the City. The MetroRail Blue Line
East Pacific Coast Highway Station is located approximately 1 mile west of the proposed project site at
the intersection of Long Beach Boulevard and East Pacific Coast Highway (Figure 3 12.2-1) The
nearest LBT bus stops are located on the East Pacific Coast Highway at Walnut Avenue and at Rose
Avenue, just south of the southern boundary of the proposed projectsite (Figure 3 12.2-1). Other LBT
bus stops along East Pacific Coast Highway are located at Cherry Avenue, three blocks to the east of
the proposed projectsite; on Long Beach Boulevard, 14 blocks to the west of the proposed project site;
Atlantic Avenue, 12 blocks to the west of the proposed project site; and Orange Avenue, 6 blocks to
the west of the proposed project site. The LBT offers regular bus service with Routes 171, 172, 173,
and 174 serving East Pacific Coast Highway; Routes 21, 22, and 23 serving Cherry Avenue; Route 7
serving Orange Avenue; and Route 131 serving Redondo Avenue.'®'™®

East Pacitic Coast Highway is a Class lll bike route, providing bicycle access to the proposed project
site (Figure 3 12.2-1) *° A Class lll bicycleroute is defined as a roadway designated by signs signifying
that the roadway is shared between vehicles and bicycles, although no lane is marked specifically for
bicyclists.”' Bicycle racks are incorporated into the proposed project design.

Related Projects

A torecast of on-street traffic conditions prior to the occupancy of the proposed project was prepared
by incorporating the potential trips associated with other known development projects (related
projects) in the area. There are currently approximately 13 related projects that have either been built
but not yet tully occupied or being processed tor approval within a 2-mile radius ot the proposed
project that are located in the City and Signal Hill with the potential to cause trafficrelated impacts.™
The related projects are expected to generate a combined total of 26,354 daily trips on a typical
weekday with 1,467 trips (588 inbound and 879 outbound) forecasted during the AM peak hour and
2,153 trips (1,158 inbound and 995 outbound) during the PM peak hour, and on a typical Saturday a
total of 27,138 daily trips, with 2,666 trips (1,365 inbound and 1,301 outbound) forecasted during the
midday peak hour **

'® Long Beach Transit Schedules and Maps. 2008. Available at: http:/Awww. Ibtransit.org/Services/

"* Linscott, Law, & Greenspan Engineors. 30 January 2009. Kroc Community Center Traffic Impact Analysis. Costa Mesa,
CA.

2 Bikestation, Long Beach. 2008. Available at: http:/Awww.bikestation.org/longbeach/images/LB_bike_map_06.pdf

2 City of Long Beach Department of Planning and Building. December 1991 City of Long Beach General Plan,
Transportation Element. Long Beach, CA.

2 Linscaott, Law, & Greenspan Engineers. 30 January 2009. Kroc Community Center Traffic Impact Analysis. Costa Mesa,
CA.

# Linscott, Law, & Greenspan Engineers. 30 January 2009. Kroc Community Center Traffic Impact Analysis. Costa Mesa,
CA.
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3.12.3 Significance Thresholds

The potential tor the proposed project to result In impacts related to transportation and trattic was
analyzed in relation to the questions contained in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. The
project would normally be considered to have a significant impact to transportation and traffic when
the potential for any one of the following seven thresholds occurs:

. Cause an increase in traffic that 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
ot vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections);

. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by
the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways;

. Resultin a change In air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or
a change In location that results in substantial safety risks;

° Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
Intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment),

s Result in iInadequate emergency access;
° Result in inadequate parking capacity;
° Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alter native transportation

{e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)

Within the City and the City of Signal Hill, impacts to local and regional transportation systems are
considered significant if a peak-hour LOS (E or F) at any of the key intersections is projected or the
project increases traffic demand at the study intersection by 2 percent of capacity, causing LOS to
worsen to level E or F (ICU greater than 0.901). The City considers LOS D (ICU 0.801 t0 0.900) to be
the minimum acceptable LOS for all intersections. For the City, the current LOS, if worse than LOS D
(E or F), should also be maintained. At unsignalized intersections, a significant adverse traftic impact is
detined as a project that adds 2 percent more traffic delay (seconds per vehicle) at an intersection
operating at LOSEor F

3.12.4 Impact Analysis

This section analyzes the potential for significant impacts on transportation and circulation that would
occur from implementation ot the proposed project. A project’s transportation and circulation impacts
can be separated into short-term impacts due to construction and long-term permanent impacts from
project operations.

The relative impact of the added project traffic volumes generated by the proposed project during the
weekday a.m_and p.m. peak hours and Saturday mid-day peak hour was evaluated based on analysis
of future operating conditions at the 12 key study intersections, both with and without the proposed
project. The signiticance of the potential impacts of the proposed project at each key intersection was
then evaluated using the City’s LOS standards and traffic impact criteria.
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Direct and Indirect Impacis
Construction Impacts

Based on the construction scenario presented in Section 2.0, Project Description, of this EIR,
construction of the proposed project is envisioned as a single continuous process to be completed in
29 months between the years of 2009 and 2012 The construction activity impacts associated with the
proposed project could be caused by four main elements of the proposed project construction; Phase |
Demolition, Phase Il Earthwork, Phase Il Drainage Improvements, and Phase IV Construction:

. Phase | would involve the demolition ot existing structures and utilities in order to
accommodate the proposed project. It is anticipated that the demolition phase of the
detention basin’s reconfiguration would last approximately one month A list of the
type and quantity of equipment that would potentially be used in this phase of the
construction of the basin’s recontiguration is shown in Table 2.6.3.1-1 This equipment
would be transported to the proposed project site in addition to trips made to and from
the proposed project site by construction workers.

e Phase Il would involve earthwork to prepare for the construction of the proposed
project. It is anticipated that the earthwork during this phase of the detention basin’s
reconfiguration would last approximately four months. A list of the type and quantity ot
equipment that would potentially be used in this phase of the construction of the
basin’s recontiguration 1s shown in Table 2.6.3.2-1 This equipment would be
transported to the proposed project site in addition to trips made to and from the
proposed project site by construction workers.

. Phase lll would include drainage improvements to ensure that the proposed project
site is able to operate as a community center while retaining its existing function as a
detention basin. Itis anticipated that the drainage improvement phase of the detention
basin’s reconfiguration would last approximately six months. A list of the type and
quantity of equipment that would potentially be used in this phase of the construction
of the basin’s reconfiguration is shown in Table 2.6.3.3-1 This equipment would be
transported to the proposed project site in addition to trips made to and from the
proposed project site by construction workers.

. Phase IV would include the construction of the proposed project. Parking lots and
tields would be constructed toward the end of the building construction phase and
completed at the same time as all other structures. It is anticipated that the construction
of the buildings, pools, and parking facilities would last approximately 18 months. A
list of the type and quantity of equipment that would potentially be used in the
building phase is shown in Table 2.6.3.4-1. This equipment would be transported to
the proposed project site in addition to trips made to and from the proposed project
site by construction workers,

Construction-related trips associated with trucks and employees traveling to and from the site during
each phase of construction during the weekday and weekend hours of operations mayresult in some
minor traffic delays; however, the potential traffic interference by construction vehicles that would
create temporary/short-term impacts to vehicles using East Pacific Coast Highway and other streets in
the proposed project vicinity, and the number of construction workers will vary depending on the
specific construction activities occurring at the site over the course of the construction phase. Based on
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the location of the site, and the proximity of the I-710 Freeway and 1-405 Freeway, as well as East Pacific
Coast Highway, it would be anticipated that a majority of the construction-related rraffic would utilize the
freeway to gain regional access to the site. Traffic impacts to the adjacent roadway network would be
minimal and not long-term. Therefore, aside from the nuisance traftic that would occur as a result ot
construction—related traffic (e.g., construction materials, construction workers, etc.), which has the
potential to result in temporary significant impacts, no long-term significant impacts resulting from
construction traffic are anticipated. It is anticipated that all roadway segments surrounding the
proposed project site would continue to operate In a manner similar to operations under current
conditions.

Furthermore, construction workers accessing the site or parking at the site would not result in a
signiticant impact as the site and neighboring streets would provide ample parking for these temporary
employees.

Nevertheless, to reduce the impact of construction-related tratfic, the implementation of a construction
management plan is recommended to minimize traffic impacts upon the local circulation system in the
area.

Operational Impacts
Project Traffic Generation

The proposed project would provide a total of more than 1,000 parking spaces in a two-level parking
structure, and the community center campus would be capable of accommodating up to
approximately 6,500 people at one time. In addition, there would be a pick-up / drop-oft area near the
parking structure on the site access via Rose Avenue at East Pacific Coast Highway and two
unsignalized driveways along Walnut Avenue.,

It is anticipated that on a typical weekday the proposed project would be capable of generating up to
3,770 trips with 299 trips (184 inbound, 115 outbound) In the morning peak hour and 302 trips (95
inbound, 207 outbound) in the afternoon peak hour. On a typical weekend, the proposed project
would be capable of generating up to 1,482 daily trips with 238 trips (127 inbound, 1171 outbound)
produced during the midday peak hour** Table 3 12.4-1, Project Traffic Generation Forecast,
summarizes the trip generation torecast for the proposed project.

* Linscott, Law, & Greenspan Engineers. 30 January 2009. Kroc Community Center Traffic Impact Analysis. Costa Mesa,
CA.
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TABLE 3.12.4-1
PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION FORECAST

ITE Land Use /
Project Description

Weekday
Daily

Weekday AM Peak

Hour

Weekday PM Peak

Hour

In

| Out | Total

In

| Out | Total

Sat.
Daily

Saturday Peak Hour

In | Out | Total

Generation Factors

495; Recreation
Community Center
(TE/1000 SF)

22.88

0.99

0.63

1.62

0.48

1.16 1.64

9.10

0.63 |065 | 1.28

560; Church
(TE/1000 SF)

9.1

0.39

0.33

0.72

0.34

0.32 | 0.66

10.37

251 [1.03 | 3.54

565: Day Care
Center (TE/1000 SF)

79.26

6.78

6.01

12.79

6.19

6.99 |13.18

6.21

1.07 |063 | 1.70

710; General Office
Building (TE/1000
SF)

11.01

1.36

0.19

1.55

0.25

1.24 | 1.49

2.37

0.22 |10.19 | 0.41

Generation Forecast

Chapel / Performing Atts Buildin

560; Church
(12,455 SF)

113

129

31 13 44

Administration/Education Buildin

495; Rec Comm Ctr
(59,410 SF)

1,359

59

37

9%

29

69 98

541

37 39 76

565: Day Care
Center (3,100 SF)

246

21

19

40

19

22 41

19

710; General Office
(11,400 SF)

126

16

18

14 17

27

Recreation Building

495: Recreation
Community Center
(84,171 SF)

1,926

83

53

136

40

98 138

766

53 55 108

Total Project Trip
Generation
Potential

3,770

184

115

299

95

207 302

1,482

127 | 11 238

Source: Institute of Transportation Engincers. 2003. Trip Generation, 7th Edition. Washington, D.C.
Site Access

Access to the proposed project site would be provided via the intersection of East Pacific Coast
Highway at Rose Avenue (the terminus of Rose Avenue) and two full-access unsignalized driveways
located along Walnut Avenue. Emergency access only would be provided at the terminus of East 19th
Street via a gated entry/exit point. Based on tuture tratfic projections and results of the intersection
analyses, the three proposed project access points are forecast to operate at LOS A or B after the
application of mitigation measures, during the AM, PM, and Saturday midday peak hours for Year
2010 traffic conditions (Table 3.12.4-2, Peak-hour Project Driveway Level of Service Summary). The
proposed project design incorporates these three access points as project elements to provide adequate
access to the proposed project. Motorists entering and exiting the proposed project site would be able
to do so comfortably, safely, and without undue congestion.
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TABLE 3.12.4-2
PEAK-HOUR PROJECT DRIVEWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY

Year 2010 Future
Background Traffic Plus Year 2010 With
Time Intersection Project Recommended Improvements
Project Driveway Period Control Delay LOS ICU / (Delay) LOS
Rose Avenue /
Driveway No. 1 at AM 1,717.9 s/v F 0.590 (3.7 s/v) A (AP
EAST PACIFIC PM Two-way Stop 956.6 s/v F 0.622 (5.3 5/v) B {A)
COAST Saturday 64.7 s/v F 0.392 (5.5 s/v) A (A)
HIGHWAY
Walnut Avenue at AM 14.3 s/v B - -
Project Driveway PM One-way Stop 12.7 siv B - -
No. 2 Saturday 10.4 s/v B - -
Walnut Avenue at AM 12.4 /v B
Project Driveway PM One-way Stop 11.1 s/v B — —
No 3 Saturday 9.8 s/v A

KEY: s/v = seconds per vehicle (delay).
Intersection Capacity and Level of Service Analysis

The relative impact of the added traffic volumes generated by the proposed project during the
weekday AM peak hour, weekday PM peak hour, and Saturday midday peak hour was evaluated
based on analysis of future operating conditions at the key study intersections, with and without, the
proposed project. The previously discussed capacity analysis procedures were utilized to investigate
the future volume to capacity (V/C) relationships and service level characteristics at each study
intersection. The significance of the potential impacts of the proposed project at each key intersection
was then evaluated using the City LOS standards and traffic impact criteria.™

Traffic growth estimates have been calculated using an ambient growth factor. The ambient growth
factor is intended to include unknown and future related projects in the study area, as well as account
for regular growth in traffic volumes due to the development of projects outside the study area. The
future growth in traffic volumes has been calculated at 1 percent per year. The ambient traffic growth
factor applied to existing year 2008 traffic volumesresults in a 2 percent increase growth in existing
volumes to year 2010.%

Furthermore, to make a realistic estimate of tuture on-street conditions prior to implementation of the
proposed project, the status of other known development projects (related projects) in the area has
been researched at the City and the City of Signal Hill (Appendix F) With this information, the
potential impact of the proposed project can be evaluated within the context of the cumulative impact
of all ongoing development. There are 13 total related projects in the City of Long Beach and the City
of Signal Hill that have either been built, but not yet fully occupied, or are being processed for
approval  These related projects have been included as part of the cumulative background settings.

2 Represents the anticipated LOS with the installation of a traffic signal at this key interscction to facilitate access to the
project site.

20 Linscatt, Law, & Greenspan Engineers. 30 January 2009. Kroc Community Center Traffic impact Analysis. Costa Mcesa,
CA.

¥ Linscott, Law, & Greenspan Engineers. 30 January 2009. Kroc Community Center Traffic Impact Analysis. Costa Mesa,
CA.
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Year 2008 Conditions

Current traffic volumes for the year 2008, pre-project, show that three of the key study intersections
currently operate at an unacceptable LOS during the weekday AM peak hour, weekday PM peak hour,
and/or Saturday peak hour. The intersections operating at an adverse LOS are Rose Avenue at East
Pacitic Coast Highway, Cherry Avenue at East Pacific Coast Highway, and Redondo Avenue at East
Pacific Coast Highway. The remaining key study intersections currently operate at acceptable LOS D
or better during the weekday AM peak hour, weekday PM peak hour, and Saturday peak hour.*®

Year 2010 Conditions

An analysis of future year 2010 background traffic conditions, including ambient growth factor and
related projects traftic without the proposed project, indicates that the intersections ot Rose Avenue at
East Pacitic Coast Highway and Redondo Avenue at East Pacitic Coast Highway are forecast to
continue to operate at LOS E or F during the weekday AM, PM, and/or Saturday midday peak hours,
while the remaining key intersections are forecast to continue to operate at LOS D or better.*

Review of year 2010 future traffic conditions, including ambient growth factor and related projects
traffic and the proposed project (Table 3.12.4-3, Year 2010 Intersection Capacity Analysis Summary),”
indicates that traffic associated with the proposed project would have a signiticant impact to traffic at
one of the 12 key study intersections when compared to the LOS standards and the significant tratfic
impact criteria detined in the Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix E). The intersection of Rose Avenue at
East Pacific Coast Highway is forecast to operate at unacceptable LOS F during the weekday AM peak
hour, weekday PM peak hour, and Saturday peak hour, thus requiring the consideration of mitigation
measures. With implementation of recommended improvements, this intersection is forecast to operate
at an acceptable LOS.

% Linscaott, Law, & Greenspan Engineers. 30 January 2009. Kroc Community Center Traffic Impact Analysis. Costa Mcesa,
CA.

# Linscaott, Law, & Greenspan Engineers. 30 January 2009. Kroc Community Center Traffic Impact Analysis. Costa Mesa,
CA.

*“Linscott, Law, & Greenspan Engincers. 30 January 2009. Kroc Community Center Traffic Impact Analysis. Costa Mesa,
CA.
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TABLE 3.12.4-3
YEAR 2010 INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS SUMMARY

Year 2010 Year 2010 Plus
Existing Traffic Background Project Traffic |Project Significant
Time Conditions Traffic Conditions Conditions Impact™

Key Intersections | Period | ICU/Delay | LOS | ICU/Delay | LOS | ICU/Delay | LOS | ICU/Delay | Y/N
QOrange Avenue at AM 0.552 A 0.564 A 0576 A 0.012 N
Hill Street PM 0.684 B 0.706 C 0.709 C 0.003 N
Saturday|  0.448 A 0.477 A 0.484 A 0.007 N
Walnut Avenue at AM 9.6 5/v A 9.8 s/v A 10.2 s/v B 0.4 s/v N
Hill Street PM 11.6 s/v B 12.0 s/v B 13.1 siv B 1.1s/v N
Saturday| 8.6s/v A 8.7 s/v A 8.9 s/v A 0.2 s/v N
Cherry Avenue at AM 0.506 A 0.520 A 1.455 A 0.003 N
Hill Street PM 0.613 B 0.636 B 0.380 B 0.003 N
Saturday| 0.576 A 0.595 A 0.309 A 0.004 N
Walnut Avenue at | AM 10.5 B 0.412 A% 0.455 A 0.043 N
East 20th Street/ PM 10.0 A 0.368 A 0.380 A 0.012 N
Alamitos Avenue |Saturday 8.2 A 0.272 A 0.309 A 0.037 N
Cherry Avenue at AM 0.472 A 0.486 A 0.492 A 0.006 N
21st Street PM 0.488 A 0.508 A 0527 A 0.019 N
Saturday| 0.535 A 0.555 A 0.559 A 0.004 N
Martin Luther KingJr. | AM 0.611 B 0.672 B 0.680 B 0.008 N
Avenue at East Pacific|] PM 0.652 B 0.682 B 0.690 B 0.008 N
Coast Highway  |Saturday|  0.484 A 0.551 A 0.555 A 0.004 N
QOrange Avenue at AM 0.863 D 0.887 D 0.903 E 0.016 N
East Pacific Coast PM 0.869 D 0.900 D 0917 E 0.017 N
Highway Saturday| 0.626 B 0.657 B 0.670 B 0.013 N
Walnut Avenue at AM 0.783 C 0.807 D 0.829 D 0.038 N
East Pacific Coast PM 0.749 C 0.780 C 0.805 D 0.036 N
Highway Saturday|  0.441 A 0.467 A 0.483 A 0.026 N
Rose Avenue at East| AM 241.1s/v F 289.6 s/v F |1,7179s/v| F |[1,4283s/v| Y
Pacific Coast PM 96.6 s/v F 132.7 siv F 956.6 s/v F 823.9 siv Y
Highway Saturday| 18.2 s/v C 20.1 sfv C 64.7 siv F 44.6 s/v Y
Cherry Avenue at | AM 0.827 D 0.758 c* 0.768 C 0.010 N
East Pacific Coast PM 0.866 D 0.804 D 0815 D 0.011 N
Highway Saturday| 0.922 E 0.791 C 0.799 C 0.008 N
Temple Avenue at AM 0.542 A 0.562 A 0571 A 0.009 N
East Pacific Coast PM 0.712 C 0.749 C 0.758 C 0.009 N
Highway Saturday|  0.492 A 0.524 A 0.530 A 0.006 N
Redondo Avenue at| AM 0.933 E 0.979 E 0.982 E 0.003 N
East Pacific Coast PM 0.984 F 1.024 F 1.028 F 0.004 N
Highway Saturday| 0.882 E 0.923 E 0.926 E 0.003 N

KEY: Bold ICU/LOS and HCM/LOS values indicatc advarse scrvice levels based on City LOS standards; siv = scconds per
vehicle {delay)

U A significant project impact is defined as a 0.020 or greater increase in ICU value of a signalized intersection or a 2
percent or mare increase in delay at an unsignalized location where the final LOS is E or F.

32 Represents anticipated operation conditions with implementation of planned intersection realignment and signalization
improvements by the City. Improvements are assumed ta be completed by Year 2010 and incorporated in the cumulative
2010 background traffic setting.

¥ Represents anticipated operation conditions with implementation of planned intersection and signalization
improvements by the City of Signal Hill/City. Improvements are assumed to be completed by Year 2010 and incorporated
in the cumulative 2010 background traffic setting.
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Although the intersections ot Orange Avenue at East Pacitic Coast Highway and Redondo Avenue at
East Pacitic Coast Highway are forecast to operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday AM,
weekday PM, and/or Saturday midday peak hour, the proposed project is expected to add less than
0.020 to the ICU value and, hence, would not have a significant impact.*

The remaining nine key study intersections are forecast to continue to operate at an acceptable LOS
with the addition ot project-generated traftic in the year 2010. However, the intersections ot Walnut
Avenue at Alamitos Avenue / East 20th Street and Cherry Avenue at East Pacific Coast Avenue are
expected to operate at unacceptable operating conditions, thus requiring the consideration of
mitigation measures.*

The LOS analysis at the unsignalized intersections of Walnut Avenue at Hill Street, Rose Avenue at East
Pacific Coast Highway, Walnut Avenue at North Driveway, and Walnut Avenue at South Driveway
was assessed for the need for signalization of these two key study intersections and two project
driveways. This assessment was made on the basis of signal warrant criteria adopted by Caltrans The
result of the peak-hour traffic signal warrant analysis for year 2010 Future Background Plus Project
Traffic Conditions for Walnut Avenue at Hill Street, Rose Avenue at East Pacific Coast Highway,
Walnut Avenue at North Driveway, and Walnut Avenue at South Driveway indicates that all
unsignalized intersections, except Rose Avenue at East Pacitic Coast Highway, with respect to tuture
background traffic conditions, do not satisty traffic signal warrants. Therefore, a traffic signal is not
required at one of the two aforementioned key study intersections and two project driveways.

It should be noted that 1t is not uncommeon that unsignalized public streets, such as Rose Avenue, that
have direct access to major arterials, such as East Pacific Coast Highway, operate at an unacceptable
LOS due to the limited gaps in traftic and the high volume of traftic that utilizes these streets as
commuter routes

The peak-hour LOS results at the seven state-controlled study intersections within the study area based
on the HCM/LOS method of analysis are summarized in Table 3.12.4-4, Year 2010 HCM/LOS
Intersection Capacity Analysis Summary for State Facilities. Review of this table indicates that all key
study intersections along East Pacific Coast Highway are forecasted to operate at LOS C or better.

# Linscott, Law, Greenspan Engineers. 30 January 2009. Kroc Community Center Traffic Impact Analysis. Costa Mesa,
CA.

3 Linscott, Law, Greenspan Engineers. 30 January 2009. Kroc Community Center Traffic Impact Analysis. Costa Mcsa,
CA.

Kroc Community Center Draft Environmental Impact Report
March 26, 2009 Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
WPRQJECTS122211222-004'Documentss\DEIRIDEIR \Section 3.12 Traffic.Doc fage 3.12-18



TABLE 3.12.4-4
YEAR 2010 HCM/LOS INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS
SUMMARY FOR STATE FACILITIES

Year 2010
Background Year 2010 Plus Year 2010 With
Existing Traffic Traffic Project Traffic Recommended
Key Time Conditions Conditions Conditions Improvements
Intersections Period [ ICU/Delay | LOS | ICU/Delay | LOS | ICU/Delay | LOS | ICU/Delay | Y/IN
Martin Luther
King, Jr. AM 12.0 s/v B 12.3 s/v B 12.3 s/v B - -
Avenue at East PM 12,4 5/v B 12.8 s/v B 12.8 s/v B - -
Pacific Coast Saturday 12,1 s/v B 12.6 s/v B 12.95/v B - -
Highway
Orange Avenue AM 26.1 s/v C 26.6 s/v C 27.0s/v C - -
at East Pacitic PM 24.65/v C 25.2 s/v C 25.8 s/v C - -
Coast Highway | Saturday | 21.1s/v C 21.3 s/v C 21.6 s/v C - -
Walnut Avenue AM 14.7 s/v B 14.9 s/v B 15.4 s/v B - -
at East Pacitic PM 13.6 5/v B 13.9 s/v B 14.8 s/v B - -
Coast Highway | Saturday 10.7 s/v B 10.9 s/v B 11.2 s/v B - -
Rose Avenue at AM 241.1s/v F 289.6 s/v F 1,717.9 slv F 3.7 s/v A%
East Pacitic PM 96.6 s/v F 132.7 siv F 956.6 sfv F 5.3s/v A
Coast Highway | Saturday 18.2 s/v C 20.1 sfv C 64.7 s/v F 5.5 s/v A
Cherry Avenue AM 226 5/v C 2295/ | C7 | 23.8s/v C - -
at East Pacitic PM 25.1 s/v C 248 s/v C 25.0 s/v C - -
Coast Highway | Saturday 28.6 s/v C 246 s/v C 241 sfv C - -
Temple Avenue AM 10.6 /v B 10.6 s/v B 10.9 s/v B - -
at East Pacitic PM 12.1 s/v B 12.4 s/v B 12.4 sfv B - -
Coast Highway | Saturday 11.6 s/v B 11.6 s/v B 11.6 s/v B - -
npdondo | am | 248wy | © | 2549 | € | Bswv | C ; ;
Pacific Coast , PM 23.4 s/v (_ 241 s/v (_ 241 s/v L_ - -
. Saturday | 25.4 s/v C 25.8 s/v C 30.3 s/v C - -
Highway

KEY: Bold HCM/LOS values indicate adverse service levels based on City LOS standards; sfv = scconds per vehicle.
Alr Traffic Patterns

The proposed project would notresult in impacts to transportation and tratfic related to a change in air
traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks  The nearest public airport within a 2-mile radius of the proposed project site is
Long Beach Municipal Airport, located at 4100 Donald Douglas Drive, Long Beach, California, 90808,
approximately 1.3 miles northeast of the proposed project site (Figure 3.6.2-1). In addition, the nearest
private airport is the Compton/Woodley Airport, located approximately 12 miles to the northwest of
the proposed project site. The proposed project site has been determined to be located outside of the
limits of the Long Beach Airport Land Use Plan based on coordination undertaken with the Federal

3 Represents the anticipated LOS with the installation of a traffic signal at this key intersection to facilitate access to the
proposed project site.

7 Represents anticipated operation conditions with implementation of planned intersection and signalization
improvements by the City of Signal Hill. Improvements arc assumed to be completed by Year 2010 and incarporated in
the cumulative 2010 background traffic sotting.
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Aviation Administration (Figure 3.6.2-1) Therefore, there would be no expected impacts to
transportation and trattic related to a change in air traffic patterns that would result in substantial safety
risks.

Hazardous Roadway Design

The proposed project would be expected to result in potentially significant impacts to transportation
and traftic in relation to substantially increasing hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses
that would require the incorporation of mitigation measures in order to reduce impacts to below the
level of significance. There are no hazardous turns at any of the proposed project site surrounding
Intersections; however, there are pedestrian walkways at the intersection of East Pacific Coast Highway
at Walnut Avenue and East Pacitic Coast Highway at Cherry Avenue. There is currently heavy semi-
truck, automobile, and bus traffic on East Pacific Coast Highway. An existing traftic signal is located at
the intersection of Walnut Street and East Pacific Coast Highway. The nearest LBT bus stops are located
on the East Pacitic Coast Highway at Walnut Avenue and at Rose Avenue, just south of the southern
boundary of the proposed project site (Figure 3.12.2-1). A secondary access to the proposed site would
be located at Rose Avenue off East Pacitic Coast Highway. Currently there are no pedestrian crosswalks
at the intersection of Rose Avenue and East Pacitic Coast Highway. Theretore, a potential hazard
would be created in which pedestrians would not have safe and adequate access to the proposed
project site. Therefore, impacts related to increasing hazards due to a design feature or incompatible
uses require the consideration of mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to below the level of
signiticance.

Emergency Vehicle Access/Egress

The proposed project would not be expected toresult in potentially significant impacts to emergency
vehicle access/egress or alter any existing emergency access routes. The proposed project would
include the construction of four new emergency access routes: two on Walnut Avenue, one on Rose
Avenue, and a specially designated emergency access route onto the alley at 19th Street. All new
access routes would ensure adequate emergency access from three of the four sides of the proposed
project site and would be reviewed by appropriate City staft for safety and adequacy . Police, fire, and
other emergency vehicles would be able to access the site via the emergency access route on 19th
Street or may access the facility entrance oft Walnut Avenue. Theretfore, there would be no expected
impacts to transportation and traffic related to inadequate emergency access.

Parking Capacity

The proposed project is expected to result in less than significant impacts related to parking capacity
during operation. The proposed project site plan includes more than 1,000 parking spaces. It 1s
anticipated that the number of planned parking spaces would be adequate for average general use of
the proposed facility because a number of staff and visitors would carpool, use public transportation,
or access the site as pedestrians, which would reduce the parking demand at the proposed project site.
At tull capacity, the tacility would serve approximately 6,500 individuals (through simultaneous use of
the 450-person theatre, gymnasium, playfields, aquatic center, recreational center, day-care facilities,
office space, and 5,000 spectators at cultural events). It is anticipated that the 5,000-spectator events
would not occur more than four times per year; therefore, it is anticipated that the facility would have
an approximate capacity of up to 1,500 individuals (to be accessed through 450 persons in the theatre;
12.5 full-time staff and an unspecitied number of part-time staff; 984 individuals making use of the
small- and medium-sized classrooms at various times, the multipurpose room, and the computer lab;
750 individuals in the outdoor amphitheatre; and an unspecified number of individuals making use of
the indoor recreation center and outdoor playing fields, swimming pools, gardens, walking trails, and
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passive recreation areas).”® It is anticipated that some visitors to the facility would access the site via
alternative transportation modes, such as public transportation or biking. The proposed project would
include Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) elements that would further encourage
alternative and sustainable travel methods, such as staff carpooling. In addition, the proposed project
would support the proposed Citywide bike trails. Therefore, it 1s anticipated that the number of
planned parking spaces would be adequate for average general use of the proposed project because a
number of staff and visitors would carpool, use public transportation, and access the site as
pedestrians, which would reduce the parking demand at the proposed project site.*®

During special events or activities that increase the parking demand, Walnut Avenue would be used as
a temporary location for overflow parking if the more than 1,000 parking spaces are filled or if the
proposed project parking lot is temporarily tlooded. The proposed project parking lot would serve a
secondary purpose of a storm water detention basin, and in the rare event of exceptionally heavy
raintall, the lower level of the parking structure would be gated and closed while water is pumped
from its surface.*® Furthermore, it is anticipated that excess parking would be available through the
Long Beach City College—Pacific Coast Campus. The campus is adjacent to the western boundary of
the proposed project site oft Walnut Avenue and would be capable of oftering spaces for overtlow
parking during off-peak hours for the campus *'

Overtlow parking would be required during certain special events that might exceed the existing
parking capacity (5,000-spectator events). During these rare occasions, it is anticipated that the excess
vehicles would find adequate parking at the neighboring Long Beach City College—Pacific Coast
Campus. As such, the proposed project would be expected to result in less than significant impacts
related to parking capacity during operation

Consistency with Adopted Traffic and Circulation Goals and Policies

The proposed project would be expected to result in less than significant impacts to transportation and
traffic in relation to conflicts with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative
transportation. There currently is a MetroRail Blue Line and LBT Bus Service within the City. The
MetroRail Blue Line East Pacitic Coast Highway Station is located approximately 1 mile west of the
proposed project site at the intersection of Long Beach Boulevard and East Pacitic Coast Highway. The
nearest LBT bus stops are located on the East Pacific Coast Highway at Walnut Avenue and at Rose
Avenue, just south of the southern boundary ot the proposed project site (Figure 3 12.2-1). Other LBT
bus stops along East Pacific Coast Highway are located at Cherry Avenue, three blocks to the east ot
the proposed projectsite; on Long Beach Boulevard, 14 blocks to the west ot the proposed project site;
Atlantic Avenue, 12 blocks to the west ot the proposed project site; and Orange Avenue, 6 blocks to
the west ot the proposed project site. The LBT offers regular bus service with Routes 171, 172, 173,
and 174 serving East Pacific Coast Highway; Routes 21, 22, and 23 serving Cherry Avenue; Route 7
serving Orange Avenue; and Route 131 serving Redondo Avenue (Figure 3 12.2-1).%%

% Brailstord & Dunlavey / Heery International. 2006. Salvation Army of Long Beach Ray and joan Kroc Corps
Community Center Report. Long Beach, CA.

¥ Linscatt, Law, & Greenspan Engineers. 30 January 2009. Kroc Community Center Traffic Impact Analysis. Costa Mcesa,
CA.

4 Moftatt & Nichol. 23 January 2006. The Salvation Army Kroc Community Center Preliminary Conceptual Level
Detention Basin Analysis. Long Beach, CA.

4! Salvation Army, Southern Calitornia Division. 30 July 2007. Kroc Facilities and Program Design. Los Angeles, CA.
* Long Beach Transit. Schedules and Maps. 2008. Available at: http:/fwww. Ibtransit.org/Services/

* Linscott, Law, & Greenspan Engineers. 30 January 2009. Kroc Community Center Traffic Impact Analysis. Costa Mesa,
CA.
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As required by the current CMP tor the County, a review has been made of the CMP transit service in
the Traftic Impact Analysis (Appendix E). As previously discussed, a number of transit services exist in
the proposed project area necessitating the following transit impact review_The project trip generation
was adjusted by values set forth in the CMP (person trips equal 1.4 times vehicle trips, and transit rips
equal 3.5 percent of the total person trips) to estimate projectrelated transit trip generation. Pursuant to
the CMP guidelines, the proposed project is forecasted to generate 15 transit trips (9 inbound and 6
outbound) during the AM peak hour and 15 transit trips (5 inbound and 10 outbound) during the PM
peak hour Over a 24-hour period, the proposed project is forecasted to generate 185 daily weekday
transits.

East Pacitic Coast Highway is a Class lll bicycleroute, providing bicycle access to the proposed project
site.** A Class lll bicycle route is defined as a roadway designated by signs signifying that the roadway
is shared between vehicles and bicycles, although no lane is marked specitically for bicyclists.*
Adjacent roadways to the proposed project are not designated as bicycle routes. Bicycle racks are
incorporated into the proposed project design to encourage alternative transportation. The proposed
project is located in a manner that is accessible to alternative forms of transportation, such as public
transit and bicycling, and would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting
alternative transportation. Therefore, the proposed project would be expected to result in a less than
signiticant impact in relation to conflicts with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting
alternative transportation,

Cumulative Impacts

The potential for cumulative impacts to transportation and traffic was evaluated in relation to the
closely related past, present, and reasonable foreseeable and probable tuture projects described (Table
2.8-1). Construction and operation of the proposed project would result in an increase in the number
ot vehicles queued into and using the access roads near the proposed project site. As aresult, Rose
Avenue at East Pacific Coast Highway, one of the key study intersections, would be signiticantly
impacted by the cumulative effects of the proposed project and related projects, and therefore, would
require mitigation measures to reduce signiticant impacts to below the level of signiticance.

3.12.5 Mitigation Measures

The following recommended mitigation measures have been identitied to mitigate the significant
impacts of the proposed project:

Measure Transportation-1

In order to mitigate the impact related to substantially increasing hazards due to a design feature or
incompatible uses, the project applicantshall install a trattic signal at the intersection of Rose Avenue
and East Pacific Coast Highway. The installation of a traffic signal at this key intersection, and
associated signing and striping modifications inclusive of crosswalks to facilitate pedestrian access to
the site, is subject to the approval of the City of Long Beach and/or the California Department ot
Transportation

* Bikestation, Long Beach. 2008. Available at: http:/fwww.bikestation.org/longbeach/images/LB_bike_map_06.pdf

# City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. December 1991 City of Long Beach General Plan,
Transportation Element. Long Beach, CA.
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Measure Transportation-2

To ensure that impacts to the surrounding street system are minimized, it is recommended that the
construction management plan for the project be developed in coordination with the City of Long
Beach and, at a minimum, address the following:

. Address traffic control for any street closure, detour, or other disruption to traffic
circulation,
. Identity the routes that construction vehicles shall utilize for the delivery ot

construction materials (i.e., lumber, tiles, piping, windows, etc.) and to access the site,
traffic controls and detours, and construction phasing plan for the project.

. Specity the hours during which transport activities can occur and methods to mitigate
constructionrelated impacts to adjacent streets.
. Require the applicant to keep all haul routes clean and free of debris including but not

limited to gravel and dirt as a result of its operations. The applicant shall clean adjacent
streets, as directed by the City Engineer (or representative ot the City Engineer), ot any
material which may have been spilled, tracked, or blown onto adjacent streets or areas.
) Limit hauling or transport of oversize loads to between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 3:00
p.m. only, Monday through Friday, unless approved otherwise by the City Engineer
No hauling or transport shall be allowed during nighttime hours, weekends, or tederal

holidays.

. Prohibit use of local streets.

. Ensure that haul trucks entering or exiting public streets shall at all times yield to public
traffic.

. Ensure that, if hauling operations cause any damage to existing pavement, street, curb,

and/or gutter along the haul route, the applicant shall be fully responsible for repairs.
The repairs shall be completed to the satistaction of the City Engineer

. Keep all constructed-related parking and staging of vehicles on site and out of the
adjacent public roadways.
° Ensure that the plan shall meet standards established in the current California Manual

on Uniform Traffic Control Device as well as City of Long Beach requirements.
3.12.6 Level of Significance after Mitigation

Implementation of mitigation measure Transportation-1 would reduce signiticant impacts related to
traffic, intersection capacity, and LOS to below the level of significance. Impacts to traffic caused by
Increased construction—related traftic in the vicinity of the project site would be reduced to below the
level ot signiticance with the implementation of mitigation measure Transportation-2
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3.13  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

As a result of the Initial Study (Appendix A), the City of Long Beach (City) determined that the
proposed Kroc Community Center (proposed project) had the potential toresult in impacts to utilities
and service systems. Therefore, this issue has been carried forward for detailed analysis in this
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). This analysis was undertaken to identify opportunities to avoid,
reduce, or otherwise mitigate potential significant impacts to utilities and service systems and identify
potential alternatives.

The analysis of utilities and service systems consists of a summary ot the regulatory framework that
guides the decision-making process, a description of the existing conditions at the proposed project
area, thresholds for determining if the proposed project would result in significant impacts, anticipated
impacts (direct, indirect, and cumulative), mitigation measures, and level of significance after
mitigation  The potential for impacts to utilities and service systems has been analyzed in accordance
with the methodologies and information provided by the City General Plan,' the County ot Los
Angeles (County) General Plan Safety element,” and the State of California Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) Basin Plan for the Los Angeles Region.” The scope of the utilities and service
systemns analysis included the natural gas, telephone, electric, sewer, storm drain and water utilities,
and previously prepared environmental documents for projects undertaken at the proposed projectsite
and coordination with the County Department of Public Works.

3.13.1 Regulatory Framework
State
California Urban Water Management Act

The California Urban Water Management Planning Act requires urban water suppliers to initiate
planning strategies that make every effort to ensure the appropriate level of reliability in its water
service sufficient to meet the needs of its customers during normal, dry, and multiple dry water years.*
The act describes the contents of Urban Water Management Plans, as well as methods for urban water
suppliers to adopt and implement the plans. The proposed project would be subject to the Long Beach
Stormwater Management Plan °

Senate Bill 610
Senate Bill (SB) 610 requires residential, commercial, or industrial projects with more than 500

dwellings or more than 500,000 square feet of floor space, or employing more than 1,000 persons to
prepare a water supply assessment from the applicable water supply agency, or, if no water supply

' City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. 1975. City of Long Beach General Plan, Public Safety
Element. Long Beach, CA.

2 County of Los Angeles, Department of Regional Planning. 1990. County of Los Angeles General Plan, Safety Element.
Los Angeles, CA.

* California Regional Water Quality Control Board. 1994. Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Flan) Los Angeles Region.
Los Angeles, CA.

4 California Water Code, Section 10610 ct. seq.. “Urban Water Management Planning Act.” Available at:

hitp:/fwww . leginfo.ca.govicalaw. html

3 City of Long Beach. Revised August 2001. Long Beach Stormwater Management Program. Available at:

http:/Awww. Ibstormwater.org/plan/
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agency exists, the lead agency must prepare the assessment. The water supply assessment shall be
prepared within 90 days of arequest and must indicate how total projected water supplies would meet
the proposed project’s water demands in normal and dry years.

SB 610 applies to all project types and is triggered by State ot California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines Section 15083.5 early in the planning process. It is assumed that the proposed
project would entall water conservation and sustainable elements that would signiticantly limit the
amount of water used at the site, Furthermore, the proposed Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design (LEED) elements in the project design would require documentation of the project use and
operation, which is anticipated to be comparable to an SB 610 assessment. However, the City may
determine that an SB 610 water supply assessment still be prepared for the proposed project.

California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act

The California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991 required each jurisdiction to
adopt an ordinance by September 1, 1994. The actrequires each new development project to provide
an adequate storage area for collection and removal of recyclable materials. Development and
operation of the proposed project would be subject to the requirements of this act.

Local
City of Long Beach General Plan

The City General Plan includes 10 elements. The Land Use and Public Safety elements establish goals
and policies for the City along with information regarding utility-related conditions within the
proposed project area. The Land Use element addresses waste management conditions, whereas the
Public Safety element of the City General Plan addresses utilityrelated hazards within the proposed
project area. Goals dealing with population growth, economic development, housing, infrastructure,
and transportation relate most specifically to the Land Use element.

City of Long Beach, Land Use Element®
. Managed Growth: Long Beach accepts the population and economic growth

anticipated through the year 2000 and intends to guide that growth to have an overall
beneficial impact upon the City’s quality of lite,

. Quality Services: Long Beach will emphasize quality in the provision of services to its
residents and businesses and will strive to make public services readily accessible to all
citizens

. Facilities Maintenance: Long Beach will maintain its physical facilities and public

rights-of-way at a high level of functional and aesthetic guality, manifesting the pride of
the citizens in their City and ensuring that tuture generations need not bear the burden
ot deferred maintenance.

¢ City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. April 1997. City of Long Beach General Plan, Land Use
Element. Long Beach, CA.
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Adequate Water Supply: Long Beach will continue to take the actions that are

necessary to preserve an adequate supply ot water for domestic; commercial and
industrial purposes.

City of Long Beach General Plan, Public Safety Element’

Based on interviews with residents to inform the development of goals for its General Plan, the City
outlined tour sets of dynamic and tlexible goals related to public safety:

Management Goals

Develop mechanisms for implementing improved safety considerations.

Coordinate and cooperate with other political jurisdictions in implementing satety and
disaster programs.

Continue to coordinate safety matters throughout the City and introduce methods of
insuring improved safety.

Promote cooperation of the private sector in upgrading safety precautions.

Establish safety guidelines to evaluate all potential satety hazards and mitigate existing
problems.

Development Goals

Promote the redevelopment of areas, which may present safety problems.

Utilize safety considerations, as a means of encouraging and enhancing desired land
use patterns.

Provide an urban environment, which is as safe from all types of hazards possible.
Continue to identify existing or proposed uses or activities that may pose safety
hazards

Use physical planning as a means of achieving greater degrees of protection from
safety hazards.

Encourage transportation systems, utilities, industries, and similar uses to locate and
operate in a manner consistent with public safety goals

Assure continued safe accessibility to all urban land uses throughout the City.
Encourage development that would be most in harmony with nature and thus less
vulnerable to natural disasters.

Encourage development that would augment efforts of other satety related departments
of the City (i.e. design for adequate access for firetighting equipment and police
surveillance).

Strive to encourage urbanizations patterns, which preserve and/or create greater safety
tor residents and visitors.

Critically evaluate proposed public or private actions, which may pose safety hazards
to residents or visitors.

7 City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. Qctober 1988. City of Long Beach General Plan, Public
Safety Element. Long Beach, CA.
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Protection Goals

. Use safety precautions as one means of preventing blight and deterioration,

. Protect existing land uses from the intrusion of satety hazards.

. Reduce public exposure to safety hazards

. Effectively utilize natural or man-made landscape features to increase public protection
from potential hazards.

s Reduce the potential adverse economic, environmental, and social conditions, which
could result from a major disaster.

. Ensure continued economic stability and growth minimizing potential safety hazards.

. Protect the citizens against possible personal loss resulting from disaster events.

. Ensure continued safety measures for the preservation of property values.

. Continue to inform the public of potential satety hazards and what to do In times of
emergencies.

. Provide the maximum feasible level ot public safety protection services.

Remedial Action Goals

. Isolate areas of hazardous concern from other portions of the City.
. Eliminate uses which present safety hazards.

Los Angeles Solid Waste Management Committee / Integrated Waste Management Task Force®

The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) requires that the responsibility for
solid waste management is shared between state and local governments, and the state has directed the
County to prepare and implement a local integrated waste management plan in accordance with AB
939.

In July 1990, pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 40000 et seq., Title 14 and 18 of the
Calitornia Code of Regulation; Chapter 3.67 of the Los Angeles County Code; and following the
approval of a majority of the cities with a majority of the cities’ population within the County and the
County Board of Supervisors, the Los Angeles County Integrated Waste Management Task Force was
created from the previous Solid Waste Management Committee.

The task force was formed to address the many growing and multi-faceted issues surrounding solid
waste management in the County and is composed of representatives of stakeholders in solid waste
management issues from all corners of the County, including the County, the City of Los Angeles, the
City, the Sanitation Districts of the County, South Coast Air Quality Management District, the League
of Calitornia Cities, Greater Los Angeles Solid Waste Management Association, the Institute of Scrap
Recycling Industries, as well as the general public, the business sector, and environmental
organizations. The task force strives to take an integrated approach to addressing waste management
issues while balancing the concerns of local waste management and recycling industries,
municipalities, and the citizens of all 88 cities and unincorporated communities within the County.

® County of Los Angeles. 2004, Integrated Waste Management Task Force. Available at: httpi//ladpw.org/epd/ti/about.cfim
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The task force is responsible for thereview of each city’s Source Reduction and Recycling Element and
Non-Disposal Facility Element, along with review of all Findings of Conformance (FOC) with the
County Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP) for all solid waste facilities that wish to operate
within the County. An FOC is 1ssued to all solid waste facilities that began operation or modified their
operation since the adoption of the CIWMP 1If the task force determines that those changes are
consistent with the plan.

Long Beach Municipal Code®
The Long Beach Municipal Code is the codification of all ordinances adopted by the City Council
and/or the voters of City. It is the legal code of the City. Title 15, Public Utilities contains several

standards that are relevant to the proposed project.

15.01.010 General

The current edition ot the rules, regulations and charges governing water and sewer service as
approved by the board of water commissioners is incorporated by this reference. A copy of therules,
regulations and charges governing water and sewer service is available in the oftice of the general
manager (Ordinance, C-7173 Section 25 (part), 1994).

15.16.010 Standards for Discharge

No person shall discharge industrial wastewater into a main line sewer unless the industrial wastewater
conforms to the following requirements:

. The content of total oil and grease shall not exceed 600 milligrams per liter;

. The content of oil and grease tloating or capable ot floating shall not exceed 25
milligrams per liter;

. The content ot hydrocarbon oil floating or capable of floating shall not exceed 10
milligrams per liter;

. The standard tive-day biochemical oxygen demand shall not exceed 1,000 milligrams
per liter;

. The suspended solids content shall not exceed 1,000 milligrams per liter;

. The dissolved sulphide content shall not exceed 0.1 milligram per liter; and

. The pH shall not be below 6 (Ordinance, C-7173 Section 14 (part), 1994 prior code

Section 7570.9).

15.16.070 Wastewater Standards

No person shall discharge wastewater into a main line sewer unless such wastewater contforms to the
following requirements:

. The content of total oil and grease shall not exceed 600 milligrams per liter;
. The content of floatable oil and grease shall not exceed 25 milligrams per liter;
. The content of floatable hydrocarbon oil shall not exceed 10 milligrams per liter;

? City of Long Beach. 1999. Municipal Code: Public Utilities. Available at: http:/fwww.longbeach.govcityclerk/Ibmcftitle-
15/frame.htm
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. The standard five-day biochemical oxygen demand shall not exceed 1,000 milligrams

per liter;
. The suspended solids content shall not exceed 1,000 milligrams per liter;
. The dissolved sulphide content shall not exceed 0.1 milligram per liter;
. The pH shall not be below 6 (Prior code Section 7570.15).

Los Angeles County Integrated Waste Management Plan

AB 939 requires that the responsibility for solid waste management be shared between state and local
governments. The State of California has directed the County to prepare and implement a local
integrated waste management plan in accordance with AB 939. The CIWMP executive summary
presents the countywide goals and objectives tor integrated solid waste management and describes the
County’s system of governmental solid waste management infrastructure and the current system of
solid waste management in the cities and unincorporated areas of the County. This document also
summarizes the types of programs planned for individual jurisdictions and describes countywide
programs that could be consolidated.™

The CIWMP 2000 Annual Reporton the Countywide Summary Plan and Countywide Siting Element
describes the County’s approach to dealing with a broad range ot solid waste issues, including
processing capacity, markets for recovered materials, waste reduction mandates, waste disposed at
Class I and Class Il disposal facilities, allocation of orphan waste (waste that comes from an unknown
origin), the accuracy of the State Disposal Reporting System, and California Integrated Waste
Management Board enforcement policy . This document also includes the County Integrated Waste
Management task force recommendations that can be implemented at the state and local levels to
improve the current waste managementsystem. The task force’s recommendations focus on improving
the quality of programs rather than relying on quantity measurements in complying with the state’s
waste reduction mandates ' The proposed project would be subject to the CIWMP.,

3.13.2 Existing Conditions

The proposed project site is located in the central part of the City on a site known as the Hamilton
Bow! / Chittick Field. The site consists of approximately 19 acres of undeveloped parcels of land that
are used as a storm water dry detention basin. The 19-acre property is bounded by East 20th Street and
the City of Signal Hill to the north. East of the proposed project site 1s aresidential area with a narrow
alley between Rose Avenue and Gardenia Avenue. Commercial development borders the proposed
site to the south and faces East Pacific Coast Highway, and the Long Beach City College—Pacitic Coast
Campus 1s located directly west of the proposed project site across Walnut Avenue.

There are currently two pump stations located on the site that provide drainage and discharge of water
during storm events.'* The Low-flow Pump Station was constructed during the 1930s and is located on
the western border of the proposed project site, and the Hamilton Bowl Pump Station 1s located at the
southern end of the proposed project site. The Hamilton Bow| detention basin is currently used by the

'® County of Los Angcles, Department of Public Works. 1997. Los Angeles County Integrated Waste Management
Summary Plan, Executive Summary. Alhambra, CA.

"' County of Las Angeles, Department of Public Works. 2001, Los Angeles County Integrated Waste Management Plan,
2000 Annual Report on the Countywide Summary Plan and Countywide Siting Element. Alhambra, CA.

"2 Moffatt & Nichol. 23 January 2006. The Salvation Army Kroc Community Center Preliminary Conceptual Level
Detention Basin Analysis. Long Beach, CA.
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City for storm water runoft and by the City of Signal Hill, which borders the northern portion of the
proposed project site, to comply with its National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
requirements. Approximately one half ot Signal Hill’s runotf drains into the Hamilton Bow!| Detention
Basin. Byremoving trash from this urban runoff, the City of Signal Hill is able to maintain compliance
with local and federal regulations.’ At this time, the Low-flow Pump Station’s sole use is to store a
portable 30-horsepower pump that is manually lowered into the ground by County staft during storm
activity. The original pump was relocated to the Hamilton Bowl Pump Station, which is located at the
southern edge of the site.

The proposed project site consists of largely undeveloped parcels of land with three structures on the
detention basin. The Hamilton Bowl Pump Station is located on the south side of the site and borders
commercial development that faces East Pacitic Coast Highway. A structure for public restrooms and
the Low-flow Pump Station are located off Walnut Avenue on the on the west side of the proposed
project site.

Wastewater Ireatment

Wastewater generated by the proposed project would be treated at the Joint Water Pollution Control
Plant JWPCP). JWPCP is one of the largest wastewater treatment plants in the world and 1s the largest
of the district’s wastewater treatment plants. The facility provides both primary and secondary
treatment for approximately 400 million gallons of wastewater per day.” The JWPCP currently
operates in conformance with the applicable standards of the RWQCB, Los Angeles Region. The plant
serves a population of approximately 3.5 million people throughout the County.' There currently are
no plans to expand JWPCP.

Storm Drain System

Storm water or runoff from sources like sprinklers and hoses tflows over the ground into the storm drain
systemn. In the Los Angeles area, storm drain systems consist of gutters, storm drains, underground
pipes, open channels, culverts, and creeks  Storm drain systems are designed to drain directly to the
Pacific Ocean with no treatment. '

The Los Angeles storm drain system is a vast network of underground pipes and open channels that
were designed to prevent flooding. Runoff drains from the street into the gutter and enters the system
through an opening in the curb called a catch basin. Catch basins serve as the neighborhood entry
point to the journey into the ocean. The storm drain system receives no treatment or filtering process
and is completely separate from the Los Angeles sewer system,

Curbside catch basins are the primary points-of-entry for urban runoff. From there, runoft flows into
underground tunnels that empty into flood control channels such as Ballona Creek or the Los Angeles

'¥ City of Signal Hill, Public Works. November 2007. Storm Water Runoff. Available at: http//www.signal-
hill.ca.us/public_works/storm_water_runoff.php

"* County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County. 271 July 2008. Carrespondence to Jill Criffiths, City of Long Beach,
Long Beach, CA.

'3 Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County. Accessed 9 January 2008. Web site. “Joint Watar Pallution Cantrol Plant.”
Available at: http:/fwww lacsd.org/aboutfwastewater_facilitics/jwpcp/default.asp

"¢ City of Long Beach. 1999. Municipal Code: Public Utilities. Available at:

http:/Avww. longbeach.govicityc lerk/Ibmc/title-15/frame.htm
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River. The tlood control channels eventually discharge to over 65 shoreline outtalls rimming the
coast.”

The City 1s divided into 30 major drainage basins, Within each major basin, there are sub-basins for
major drains 36 inches in diameter or larger that have their outfall to a regional drain, regional
retention basin, or the harbor. The storm drain system, as managed by the Long Beach Stormwater
Management Plan, indicates that the proposed project site lies within Basin Q4. Basin 04 is 810 acres
and 1s made up ot 426 residential acres, 176 commercial acres, 140 industrial acres, 56 institutional
acres, and 12 acres of open space. It is located in the southwestern portion of Long Beach just east of
the Los Angeles River and is bound on the north, south, east, and west by Hill Street, 10th Street,
QOrange Avenue, and the Los Angeles River, respectively. The drainage pattern is from east to west, and
one of the two major storm drain systems that serves the basin serves to drain the Hamilton Bowl This
major system originates in one of two pump stations that outfalls into the Los Angeles River through a
pump station located between 10th Street and 11th Street that has a maximum operating capacity of
117 cubic feet per second. The pump station located between 10th Streetand 11th Street is known as
the Cerritos Station, and is owned by the County.'® The storm drain system for the proposed project
site is discussed further in Section 3.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this EIR.

Water Supply

The City receives its potable (drinking) water supply from two sources. Ownership of water rights
allows approximately halt ot the water supply needs to be produced from groundwater wells located
within the City. At the proposed project site, existing water lines that provide potable water would not
be disturbed and would continue to serve the site during construction These water lines include an 8-
inch water line in Walnut Avenue, a 6-inch water line in Gaviota Avenue, a 2-inch water line in East
Pacific Coast Highway, and a 6-inch water line in Rose Avenue.’® The other portion of the City’s
potable (drinking) water supply is treated surface water purchased from the Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California.*

Currently, there are no existing or proposed reclaim water facilities available to serve the proposed
project.”’ Several factors would drive future water demands, including population growth, housing
density, employment, and household income. The population of Long Beach is expected to increase
15 percent from the current population of 490,100 to approximately 564,900 by 2030.% In order to
meet these future water demands, the Long Beach Water Department (LBWD) has partnered with the
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power to construct and

"7 City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Warks. 27 October 2008. City of Los Angeles Stormwater Program.
Available at http:/Awvww lastormwater.orgfsitcorg/gencral/lastrmdrm. htm

'® City of Long Beach. August 20071 Stormwater Management Plan of City of Long Beach. Available at:

http:/Avww. Ibstormwater.org/plan/stw-pdfs/LB SWMP_GEQGRAPHIC_CHARACTERISITICS s3.pdf

'* Long Beach Water Department. 28 November 2007. Correspondence to Jeffrey Winklepleck, City of Long Beach, Long
Beach, CA.

* City of Long Beach. Accessed 9 January 2008. Web site. “Long Beach Water.” Available at:

http:/Awww. Ibwater.org/drinking_water/source.html

2 Long Beach Water Department. 28 November 2007. Carrespondence to Jefirey Winklepleck, City of Long Beach, Long
Beach, CA.

22 City ot Long Beach. Accessed 9 January 2008. Web site. “Long Beach Water.” Available at:

http:/Awvww. Ibwater .org/drinking_water/source. html
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operate the largest and most significant seawater desalination research facility in the United States by
2030.%

Solid Waste

Currently, there are eight major facilities permitted to accept solid waste in the County; six are located
in the metropolitan Los Angeles area, and two are located in the Antelope Valley ** Five sites are
privately owned and operated, and three are operated by the sanitation districts. The solid waste
facilities in the South Bay and Long Beach area are located in Table 3.13.2-1, Solid Waste Facilities in
the South Bay / Long Beach Area. In 2005, jurisdictions 1n the County disposed of an average of
approximately 41,000 tons ot solid waste per day. Ot this amount, approximately 83 percent, or
34,000 tons per day, were disposed in landfills located within the County =

TABLE 3.13.2-1
SOLID WASTE FACILITIES IN THE SOUTH BAY / LONG BEACH AREA™

Open to the

Name/Operator Address Public Distance to Site
Allied / BFl Waste Systems, | 2509 West Rosecrans Avenue Yes 15 miles northwest
Compton / Browning Ferris | Los Angeles, CA 90059
Industries
Allied / BFl Waste Systems, | 3031 East | Street Yes 3.6 miles southwest
Falcon / Browning Ferris Wilmington, CA 907 44
Industries
American Waste Transter 1449 West Rosecrans Avenue | Yes 14 miles northwest
Station / Consolidated Gardena, CA 90249
Disposal Service
Adtkinson Brick Compc:my/ 13633 South Central Avenue Yes 14 miles northwest
Azusa Land Reclamation Los Angeles, CA 90059
Company
Bel-_AI't W_aste Tlfansfer 2501 East 68th Street Yes 10 miles north
Station / Consolidated Long Beach, CA 90805
Disposal Service
Carson Transter Station & 321 West Francisco Street Yes 10 miles northwest
Materials Recovery Facility/ | Carson, CA 90745
Waste Management, Inc.
City of Inglewood Transfer | 222 West Beach Avenue Yes 22 miles northwest
Station / City of Inglewood | |nglewood, CA 90302

2 City of Long Beach. Accessed 9 January 2008. 2005 Urban Water Management Plan. Available at:
http:/Avww. Ibwater .org/pdtUW MP/2005UWMP. pdf

* County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles. Accessed 9 January 2008. 2006 Annual Report for Puente Hills Landfill.
Available at: hitp//Awww lacsd.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BloblD=3228

+ County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles. Accessed 9 January 2008. 2006 Annual Report for Puente Hills Landfill.
Available at: hitp://Awww. lacsd.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?B lobl D=3228

26 County of Los Angeles Public Works. Accessed 9 January 2008. Web site. “Solid Waste Facilities in Los Angeles
County.” Available at: http://dpw. lacounty.gov/swims/gencral/facilities/nearesttacilitylist. asp
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TABLE 3.13.2-1
SOLID WASTE FACILITIES IN THE SOUTH BAY / LONG BEACH AREA, Continued

Open to the

Name/Operator Address Public Distance to Site
Coastal Material Recovery | 357 West Compton Boulevard Yes 13 miles northwest
& Transter Station / Si-Nor Gardena, CA 90247
Inc.
Ray's Trash Box Service / 1070 East Spring Street Yes -
Ray's Trash Box Long Beach, CA 90806
Southeast Resource 120 Henry Ford Avenue No 5.9 miles southwest
Recovery Facility / City of Long Beach, CA 90802
Long Beach

Retuse collected by the City, which includes collection at the proposed project site, 1s burned in the
Southeast Resource Recovery Facility (SERRF). The SERRF waste-to-energy site converts waste into
energy and generates power for the city and state.”” The SERRF is located at 120 Henry Ford Avenue,
Long Beach, California, roughly 5.9 miles southwest of the proposed project site. The facility has the
capacity to hold up to 22,040 tons of waste per day.”® According to the 2007 Third Quarter Report,
during the three months of July, August, and September, 56,021.46 tons of refuse was collected.™
Based on the daily capacity figure of 22,040 tons a day, the facility should be able to hold, at
maximum capacity, approximately 2,049,720 tons per every three months. It is anticipated that waste
collected at the proposed project site would be transterred to the SERRF, which has the capacity to
service the proposed project site.

3.13.3 Significance Thresholds

The potential for the proposed project to result in impacts related to utilities and service systems was
analyzed in relation to the questions contained in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. The
project would normally be considered to have a significant impact to utilities and service systems
when the potential for any one of the following seven thresholds occurs:

. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board

° 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

# City of Long Beach. Accessed 9 January 2008. Web site. “Environmental Service Burcau.” Available at:
http:/cms.longbeach .gov/irbvhome/refuse_collection/automated_collection.htm

2 Tripp, Charley, Suutheast Resource Recavery Facility. 30 Navember 2007. Telephane carrespondence with Allison
Kleine, Sapphos Environmental, Inc., Pasadena, CA.

# Lang Beach. Accessed 9 January 2008. Web site. “Monthly Solid W aste Disposal Quantity Summary by Jurisdictions.”
Available at: hitp//dpwprod3.co.la.ca.us/swims/download/rpt 20071130 102022 -1 _13.pdf
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. 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

. Lack sufticient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources or will require new or expanded entitlements

. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves or may
serve the project that it does not have adequate capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand n addition to the provider’s existing commitments

° Is not served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs

. Does not comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste

3.13.4 Impact Analysis
Wastewater Treatment Requirements

The proposed project would be expected to result in significant impacts to utilities related to the
exceeding ot wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQUCB. Because the proposed project 1s
expected to generate additional wastewater that would flow into the existing system, it must be
determined which best management practices (BMPs) would be required to control and support the
increased discharge of non-potable water from the facility. However, it is expected that neither
additional wastewater treatment facilities nor new sewer lines would be required to be constructed.

It is expected that wastewater generated at the proposed project would be treated at the JWPCP
located at 24501 Figueroa Street, Carson, Calitornia, 90745, approximately 7.5 miles northwest of the
proposed project site.*® The JWPCP 1s one of the largest wastewater treatment plants in the world and
is the largest of the district's wastewater treatment plants. According the County Sanitation District, the
facility has the design capacity ot 400 million gallons per day (MGD) and currently processes an
average flow of 309.6 MGD.*' The JWPCP currently operates in conformance with the applicable
standards of the RWQCB, Los Angeles Region. Although it is anticipated that the LBWD has the
capacity to absorb wastewater that would result from the proposed project, LEED elements that will be
incorporated within the proposed project would reduce the amount of wastewater from the proposed
project site. The proposed project has the potential to impact the wastewater treatment requirements of
the RWQCB. Therefore, the proposed project would be expected to result in signiticant impacts to
utilities related to wastewater treatment requirements that would require mitigation.

¢ Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County. Accessed 9 January 2008. Web site. 7Joint Water Pollution Control Plant.”
Available at: http:/fwww. lacsd.org/aboutfwastewater_facilitios/jwpcp/default.asp

3! County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County. 21 July 2008. Correspondence ta Jill Griffiths, City of Long Beach,
Long Beach, CA.
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Wastewater Treatment Capacity

The proposed project is expected to result in less than signiticant impacts to utilities and service
systems in relation to the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities. The expected average
wastewater flow from the proposed project site is 16,834 gallons per day.” The proposed project
would not generate more wastewater that would overburden the JWPCP’s current capacity and require
the additional wastewater treatment facilities. Moreover, the proposed project is consistent with
regional growth factors that have been accounted for in the JWPCP wastewater treatment capacity
allowance.

Storm Drain System

The proposed project would notresult in significant impacts related to the need for new or expanded
storm water drainage systems. According to proposed project plans, development at the proposed
project site is not expected to result in the creation of significant discharge of pollutants into the nearby
storm drains or waterways. Controls for storm drain or waterway have been incorporated into the
proposed project design pursuant to the NPDES permit issued to the County by the RWQCB and Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and thus would not be expected to result in significant
impacts to storm drain systems.

Water Supply

The proposed project would result in significant impacts to utilities and service systems in relation to
having sufficient water supplies available to serve the proposed project that would be reduced to
below the level of significance with the incorporation of mitigation measures. Existing conditions, as
described in the Section 3.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this EIR, discuss the significant impact
to hydrology of the proposed project in relation to surface water quality, ground water discharge, and
planned drainage system, and conclude that the capacity of water supply will be indirectly aftected.
Because a portion of the 19-acre proposed project site is 1o be covered by impervious materials,
groundwater discharge will be reduced, thus reducing the capacity of water supply to be produced
from its groundwater wells. Furthermore, it is anticipated that the amount of water demanded over the
course of the proposed project’s development and its operation may be equal to, it not greater than,
the amount of water needed to serve a 500-dwelling unit project. The source of the expected increase
in water usage during the constructional and operational phases of the proposed project would be due
primarily to the development of a kitchen, swimming pools, fields that require watering, and bathroom
facilities.

Although the proposed project would entail LEED elements, the anticipated increase in water usage of
the proposed project may contribute to the increase in demand for water supplies. Although the
LBWD, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, California Department of Water Resources, and the Los Angeles
Department of Water and Power have partnered to construct and operate the largest and most
significant seawater desalination research facility in the United States by 2030,* the short-term needs
of a water supply from the proposed project may require further mitigation. Therefore, the proposed
project would be expected to result in significant impacts to utilities and service systems related to
insutticient water supplies that would require mitigation

2 County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County. 27 July 2008. Correspondence to Jill Griffiths, City of Long Beach,
Long Beach, CA.

** City of Long Beach. Accessed 9 January 2008. 2005 Urban Water Management Plan. Available at: http://lbwd-
desal.org/
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Solid Waste

Implementation of the proposed project would be expected to result in utilities and service systems
impacts related to solid waste to be reduced to below the level of signiticance due to elements within
the project design and the incorporation of mitigation measures. Existing conditions describe that the
collection and burning of solid waste at the proposed project site would be supported by the SERRF. It
is anticipated that the amount of solid waste to be generated during and after development at the
proposed project site would not exceed the tacility’s carrying capacity of 22,040 tons of waste per day.
Further analysis also supports that the amount of solid waste to be generated at the proposed project
site would be able to be collected and disposed of at the other major solid waste facilities without over
exceeding their respective carrying capacities, if infeasible to do so at the SERRF

The existence of solid waste facilities is part of the response to California regulations that require
compliance with specific goals associated with the disposal, treatment, reduction, and diversion of
waste  AB 939 requires the County to attain specitic waste diversion goals, while the Calitornia Solid
Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991 requires expanded or new development projects to
incorporate storage areas for recycling bins into the existing design. BMPs, LEED elements, and
sustainable practices that have been incorporated in the program design and would intluence
construction and operations at the tacility would further reduce the amount ot solid waste accumulated
at the proposed project site.

Cumulative Impacts

The incremental impact of the proposed project, when added to the related past, present, or
reasonably foreseeable, probable future projects (Table 2.8-1) would notresult in cumulative impacts
related to utilities and service systems. Based on existing capacities and projected changes to the
capacities of the proposed project’s water supply, wastewater reatment, and solid waste treatment, the
mitigation measures required would be adequate to address these changes. The mitigation measures
would be based upon BMPs already applied in compliance with the RWQCB, SWPPP, and the
NPDES. Therefore, no cumulative impacts from storm drain systems, water supply, and wastewater
treatment would be expected to occur

3.13.5 Mitigation Measures
Measure Utilities-1

The City of Long Beach shall require the construction contractor to comply with the California
Department of Transportation construction site best management practices, as identitied in the Storm
Water Quality Handbook Best Management Practices Manual, when installing or repairing wastewater
treatment facilities. The City of Long Beach Department of Development Services shall require the
construction contractor to implement best management practices consistent with National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System Permit No. CAS 004003 to reduce transport of pollutants of concern
from the construction site to the storm drainage and waterway system for each construction phase ot
the project, as well as during operation of the project. The construction contractor for each phase of
the project shall be required to submit a Standard Urban Storm Water Management Plan to the City of
Long Beach for review and approval at least 30 days prior to the anticipated need for a grading permit.
The Department of Development Services shall monitor construction to ensure compliance with
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit No. CAS 004003,
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Measure Utilities-2

The City of Long Beach has incorporated Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design elements
Into the project that would reduce the potable water demand at the site and increase the efticiency of
the water used for the project. The applicant shall demonstrate to the satistaction of the City of Long
Beach Department of Development Services that consultation with the County of Los Angeles and
Long Beach Water Department is conducted to incorporate other best management practices to
address the increase in water demand, with the potential of implementing ordinances and regulations
that would promote the efticient use of water at the project site. Degradation of water quality during
construction of the project shall be reduced to below the level ot signiticance through the requirement
to conduct a detailed hydrology study based on the final site plans and to implement the
recommendations, or comparable measures, into the plans and specitications tor each projectelement
prior to final approval by the City of Long Beach Department of Development Services. A Senate Bill
610 water supply assessment or comparable study shall be prepared by a certified civil engineer, and a
draft report, including recommendations, shall be submitted to the Department of Development
Services for review. The Department of Development Services shall provide comments, if any, within
14 days of receiving the draft hydrology study

Measure Utilities-3

The applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the City of Long Beach Department of
Development Services that at least 50 percent of the construction solid waste from the project is being
diverted to comply with applicable federal, state, and local statutes related to solid waste and reduce
direct and cumulative impacts from construction to below the level of significance. To ensure
conformance with the Solid Waste Management Act of 1989, the City of Long Beach shall further
require the construction contractor to manage the solid waste generated during construction of each
element of the project by diverting at least 50 percent of it from disposal in landfills, particularly Class
Il landfills, through source reduction, reuse, and recycling of construction and demolition debris. The
construction contractor shall submit a construction Solid Waste Management Plan to the City of Long
Beach prior to construction of the project. The construction contractor shall demonstrate compliance
with the Solid Waste Management Plan through the submission of monthly reports during demolition
activities that estimate the total solid waste generated and diversion of 50 percent of the solid waste.

3.13.6 Level of Significance after Mitigation

Implementation of mitigation measures Utilities-1 through Utilities -3 would reduce significant impacts
to utilities and service systems to below the level of signiticance.
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SECTION 4.0
ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

This section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) describes alternatives to the proposed Kroc
Community Center (proposed project). Alternatives have been analyzed consistent with the
recommendations of Section 15126.6 of the State Calitornia Environmental Quality Act Guidelines
(State CEQA Guidelines), which require the evaluation of a range of reasonable alternatives to the
proposed project, or to the location of the proposed project, which would feasibly attain most of
the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects ot the proposed project, and evaluation of the comparative merits of the alternatives. The
discussion of alternatives is intended to focus on the following criteria:

. Alternatives to the project or its location that may be capable of avoiding or
substantially reducing any significant effects that a project may have on the
environment

° Alternatives capable of accomplishing most of the basic objectives of the project
and potentially avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects

. The provision ot sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project

. The no project analysis of what would be reasonably expected to occur in the
foreseeable future it the project were not approved

Pursuant to Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines, if the environmentally superior
alternative is the No Project Alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior
alternative among the teasible action alternatives. The analysis of alternatives should be limited to
those that the City of Long Beach (City) determines could feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project. Section of 15364 of the State CEQA Cuidelines defines feasibility as
capable of being accomplished in a successtul manner within a reasonable period of time, taking
into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.

Alternatives addressed in this EIR were derived from work undertaken by the City, as well as from
comments that were received In response to the Notice of Preparation of the EIR and the comments
provided by interested parties who attended the public scoping meeting.

During the alternatives review phase, several alternatives were determined to be non-feasible and
thus are not analyzed in this EIR. An alternative to extend the proposed project frontage south onto
East Pacific Coast Highway was determined to be infeasible do to the fact that the project
description and site plan does not include this area. Furthermore, the properties that border the site
along East Pacitic Coast Highway are privately owned and operated. While the City encourages
activities that will enhance the properties surrounding the proposed project site, acquisition of the
properties for the proposed project is not an issue that has been considered or analyzed in the EIR.
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Furthermore, it has been noted that the neighboring parcels west of Walnut Avenue and north of
East Pacitic Coast Highway have been acquired by the Redevelopment Agency for Long Beach City
College; however, the acquisition of these properties would not include the acquisition of the
proposed site or the development of the commercial properties bordering the southern end of the
proposed project site.

The resulting range of alternatives considered in this EIR consists of;

No Project Alternative

Reduced Site Alternative

Alternate Site Alternative (former Sports Park site)
Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative

Wk —

The effectiveness of each of the alternatives to achieve the basic objectives of the proposed project
has been evaluated in relation to the statement of objectives described in Section 2, Project
Description, of this EIR, A summary of the ability of the proposed project and alternatives under
consideration to meet the objectives of the project is presented in Table 4-1, Summary of Proposed
Project and Alternatives” Ability to Attain Project Objectives. As shown in Table 4-1, the proposed
project would meet all of the basic objectives of the City. Although the No Project Alternative is
not capable of meeting most of the basic objectives ot the proposed project, it has been analyzed,
as required by CEQA.

TABLE 4-1

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES
ABILITY TO ATTAIN PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Alternative
No. 2:
Alternate | Alternative
Alternative Site No. 3:
No. 1: (former Enhance
Proposed No Reduced |Sports Park| Existing
Objective Project | Project Site site) Facilities
1. Provide a safe recreational facility that meets the Yes No Yes Yes Yes
needs and interests of the residents in an
underserved community.
2. Provide services to underserved individuals in Yes Yes Yes No Yes
the central area of the City of Long Beach and the (but
southwestern portion of the City of Signal Hill. The very
primary service area would be U.5. Census Tract limited)
Numbers 5733.00, 5752.02, 5751.01, 5751.02,
and 5752.01 in the City of Long Beach, and
5734.02 in the City of Signal Hill.
3. Contain the passive and active recreation for a Yes No No Yes No
minimum of 32,000 square feet of gymnasium,
25,000 square teet for aquatic recreation, and 4
acres of playing fields.
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TABLE 4-1

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES
ABILITY TO ATTAIN PROJECT OBJECTIVES, Continued

Alternative
No. 2:
Alternate | Alternative
Alternative Site No. 3:
No. 1: (former Enhance
Proposed No Reduced [Sports Park| Existing
Objective Project | Project Site site) Facilities
4. Have the ability to provide educational Yes No No Yes No
programming for a minimum of 300 adults and
100 children at one time and the capacity to serve
a minimum of 100 families within the same
facility.
5. Offer social programs (such as job training, Yes No No Yes No
family resources, and health seminars) to
accommodate up to 450 people at one time.
6. Be accessible to public ransit. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
7. Encourage positive social and recreational Yes No Yes Yes Yes
opportunities to an ethnically diverse community.
8. Stimulate stability and growth in an Yes No Yes Yes Yes
economically challenged neighborhood.
9. Create a sustainable facility that reflects the Yes No Yes No No
requirements of the City of Long Beach interim
Green Building Requirements for Private
Development,
10. Be consistent with Kroc Foundation Crant Yes No Yes Yes No
requirements.
11 _Be consistent with National Pollutant Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Discharge Elimination System permit
requirements,

4.1 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

4.1,1 Alternative Components

There are no components to the No Project Alternative. The components of the proposed project
would not be carried forward in the No Project Alternative. The Hamilton Bowl / Chittick Field site
would remain undeveloped and would retain its current use as a storm water detention basin for
the City of Signal Hill and the City and as a general recreational area for seasonal sports by the
surrounding community. The structures on the site would remain 1n place, and there would be no
construction—elated activities at the site.

4.1.2 Objectives and Feasibility

Under the No Project Alternative, the objectives of the project would not be met. The proposed
project would not be constructed and, as shown in Table 4-1, a safe recreational facility that meets
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the needs and interests of the residents in an underserved community would not be available to the
residents of the City and the southwestern portion of the City of Signal Hill.

The No Project Alternative would not enhance the recreational, educational, or social needs of the
neighboring community; nor would the No Project Alternative provide patrons to engage in a
diverse collection of opportunities that address the interests of the community and support personal
and economic growth. Further, the No Project Alternative would neither retlect the requirements ot
the interim Green Building Requirements for Private Development nor the Kroc Foundation Grant
requirements.

4.1.3 Construction Scenario

Under the No Project Alternative, no construction would occur. Therefore, no environmental
impacts related to construction would occur,

4.1.4 Comparative Impacts
Aesthetics

Unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not have the potential to result in
signiticant impacts to aesthetics. The No Project Alternative would retain the site’s existing 19 acres
of undeveloped land without additional construction, operation, or maintenance associated with
new construction, therefore avoiding any visible obstruction of scenic vistas or resources present in
the surrounding area from sensitive viewpoints. As with the proposed project, the No Project
Alternative would avoid substantial damage to scenic resources within a state scenic highway
Similarly, the No Project Alternative would avoid any potential adverse effects of lighting and glare
as well as inconsistency of the building with surrounding visual character due to the absence of
interior and exterior lighting, potentially reflective building materials, and divergent design plans.
In addition, the No Project Alternative would avoid demolition of the Low-flow Pump Station, a
historical resource pursuant to CEQA, therefore preventing any significant impact to the existing
visual character of the site. Since there would be no impacts to aesthetics with the No Project
Alternative, implementation of Measure Cultural-2 specified for the proposed project would not be
required.

Air Quality

Unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not have the potential to result in
significant impacts to ambient air quality. The No Project Alternative would not involve any
construction, operation, or maintenance activities beyond the baseline condition. The No Project
Alternative would not require grading or the use of construction equipment or mobile or stationary
facilities, thus avoiding any potentially significant impacts to air quality from fugitive dust
emissions, NOx emissions, or the possible release of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) or
greenhouse gases. The No Project Alternative would not have the potential to conflict with the Air
Quality Management Plan, violate any existing air quality standard, result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of criteria pollutants, expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations, or create objectionable odors. Unlike the proposed project, the No Project
Alternative would avoid potential short-term construction-related signiticant impacts to air quality
that would result from emissions from short-term construction equipment and long-term vehicular
emissions from the anticipated increase in vehicle miles traveled to the proposed project by
employees, clients, and visitors. Since there would be no impacts to ambient air quality with the

Kroc Community Center Draft Enviraonment Impact Report
March 26, 2009 Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
WAPRQOJECTS122211222-004'DocumentsiDEIR\DEIR \Section 4.0 - Alternatives.Doc Page 4-4



No Project Alternative, implementation of Measures Air-1 through Air-10 specified for the
proposed project would not be required.

Biological Resources

As with the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not have the potential to result in
significant impacts to biological resources. The No Project Alternative would not involve any
construction, operation, or maintenance activities beyond the baseline conditions. As documented
during site assessments performed in October 2007, several lepidopteran species were observed at
the proposed project site and while the site area was noted as being disturbed and composed of
ruderal non-native species, the site was determined to be suitable to support common butterfly
species." As such, the No Project Alternative would avoid affecting 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 (CDFG) or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS), and any riparian habitat or other sensitive species or natural community identitied In
local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by CDFG or USFWS, The No Project Alternative
would not have the potential to contlict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state Habitat Conservation Plan. As with the proposed project, there would be no
impacts to biological resources with the No Project Alternative, and no mitigation measures would
be required.

Cultural Resources

Unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not have the potential to result in
signiticant impacts to cultural resources. The No Project Alternative would not involve any
construction, operation, or maintenance activities beyond the baseline conditions. As such, there
would be no excavations or disturbance of the existing site and the No Project Alternative would
not be expected to result in significant impacts to cultural resources related directly or indirectly to
the destruction of a unique paleontological resource or unique geologic feature. The No Project
Alternative would not result in the physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of a
resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of a historical resource would be
materially impaired. Unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not require
demolition of the Low-tlow Pump Station. Finally, the No Project Alternative would not involve
any ground-disturbing activities that could result in the potential disruption of an unanticipated
encounter of human remains. Since there would be no impacts to cultural resources with the No
Project Alternative, implementation of Measures Cultural-1 through Cultural-3 specitied for the
proposed project would not be required.

Geology and Soils

Unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not have the potential to result in
signiticant impacts to geology and soils. The No Project Alternative would not involve any
construction activities beyond the baseline conditions. The No Project Alternative would not
require grading, thus avoiding any potentially signiticant impacts to geology and soils with respect
to erosion or loss of topsoil from fugitive dust. The No Project Alternative would not have the
potential to expose people or structures to substantial adverse effects, result in substantial erosion

' Sapphos Enviranmental, Inc. 22 Qctober 2008. Memorandum for the Record, 1222-004, No. 3. Pasadena, CA.
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or loss of topsoil, be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, be located on expansive
soil, or have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste
water disposal systems where sewers are not available. Unlike the proposed project, the No Project
Alternative would avoid potential signiticant impacts to geology and soils that would result from a
location near a known earthquake fault, or erosion due to grading activities. Since there would be
no impacts to geology and soils with the No Project Alternative, implementation of Measures
Geology-1 through Geology-3 specified for the proposed project would not be required.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not have the potential to result in
signiticant impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials. The No Project Alternative would
not involve any construction activities beyond the baseline conditions. The No Project Alternative
would not release hazardous materials into the environment; cause hazardous emissions within
0.25 mile of a school; be located on a hazardous materials site; be located within 2 miles of a
private airstrip; interfere with an emergency plan; or expose people or structures to a significant
risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. Unlike the proposed project, the No Project
Alternative would not have the potential to result in signiticant impacts to the public or the
environment related to the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or be located
near a public airport. Since there would be no potential impacts related to hazards and hazardous
materials with the No Project Alternative, implementation of Measures Hazards-1 through Hazards-
4 specitfied for the proposed project would not be required.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Unlike the proposed project, the No Project alternative would not have the potential to result in
significant impacts to hydrology. The No Project Alternative would retain the site’s existing 19
acres of undeveloped land without additional construction, operation, demolition, clearing,
stockpiling of soils and materials, concrete pouring, landscaping, maintenance, and other activities
associated with the proposed project that would create short-term impacts on surface water gquality.
Similarly, the No Project Alternative would avoid any potential adverse effects on drainage and
groundwater supplies due to the absence of a need for drainage from the proposed project site and
need to alleviate any erosion or siltation due to the implementation of the proposed project. The
No Project Alternative also avoids any significant impact on hydrology related to the 100-year
flood zone, seiche, tsunamis, and mudflows. Since there would be no potential impacts to
hydrology and water quality with the No Project Alternative, implementation ot Measures
Hydrology-1 through Hydrology-3 specified for the proposed project would not be required.

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)

Unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not have the potential to result in
signiticant impacts related to NPDES. The No Project Alternative would not involve any
construction, operation, or maintenance activities beyond the baseline conditions. Unlike the
proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not result in the loss of pervious surfaces. The
proposed project would include upgrades to the drainage infrastructure to accommodate the
proposed project and to improve drainage from the proposed project site. Unlike the proposed
project, the No Project Alternative would not include upgrades to the drainage infrastructure to
accommodate the proposed project and to improve drainage from the proposed project site and
would maintain the site as it currently exists. Unlike the proposed project, the No Project
Alternative would avoid impacts to storm drain and waterway in the form of additional pollutants
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to storm water runoff generated by an increase in vehicular trips on roadways and driveways, and
the associated increase in parking surrounding the proposed project site. Since there would be no
impacts to NPDES with the No Project Alternative, implementation of Measure NPDES-1 specified
for the proposed project would not be required.

Land Use and Planning

Unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not have the potential to result in
signiticant impacts to land use and planning. The No Project Alternative would not involve any
construction, operation, or maintenance activities beyond the baseline conditions. Theretore, the
No Project Alternative would not physically divide an established community. Unlike the proposed
project, the No Project Alternative would not result in the demolition of the Low-flow Pump
Station, a historical resource. Theretore, the No Project Alternative would not contlict with a policy
in the City General Plan concerning preservation of historic homes and buildings. The No Project
Alternative area would not be located in an area proposed or adopted as part of a Habitat
Conservation Plan.” The No Project Alternative area is not located in an area proposed or adopted
as part of a natural community conservation plan.’ Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not
conflict with any applicable Habitat Conservation Plan or natural community conservation plan.
Since there would be no impacts to land use and planning with the No Project Alternative,
implementation of Measure Cultural-2 specitied tor the proposed project would not be required.

Noise

Unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not have the potential to result in
signiticant iImpacts related to noise. The No Project Alternative would not involve any construction,
operation, or maintenance activities beyond the baseline conditions. Therefore, unlike the
proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not result in potentially significant impacts to
noise related to temporary increases in ambient noise due to construction. The No Project
Alternative would also avoid long-term increases in ambient noise levels related to outdoor activity
and parking that exceed applicable standards. As with the proposed project, the No Project
Alternative would not be located within an airport plan or within 2 miles of a public airport or
public use airport. The No Project Alternative would also not be located within the vicinity of a
private airstrip. Since there would be no impacts related to noise with the No Project Alternative,
implementation of Measures Noise-1 through Noise-9 specified for the proposed project would not
be required.

Recreation

As with the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not have the potential to result in
signiticant impacts in relation to recreation. The No Project Alternative would not involve any
construction, operation, or maintenance activities beyond the baseline conditions. As with the
proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not result in significant impacts 1n relation to
the accelerated physical deterioration of existing neighborhood recreational facilities. As with the
proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not have the potential to result in signifticant
Impacts to recreation related to the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that may

2 City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. 1973. City of Long Beach General Plan, Conservation
Element. Long Beach, CA.

* California Department of Fish and Game. Accessed 28 June 2007. Web site. “Natural Community Conscrvation
Planning.” Sacramento, CA. Available at: http:/www.dfg.ca.gov/ncep/
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have an adverse physical effect on the environment. Unlike the proposed project, the No Project
Alternative would avoid demolition of a historical resource (the Low-flow Pump Station), which has
been identitied on the proposed project site, thus avoiding the significant indirect impact
associated with the proposed project. Since there would be no impacts to recreation with the No
Project Alternative in relation to its impact to recreation, implementation of Measure Cultural-2
specitied for the proposed project would not be required.

Traffic and Transportation

Unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not have the potential to result in
Impacts to traftic and transportation. The No Project Alternative would not involve any
construction, operation, or maintenance activities beyond the baseline conditions. Therefore, the
No Project Alternative would avoid potential temporary significant impacts to traffic that would
result from the construction of the proposed project. Unlike the proposed project, the No Project
Alternative would not generate any additional trattic. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would
not adversely impact the level of service (LOS) at any of the 12 key study intersections and would
avoid significant impacts in relation to the acceptable LOS at key study intersections. As with the
proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not result in impacts to transportation and
traffic related to a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in substantial safety risks. Unlike the proposed project, the No
Project Alternative would not include a design feature or incompatible uses that would
substantially increase hazards. In addition, the No Project Alternative would not generate any
additional trips and would not result in impacts to emergency vehicle access/egress or alter any
existing emergency access routes. Furthermore, the No Project Alternative would not increase the
capacity for visitors and would not result In impacts in terms of inadequate parking capacity.
Unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not incorporate measures designed
to encourage alternative transportation. However, the No Project Alternative would not contlict
with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation. Since there would
be no impacts to traffic and transportation with the No Project Alternative, implementation of
Measures Transportation-1 and Transportation-2 specified for the proposed project would not be
required.

Utilities and Service Systems

Unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not have the potential to result in
potentially significant impacts related to utilities and service systems. The No Project Alternative
would not involve any construction, operation, or maintenance activities beyond the baseline
conditions. Unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not be is expected to
generate additional wastewater that would flow into the existing system, and as such, the No
Project Alternative would not be expected to result in significant impacts to utilities related to the
exceeding of wastewater treatment requirements of the California Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB). As with the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not generate
more wastewater that would overburden the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant’s {WPCP) current
capacity and require the additional wastewater treatment facilities. Further, like the proposed
project, the No Project Alternative would not have the potential to result in significant impacts
related to the storm drain system or water supply. Unlike the proposed project, the No Project
Alternative would not result in impacts related to the wastewater treatment capacity or solid waste.
Since there would be no impacts to utilities and service systems with the No Project Alternative,
implementation of Measures Ultilities-1 through Utiliities-3 specitied for the proposed project
would not be required.
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4.2 ALTERNATIVE 1: REDUCED SITE ALTERNATIVE
4.2.1 Alternative Components

Under the Reduced Site Alternative, the proposed project would be constructed at the proposed
location, but at a reduced scale of 15 percent less than the proposed 19-acre project site. The
Reduced Site Alternative would develop up to 5.95 acres of the proposed project site for the
development of a roughly 144,956-square-foot building, which would sit atop approximately
259,182 square feet of raised building pads.

4.2.2 Obijectives and Feasibility

As shown in Table 4-1, the Reduced Site Alternative would be capable ot meeting some ot the
objectives identitied by the City. This alternative would provide for a safe recreational facility that
meets the needs and interests of the residents in an underserved community and would be
available to the residents ot the City and the southwestern portion of the City of Signal Hill.
However, at the reduced scale, the Reduced Site Alternative may offer special programs (such as
job training, family resources, and health seminars) but would only be able to accommodate a
maximum of 382 people or less at a time opposed to the desired 450 people. The Reduced Site
Alternative would also have the ability to provide educational programming for a smaller number
of adults and children at any one time as opposed to 300 adults and 100 children. Under this
reduced alternative, the Reduced Site Alternative would be able to contain the passive and active
recreation for a minimum of 27,200 square feet of gymnasium, 21,250 square feet for aguatic
recreation, and 3.4 acres ot playing tields as opposed to the 32,000 square feet of gymnasium,
25,000 square feet for aquatic recreation, and 4 acres of playing tields currently proposed.

4.2.3 Construction Scenario

Under the Reduced Site Alternative, construction would occur; however, the amount of
construction-related activities would be reduced from the proposed project. As with the proposed
project, this alternative would require the demolition of the Low-tflow Pump Station and Public
Restrooms. Although the amount of construction would be reduced, the proposed project elements
and construction-related activities at the site would be comparable to the proposed project and
environmental impacts would still occur,

4.2.4 Comparative Impacts
Aesthetics

As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would have the potential to result in
significant impacts to aesthetics. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative avoids
substantial damage to scenic resources within a state scenic highway and would not result In
significant impacts related to scenic resources. The Reduced Site Alternative would involve the
construction of a recreational facility and construction, operation, and maintenance activities
beyond the baseline conditions, including demolition of the historically designated Low-flow Pump
Station, thus resulting in potentially long-term significant impacts to the visual character of the site.
As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would not involve potential adverse
effects of lighting and glare because the proposed construction of the parking lot and usage of
security and walkway lighting would not significantly contribute to increased nighttime lighting
levels. As such, the Reduced Site Alternative would not create a substantial increase in the amount
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of glare to the already lit, urbanized setting of the proposed project area. Since there would be
potential impacts to aesthetics with the Reduced Site Alternative, implementation of Measure
Cultural-2 specified for the proposed project would be required.

Air Quality

As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would have the potential to result in
signiticant impacts to ambient air quality. The Reduced Site Alternative would Involve
construction, operation, and maintenance activities beyond the baseline conditions. The Reduced
Site Alternative would require grading and the use of construction equipment, mobile equipment,
and stationary facilities, thus resulting in potentially signiticant impacts to air quality from fugitive
dust emissions, NOx emissions, or the possible release of VQOCs or greenhouse gases. The Reduced
Site Alternative would have the potential to conflict with the Air Quality Management Plan, violate
any existing ar quality standard, result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria
pollutants, expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, and create
objectionable odors. As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would have the
potential for significant impacts to air quality as a result of short-term construction equipment
emissions and long-term vehicular emissions from the anticipated increase in vehicle miles traveled
to the recreational facility by employees and visitors. Since there would be potential impacts to
ambient air quality with the Reduced Site Alternative, it is expected that implementation of
Measures Air-1 through Air-10 specitied for the proposed project would be required.

Biological Resources

As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would not have the potential to result in
significant impacts to biological resources. As previously noted, although the site is disturbed and
comprised of ruderal non-native species, several lepidopteran species were observed at the
proposed project site.* This Reduced Site Alternative would involve construction that disturbs the
existing environmental setting but at a reduced scale of 15 percent. Furthermore, this alternative
would entail the same elements as the proposed project. Specifically, landscaping at the reduced
project site would be consistent with the plant species and vegetation for the area. Planting of
vegetation would consist of plant species that would continue to support the presence of the
identitied lepidopteran (specifically butterfly) species at the proposed project site, as well as the
additional wildlife that would be supported by these plants.” As such, the Reduced Site Alternative
would avoid affecting species identitied as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFG or USFWS, and any riparian habitat or other
sensitive species or natural community identitied in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or
by CDFG or USFWS. The Reduced Site Alternative would not have the potential to contlict with
any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy
or ordinance with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state Habitat Conservation Plan As with
the proposed project, there would be no impacts to biological resources with the Reduced Site
Alternative, and no mitigation measures would be required.

* Sapphos Enviranmental, Inc. 22 Qctaber 2008. Memorandum for the Record, 1222-004, No. 3. Pasadena, CA.
2 Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 22 QOctober 2008. Memaorandum for the Recard, 1222-004, No. 3. Pasadena, CA.
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Cultural Resources

As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would have the potential to result in
signiticant impacts to cultural resources. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative
would entail the same project elements as those described in the proposed project. Although the
construction-related activity would be conducted at a reduced scale, the Reduced Site Alternative
would entail construction—related activities including excavation and ground disturbance, and
would require the demolition of the Low-flow Pump Station and Public Restrooms. As with the
proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would include excavations and disturbance of the
existing site that would have the potential to result in significant impacts to cultural resources
related directly or indirectly to the destruction of a unique paleontological resource or unigue
geologic feature. Also like the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would entail physical
demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of a resource or its immediate surroundings such
that the signiticance of a historical resource would be materially 1mpaired As previously
mentioned, the Reduced Site Alternative would require demolition of the Low-flow Pump Station.
Also like the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would involve ground-disturbing
activities that could result in the potential disruption of an unanticipated encounter of human
remains, Since there would be potential impacts to cultural resources with the Reduced Site
Alternative, implementation of Measures Cultural-1 through Cultural-3 specified for the proposed
project would be required.

Geology and Soils

As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would have the potential to result In
significant impacts to geology and soils. The Reduced Site Alternative would involve construction
activities beyond the baseline conditions. The Reduced Site Alternative would require grading, thus
resulting 1n potentially signiticant impacts to geology and soils with respect to erosion or loss of
topsoil from fugitive dust. The Reduced Site Alternative would not be expected to be located on a
geologic unit or soil that is unstable, be located on expansive soil, or have soils incapable of
adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where
sewers are not available. As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would have
the potential to expose people or structures to substantial adverse effects due to location near a
known earthquake fault and would have the potential to result in substantial erosion or loss of
topsoil due to grading activities. Since there would be potential impacts to geology and soils with
the Reduced Site Alternative, it is expected that implementation of Measures Geology-1 through
Geology-3 specified for the proposed project would be required.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would have the potential to result In
signiticant impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials. The Reduced Site Alternative would
involve construction activities beyond the baseline conditions. The Reduced Site Alternative would
require less construction than the proposed project, but could still result in potentially signiticant
Impacts to hazards and hazardous materials with respect to the routine transport, use, or disposal ot
hazardous materials due to any fuels, lubricants, or other construction-related hazardous materials
that may be used. The Reduced Site Alternative would not be expected to release hazardous
materials into the environment; cause hazardous emissions within 0.25 mile of a school, be
located on a hazardous materials site; be located within 2 miles of a private airstrip; interfere with
an emergency plan; or expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires. As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would have
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the potential to result in significant impacts to the public or the environment related to the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials and location near a public airport. Since there
would be potential impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials with the Reduced Site
Alternative, it 1s expected that implementation of Measures Hazards-1 through Hazards-4 specified
for the proposed project would be required.

Hydrology and Water Quality

As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would have the potential to result in
signiticant impacts to hydrology. The Reduced Site Alternative would involve activities associated
with the proposed project’s construction such as demolition, clearing, stockpiling of soils and
materials, concrete pouring, and landscaping, thus creating short-term impacts on surface water
quality. As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would have the potential to
violate drainage standards because the 10th Street storm drain intended to support the proposed
project would not have enough capacity to pass a 50-year design storm; however, like the
proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would entail design features that would avoid this
signiticant impact. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would not have the
potential to result in significant impacts to ground water supplies or recharge due to the distance of
these areas from the proposed project site. As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site
Alternative would not have the potential to resulting impacts related to a 100-year flood or seiche,
tsunamis, or mudtlows  Since there would be potential impacts to hydrology and water quality
with the Reduced Site Alternative, it is expected that implementation of Measures Hydrology-1
through Hydrology-3 specified for the proposed project would be required.

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)

As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would have the potential to result in
significant impacts related to NPDES. As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative
would involve construction, operation, or maintenance activities beyond the baseline conditions.
As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would include upgrades to the drainage
infrastructure to accommodate the proposed project and to improve drainage from the proposed
project site. As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would include construction
of facilities that would result in significant impacts from the loss of pervious surfaces. As with the
proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would result in less than significant impacts to
storm drain and waterway in the form of additional pollutants to storm water runoff generated by
an increase in vehicular trips on roadways and driveways and the associated increase in parking
surrounding the proposed project site. Since there would be potential impacts to NPDES with the
Reduced Site Alternative, implementation of Measure NPDES-1 specified tor the proposed project
would be required

Land Use and Planning

As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would have the potential to result in
signiticant impacts related to land use and planning. As with the proposed project, the Reduced
Site Alternative would be developed in a manner that is consistent with the surrounding
community. Theretore, the Reduced Site Alternative would not physically divide a community. As
with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would result in the demolition of the Low-
flow Pump Station, a historical resource, and as a result would conflict with a policy in the City
General Plan concerning preservation of historic homes and buildings. The Reduced Site
Alternative would not be located in an area proposed or adopted as part of a Habitat Conservation
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Plan® or in an area proposed or adopted as part of a natural community conservation plan ’
Theretore, the Reduced Site Alternative would not conflict with any applicable Habitat
Conservation Plan or natural community conservation plan_ Since there would be potential impacts
to land use and planning in terms of demolition of a historic resource that would conflict with a
policy in the City General Plan, the Reduced Site Alternative would have result in a potentially
signiticant impact to land use and planning. As with the proposed project, implementation of
Measure Cultural-2 would be expected to reduce anticipated significant impacts to land use and
planning resulting from construction of the Reduced Site Alternative to the maximum extent
feasible; however, as with the proposed project, demolition of the historical resource would
remain a significant impact to land use and planning due to its conflict with the City General Plan.
Since there would be potential impacts to land use and planning with the Reduced Site Alternative,
implementation of Measure Cultural-2 specitied for the proposed project would be required.

Noise

As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would have the potential to result in
signiticant impacts related to noise. Construction of the Reduced Site Alternative would be similar
to the proposed project, but would occur on a smaller scale. While the duration of the construction
of the Reduced Site Alternative would be slightly less than that of the proposed project due to its
smaller scale, the peak noise levels of construction would remain the same as those anticipated for
the proposed project. As with the proposed project, the construction ot the Reduced Site
Alternative would result in a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity
of the proposed alternative’s site area on an intermittent basis. Operational noise levels would also
be comparable to the proposed project but slightly reduced as a result of less traffic noise and less
noise due to a reduced occupancy level. As with the proposed project, ambient noise increases
due to outdoor activity and parking activity associated with the Reduced Site Alternative would
also result in significant impacts in terms of a permanent increase in ambient noise levels. Since
there would be potential impacts related to noise with the Reduced Site Alternative,
implementation of construction phase Measures Noise-1 through Noise-7 and operation phase
Measures Noise-8 and Noise-9 specitied for the proposed project would be required.

Recreation

As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would have the potential to result in
significant impacts to recreation. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would
involve construction, operation, and maintenance activities beyond the baseline conditions. The
Reduced Site alternative lead to minimal physical deterioration of the nearby parks due to loss of
public access to existing facilities, as well as reduce the amount of recreational field space
available for sports and recreational activities during the construction phase. As with the proposed
project, the Reduced Site Alternative would not have the potential to result in significant impacts to
recreation related to the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that may have an
adverse physical effect on the environment. As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site
Alternative includes the construction of recreational facilities that would result in the demolition of
a historical resource, the Low-flow Pump Station that has been identified on the proposed project
site. Therefore, the Reduced Site Alternative would result in the same significant indirect impact

° City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. 1973. City of Long Beach General Plan, Conservation
Element. Long Beach, CA.

7 California Departmentof Fish and Game. Accessed 28 June 2007. Web site. “Natural Community Conservation
Planning.” Sacramento, CA. Available at: http:/www.dfg.ca.gov/ncep/
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associated with the proposed project. Since there would be potential impacts to recreation with the
Reduced Site Alternative, implementation of Measure Cultural-2 specitied for the proposed project
would be required.

Traffic and Transportation

As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would have the potential to result in
signiticant impacts to traffic and transportation  As with the proposed project, the construction-
related traffic would potentially result in temporary significant impacts to traftic. The Reduced Site
Alternative would generate fewer long-term vehicle trips than the proposed project due to its
smaller capacity; however, as with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would still
be expected to result in impacts in relation to the LOS at the intersection of Rose Avenue at East
Pacitic Coast Highway. As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would be
located outside of the limits of the Long Beach Airport Land Use Plan and would not result in
impacts to transportation and traffic related to a change in air traffic patterns, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks. As with the
proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would include a secondary access point on Rose
Avenue oft of East Pacific Coast Highway, which would result in a significant impact in relation to
an increased hazard due to the lack of a pedestrian crosswalk. As with the proposed project, the
Reduced Site Alternative would include the construction of new emergency access routes to
provide adequate emergency vehicle accessfegress. The Reduced Site Alternative would
incorporate adequate parking facilities to accommodate the anticipated visitors. As with the
proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would incorporate measures designed to encourage
alternative transportation and would not contlict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
supporting alternative transportation_ Since there would be potential impacts to transportation and
traffic, implementation of Measures Transportation-1 and Transportation-2 specified for the
proposed project would be required.

Utilities and Service Systems

As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would have the potential to result in
significant impacts to utilities and service systems. The Reduced Site Alternative would involve
construction, operation, and maintenance activities beyond the baseline conditions. As with the
proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would be expected to generate additional
wastewater that would flow into the existing system, and as such, the Reduced Site Alternative
would be expected to result in significant impacts to utilities related to the exceeding of wastewater
treatment requirements of the RWQCB. As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative
would not generate more wastewater that would overburden JWPCP’s current capacity and require
the additional wastewater treatment facilities. Further, like the proposed project, the Reduced Site
Alternative would not have the potential to result in signiticant impacts related to the storm drain
systemn or water supply. As with the proposed project, the Reduced Site Alternative would result in
impacts related to the wastewater treatment capacity or solid waste, Since there would be potential
impacts to utilities and service systems, implementation of Measures Ultilities-1 through Utilities-3
specitied for the proposed project would be required
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4.3 ALTERNATIVE 2: ALTERNATE SITE ALTERNATIVE (FORMER SPORTS PARK SITE)
4.3.1 Alternative Components

The Alternate Site Alternative would involve the development of the proposed project recreational
facility on a portion of the roughly 55-acre former Sports Park site located in the City. The layout of
the recreation uses and parking areas would be developed around the physical constraints ot the
site, which include the Cherry Hill earthquake fault, topographic and geologic variations across the
site, grading and water detention requirements, and continued operation of 19 oil wells (17 on site
and 2 adjacent to the site). This site also includes a wetlands mitigation program, and an off-site
location for wetlands mitigation has been identitied along the San Gabriel River.

4.3.2 Objectives and Feasibility

As shown in Table 4-1, Alternative 2 would be capable of meeting some ot the objectives
identitied by the City. However, by developing the facility as an alternate Site, the alternative
would fail to provide services to underserved individuals in the central area of the City and the
southwestern portion of the City of Signal Hill. In addition, the site would not create a sustainable
facility that reflects the requirements of the City interim Creen Building Requirements for Private
Development. The Alternate Site Alternative would not be centrally located for residents in U.S.
Census Tract Numbers 5733.00, 5752.02, 5751.01, 5751.02, and 5752.01 in the City, and
5734.02 in the City of Signal Hill, and the significant site constraints would be contrary to a
sustainable site selection as the site presents a number of potential hazards.

4.3.3 Construction Scenario

Under the Alternate Site Alternative, construction would occur. Therefore, environmental impacts
would occur. Construction would occur with the same schedule as the proposed project and
would include all considerations for City regulation compliance and the community surrounding
the construction site. This alternative would not require the demolition of the same structures as
those identified at the proposed project site; however, it could be anticipated that some demolition
at the site may occur as there are existing structures present at the property slated for the Alternate
Site Alternative that may require demolition to allow for the construction of recreational facilities.
Special attention would be lent to the construction of a facility on land that includes the Cherry
Hill earthquake fault, operation of oil wells, and a wetland mitigation program. It would be
anticipated that the City would require comparable sustainable design elements and project-related
best management practices for this alternative as those described in the proposed project.

4.3.4 Comparative Impacts
Aesthetics

Unlike the proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would not have the potential to result in
significant impacts to aesthetics. Like the proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative avoids
substantial damage to scenic resources within a state scenic highway and would not result in
significant impacts related to scenic resources. The Alternate Site Alternative would involve the
construction of a recreational facility and construction, operation, and maintenance activities
beyond the baseline conditions at the location of the Alternate Site. However, this alternative
would not include the demolition of the historically designated Low-tlow Pump Station, as it would
not be located on the Hamilton Bowl / Chittick Field site, thereby avoiding this potentially
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signiticant impact to the visual character of the site. As with the proposed project, the Alternate Site
Alternative would not involve potential adverse effects of lighting and glare because the proposed
construction of the parking lot and usage of security and walkway lighting would not signiticantly
contribute to increased nighttime lighting levels. As such, the Alternate Site Alternative would not
create a substantial increase in the amount of glare to the already lit, urbanized setting of the
proposed project area. Since the Alternate Site Alternative would not have the potential to result in
signiticant impacts to aesthetics, implementation of Measure Cultural-2 specified for the proposed
project would not be required.

Air Quality

As with the proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would have the potential to result in
significant impacts to ambient air quality. Although the Alternate Site Alternative would not require
the demolition of the same structures as those identified at the proposed project site, this
alternative would involve construction, operation, and maintenance activities beyond the baseline
conditions. The Alternate Site Alternative would require grading and the use of construction
equipment, mobile equipment, and stationary facilities, thus resulting n potentially significant
impacts to air quality from tfugitive dust emissions, NOx emissions, or the possible release ot VOCs
or greenhouse gases. The Alternate Site Alternative would have the potential to conflict with the
Air Quality Management Plan, violate any existing air quality standard, result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase ot criteria pollutants, expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations, and create objectionable odors. As with the proposed project, the Alternate Site
Alternative would have the potential for significant impacts to air quality as a result of short-term
construction equipment emissions and long-term vehicular emissions from the anticipated increase
in vehicle miles traveled to the recreational facility by employees and visitors. Since there would
be potential impacts to ambient air quality with the Alternate Site Alternative, it is expected that
implementation of Measures Air-1 through Air-10 specified for the proposed project would be
required.

Biological Resources

As with the proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would not have the potential to result
in significant impacts to biological resources. As briefly discussed in the construction scenario for
this alternative, it would be anticipated that this alternative would be required to adhere to
comparable sustainable design and site elements as the proposed project. As such, the Alternate
Site Alternative would avoid affecting species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFG or USFWS, and any riparian
habitat or other sensitive species or natural community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations or by CDFG or USFWS. The Alternate Site Alternative would not have the
potential to conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a
tree preservation policy or ordinance with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state Habitat
Conservation Plan. As with the proposed project, there would be no impacts to biological
resources with the Alternate Site Alternative, and no mitigation measures would be required

Cultural Resources
As with the proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would have the potential to result in

signiticant impacts to cultural resources. Like the proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative
would entail the same project elements as those described 1n the proposed project. Although the
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construction—related activity would not occur at the Hamilton Bowl / Chittick Field site, the
Alternate Site Alternative would entail construction—related activities including excavation and
ground disturbance, and would potentially require the demolition of the historic resources at the
Alternate Site. As with the proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would include
excavations and disturbance of the existing site that would have the potential to result in significant
impacts to cultural resources related directly or indirectly to the destruction of a unique
paleontological resource or unique geologic teature. Although this alternative would not entail the
demolition of the same structures listed in the proposed project and as such would not result In
impacts related to the demolition Low-flow Pump Station, a historical resource; the Alternate Site
Alternative may entail physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of a comparable
resource at the former Sports Park site or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of a
historical resource would be materially impaired. Like the proposed project, the Alternate Site
Alternative would involve ground-disturbing activities that could result in the potential disruption
of an unanticipated encounter of human remains. Since there would be impacts to cultural
resources with the Alternate Site Alternative, implementation of Measures Cultural-1 through
Cultural-3 specified for the proposed project would be required.

Geology and Soils

As with the proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would have the potential to result in
signiticant impacts to geology and soils. The Alternate Site Alternative would involve construction
activities beyond the baseline conditions. The Alternate Site Alternative would require grading,
thus creating potentially signiticant impacts to geology and soils with respect to erosion or loss of
topsoil from fugitive dust. The Alternate Site Alternative would not be expected to be located on a
geologic unit or soil that is unstable, be located on expansive soil, or have soils incapable of
adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where
sewers are not available. As with the proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would have
the potential to expose people or structures to substantial adverse effects due to the location near a
known earthquake fault, and would have the potential to result in substantial erosion or loss of
topsoil due to grading activities. Unlike the proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would
also have the potential to expose people and structures to substantial adverse effects due to close
proximity to the Cherry Hill earthquake fault. Since there would be potential impacts to geology
and soils with the Alternate Site Alternative, implementation of Measures Geology-1 through
Geology-3 specified for the proposed project would be required.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

As with the proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would have the potential to result in
significant impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials. The Alternate Site Alternative
would involve construction activities beyond the baseline conditions. As with the proposed
project, the Alternate Site Alternative would have the potential to result in potentially signiticant
impacts to hazards and hazardous materials with respect to the routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials due to any fuels, lubricants, or other construction-related hazardous materials
that may be used. The Alternate Site Alternative would not be expected to release hazardous
materials into the environment; cause hazardous emissions within 0.25 mile of a school, be
located on a hazardous materials site; be located within 2 miles of a private airstrip; interfere with
an emergency plan; or expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires. As with the proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would have
the potential to result in significant impacts to the public or the environment related to the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials and location near a public airport. Unlike the
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proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would also have the potential to expose people and
structures to potential substantial adverse effects due to the continued operation of 19 oil wells (17
on site and 2 adjacent to the site). The presence of these wells would create a signiticant safety
hazard for the people that come to the center. In addition, the o1l wells could create a hazard to the
public or environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or
potential fire hazards, or especially in the case that any accident conditions involve the release of
hazardous materials into the environment. Since there would be potential impacts related to
hazards and hazardous materials with the Alternate Site Alternative, 1t is expected that
implementation of Measures Hazards-1 through Hazards-4 specified for the proposed project
would be required. Additional mitigation measures may be required to reduce the impacts to
hazards and hazardous materials associated with the oil wells.

Hydrology and Water Quality

As with the proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would have the potential to result in
signiticant impacts to hydrology. The Alternate Site Alternative would involve activities associated
with the proposed project’s construction such as demolition, clearing, stockpiling of soils and
materials, concrete pouring, and landscaping, thus creating short-term impacts on surface water
quality. As with the proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would have the potential to
violate drainage standards because existing drains intended to support the proposed project may
not have enough capacity to pass a 50-year design storm_Since there would be potential impacts to
hydrology and water quality with the Alternate Site Alternative, it is expected that implementation
of Measures Hydrology-1 through Hydrology-3 specitied for the proposed project would be
required.

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)

As with the proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would have the potential to result in
significant impacts related to NPDES. Unlike the proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative
would not include upgrades to the drainage infrastructure of the site, which would enhance the
NPDES-compliance capabilities at the site. The physical makeup ot the Alternate Site Alternative
location would significantly limit the types of NPDES improvements that could be incorporated
with the alternative; therefore, the Alternate Site Alternative would have greater impacts to
drainage when compared with the proposed project. As with the proposed project, the Alternate
Site Alternative would result in significant impacts from the loss of pervious surtaces. As with the
proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would result in less than significant impacts to
storm drain and waterway in the form of additional pollutants to storm water runoff generated by
an increase in vehicular trips on roadways and driveways and the associated increase In parking
surrounding the proposed project site. Since there would be potential impacts to NPDES in terms
of loss of pervious surface with the Reduced Site Alternative, it is expected that implementation of
Measure NPDES-1 specified for the proposed project would be required. However, unlike the
proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative may result in significant impacts in terms of
drainage that would require the implementation of additional mitigation measures

Land Use and Planning

Unlike the proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would not be expected to result in
signiticant impacts to land use and planning. As with the proposed project, the construction of the
recreational facility at this location would be consistent with the existing land uses at the Alternate
Site, and this alternative would be located in a manner that is compatible with the existing
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community. Theretore, the Alternate Site Alternative would not cause a physical division within an
established community. The Alternate Site Alternative would avoid demolition of a historical
resource and would thus avoid conflict with a policy in the City General Plan concerning
preservation of historic homes and buildings. Therefore, unlike the proposed project, the Alternate
Site Alternative would not result in impacts to land use and planning related to a conflict with a
policy in the City General Plan. The Alternate Site Alternative would not be located in an area
proposed or adopted as part of a Habitat Conservation Plan® or in an area proposed or adopted as
part of a natural community conservation plan.® Since there would be no impacts to land use and
planning with the Alternate Site Alternative, implementation of Measure Cultural-2 specitied for the
proposed project would not be required.

Noise

As with the proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would have the potential to result in
significant impacts related to noise. The construction activities of the Alternate Site Alternative
would be similar to the proposed project, but at a different location. The peak noise levels of
construction with the Alternate Site Alternative would remain the same as those anticipated for the
proposed project. As with the proposed project, the construction ot the Alternate Site Alternative
would result in a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the
proposed alternative’s site area on an intermittent basis. Operational impacts would also be
comparable to the proposed project. Ambient noise increases due to outdoor activity and parking
activity associated with the Alternate Site Alternative would result in significant impacts in terms of
a permanent increase in ambient noise levels. Since there would be potential impacts to noise with
the Alternate Site Alternative, it is expected that implementation of construction phase Measures
Noise-1 through Noise-7 and operation phase Measures Noise-8 and Noise-9 specified for the
proposed project would be required. As with the proposed project, construction-generated noise
would still remain a significant adverse and unavoidable impact.

Recreation

Unlike the proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would have the potential to result in less
significant impacts to recreation. The Alternate Site alternative in the short term would lead to
minimal physical deterioration of the nearby parks due to loss of public access to existing facilities.
As with the proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would not have the potential to result
in significant impacts to recreation related to the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
that may have an adverse physical effect on the environment. In addition, this alternative would
not include the demolition ot the historically designated Low-tlow Pump Station, as it would not be
located on the Hamilton Bowl / Chittick Field site. Since there would be no potential impacts to
recreation, it is expected that implementation of Measure Cultural-2 specified for the proposed
project would not be required.

Transportation and Traffic

As with the proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would have the potential to result in
signiticant impacts to traffic and transportation. As with the proposed project, the construction-

# City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. 1973. City of Long Beach General Plan, Conservation
Element. Long Beach, CA.

? California Departmentof Fish and Game. Accessed 28 June 2007. Web site. “Natural Community Conservation
Planning.” Sacramento, CA. Available at: http:/www.dfg.ca.gov/ncep/
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related traffic would potentially result in temporary signiticant impacts to traffic. As with the
proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would generate additional long-term vehicle trips to
the proposed alternative’s site and may result in impacts in relation to inadequate LOS at the
Intersections nearby the proposed alternative’s site. As with the proposed project, the Alternate Site
Alternative would not result in impacts to transportation and traftic related to a change in air traffic
patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks. Unlike the proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would not
include a design feature or iIncompatible use that would substantially increase hazards As with the
proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would include the construction of new emergency
access routes to provide adequate emergency vehicle access/egress. The Alternate Site Alternative
would incorporate adequate parking facilities to accommodate the visitors to the proposed
alternative. As with the proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would incorporate
measures designed to encourage alternative transportation and would not conflict with adopted
policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation. It is not expected that the
Alternate Site Alternative would require the implementation ot measure Transportation-1; however,
since there is potential for impacts to transportation and traffic, it is expected that implementation
of Measure Transportation-2 specified for the proposed project would be required.

Utilities and Service Systems

As with the proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would demonstrate the same impact on
utilities and service systems as that caused by the proposed project. The Alternate Site Alternative
involves the construction of a recreational center that is expected to exceed wastewater treatment
requirements due to increased discharge of non-potable water from the facility. Similar to the
proposed project, the Alternate Site Alternative would reduce the capacity of water supply to be
produced from its groundwater wells. An additional significant impact would be that the amount of
water demanded over the course of the Alternate Site Alternative’s development, and its operation
may amount to an equal if not greater than amount of water needed to serve a 500-dwelling unit
project. The Alternate Site Alternative would not avoid increases in amount of solid waste to be
generated during and atter development. Since there would be potential impacts to utilities and
service systems, it is expected that implementation of Measures Utilities-1 through Utilities-3
specitied for the proposed project would be required

4.4 ALTERNATIVE 3: ENHANCE EXISTING FACILITITES ALTERNATIVE
4.4.1 Alternative Components

The Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative proposes the enhancement (and in some cases
renovation) of several facilities: Rotary Centennial; Martin Luther King, Jr. Park; Signal Hill Park;
MacArthur Park, Calitornia Recreation Center; Orizaba Park maintained by the City Department of
Parks, Recreation, and Marine; and a private gym, all located within a 1-mile radius of the roughly
74,000-person underserved community residents of the City and the southwestern portion of the
City of Signal Hill. Enhancing these facilities could entail a combination of internal and external
improvements to these existing facilities. This alternative is expected to be costly and would
provide limited-access recreational options for the community, which would not meet the project
objectives.
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4.4.2 Obijectives and Feasibility

As shown In Table 4-1, Alternative 3 would be capable of meeting some of the objectives
identitied by the City. This alternative would provide several locations that could be used as safe
recreational facilities that meet the needs and interests of the residents in the underserved
community of the City and the southwestern portion of the City of Signal Hill. However, by
enhancing the existing facilities of the community, the proposed project would tall short of several
objectives. Specifically, the facilities would not be able to offer special programs (such as job
training, tamily resources, and health seminars) to accommaodate up to 450 people. The proposed
project would also lack the ability to provide educational programming for a minimum of 300
adults and 100 children in the same location. Under this alternative, the proposed project would
not be able to contain passive and active recreation for a minimum of 32,000 square feet of
gymnasium, 25,000 square feet for aquatic recreation, and 4 acres of playing fields that are
currently proposed. Although the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would be able to
incorporate sustainable elements into the renovation of the existing facilities, these locations would
not be anticipated to fully meet the objective to create a sustainable facility that reflects the
requirements of the City Interim Creen Building Requirements for Private Development as with the
proposed project. Overall, the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would not be consistent with
the Kroc Foundation Grant requirements.

4.4.3 Construction Scenario

Under the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative, some construction would occur at previously
existing sites. Construction efforts would be focused on renovating and enhancing specific
buildings and locations to meet project objectives. The construction scenario and site design would
vary for each center. Construction-related activities and equipment would vary for each site as
well,

4.4.4 Comparative Impacts
Aesthetics

Unlike the proposed project, the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would not have the
potential to result in significant impacts to aesthetics. Like the proposed project, the Enhance
Existing Facilities Alternative avoids substantial damage to scenic resources within a state scenic
highway and would not result in significant impacts related to scenic resources. The Enhance
Existing Facilities would retain the Hamilton Bowl / Chittick Field site’s existing 19 acres of
undeveloped land and structures and would instead improve several existing recreational facilities
in the proposed project area. As such, this alternative would avoid the obstruction of scenic vistas
or resources present in the surrounding area from sensitive viewpoints and would avoid demolition
of the historically designated Low-tlow Pump Station. As with the proposed project, the Enhance
Existing Facilities Alternative would not involve potential adverse effects of lighting and glare
because of any proposed addition to the existing facilities, and usage of additional security and
walkway lighting would not significantly contribute to increased nighttime lighting levels. As such,
the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would not create a substantial increase in the amount of
glare to the already lit, urbanized setting of the existing facilities. Since there would be no impacts
to aesthetics with the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative, implementation of Measure Cultural-2
specified for the proposed project would not be required.
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Air Quality

As with the proposed project, the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would have the potential
to result in significant impacts to ambient air quality. The Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative
would involve construction, operation, and maintenance activities beyond the baseline conditions.
The Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would require grading and the use of construction
equipment, mobile equipment, and stationary facilities, thus resulting in potentially signiticant
impacts to air quality from fugitive dust emissions, NOx emissions, or the possible release of VOCs
or greenhouse gases. The Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would have the potential to
conflict with the Air Quality Management Plan, violate any existing air quality standard, resultin a
cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants, expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations, and create objectionable odors. As with the proposed project,
the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would have the potential for significant impacts to air
quality as a result of short-term construction equipment emissions and long-term wvehicular
emissions from the anticipated increase in vehicle miles traveled to the recreational facility by
employees and visitors. Since there would be potential impacts to ambient air quality with the
Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative, it is expected that implementation of Measures Air-1
through Air-10 specified for the proposed project would be required,

Biological Resources

As with the proposed project, the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would not have the
potential to result in significant impacts to biological resources. Although the construction
scenarios and elements at each existing facility would vary, it could be assumed that the existing
tacilities are located on disturbed land containing a majority of non-native species. It could further
be assumed that because the existing facilities would be located on developed sites, these sites
would lack suitable habitat to support many listed species. As such, the Enhance Existing Facilities
Alternative would avoid affecting any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFG or USFWS, and any riparian
habitat or other sensitive species or natural community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations or by CDFG or USWFS. The Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would not
have the potential to conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or
state Habitat Conservation Plan. As with the proposed project, there would be no impacts to
biological resources with the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative, and no mitigation measures
would be required.

Cultural Resources

Unlike the proposed project, the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would not have the
potential to result in significant impacts to cultural resources. The Enhance Existing Facilities
Alternative would entail renovations and improvements to existing facilities. Unlike the proposed
project, the construction—related activity with the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would
occur at various sites and would be limited to previously disturbed sites and existing structures,
which would be enhanced to accommodate recreational activities that are comparable to those
being proposed at the Hamilton Bowl / Chittick Field site. As such, there would be no excavations
or disturbance of the existing site beyond the previously disturbed areas, and the Enhance Existing
Facilities Alternative would not be expected to result in significant impacts to cultural resources
related directly or indirectly to the destruction ot a unique paleontological resource or unique
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geologic teature, The Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would not entail the physical
demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of a resource or its immediate surroundings such
that the significance of a historical resource would be materially impaired. Unlike the proposed
project, the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would not require demolition of any historical
resources. Finally, the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would not involve any ground-
disturbing activities that could result in the potential disruption of an unanticipated encounter of
human remains. Since there would be no impacts to cultural resources with the Enhance Existing
Facilities Alternative, implementation ot Measures Cultural-1 through Cultural-3 specitied for the
proposed project would not be required.

Geology and Soils

As with the proposed project, the Enhanced Existing Facilities Alternative would have the potential
to result in signiticant impacts to geology and soils. The Enhanced Existing Facilities Alternative
would involve construction activities beyond the baseline conditions. The Enhanced Existing
Facilities Alternative would require less grading than the proposed project, but would still have the
potential to result in significant impacts to geology and soils with respect to erosion or loss of
topsoil from fugitive dust. The Enhanced Existing Facilities Alternative would not be expected to be
located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, be located on expansive soil, or have soils
incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal
systems where sewers are not available. As with the proposed project, the Enhanced Existing
Facilities Alternative would have the potential to expose people or structures to substantial adverse
effects due to location near a known earthquake fault and would have the potential to result in
substantial erosion or loss of topsoil due to grading activities. Since there would be potential
impacts to geology and soils with the Enhanced Existing Facilities Alternative, it is expected that
implementation of Measures Geology-1 through Geology-3 specified for the proposed project
would be required.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

As with the proposed project, the Enhanced Existing Facilities Alternative would have the potential
to result in significant impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials. The Enhanced Existing
Facilities Alternative would involve construction activities beyond the baseline conditions. The
Enhanced Existing Facilities Alternative would require less construction than the proposed project,
but would have the potential to result in significant impacts to hazards and hazardous materials
with respect to the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials due to any fuels,
lubricants, or other construction—elated hazardous materials that may be used The Enhanced
Existing Facilities Alternative would not be expected to release hazardous materials into the
environment; cause hazardous emissions within 0.25 mile of a school; be located on a hazardous
materials site; be located within 2 miles of a private airstrip; interfere with an emergency plan; or
expose people or structures to a significant risk ot loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. As
with the proposed project, the Enhanced Existing Facilities Alternative would have the potential to
result in significant impacts to the public or the environment related to the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials and location near a public airport. Unlike the proposed project,
the Enhanced Existing Facilities Alternative may result in additional impacts to hazards and
hazardous materials due to disposal of asbestos or lead paint in the existing structures. Since there
would be potential impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials with the Enhanced Existing
Facilities Alternative, it 1s expected that implementation ot Measures Hazards-1 through Hazards-4
specitied for the proposed project would be required. Additional mitigation measures may be
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required to reduce the impacts of any asbestos or lead paint that may be associated with the age of
the existing structures,

Hydrology and Water Quality

Unlike the proposed project, the Enhanced Existing Facilities Alternative would have the potential
to result in significant impacts to hydrology and water quality. The Enhance Existing Facilities
Alternative would require the same construction activities, including demolition, clearing,
stockpiling of soils and materials, concrete pouring, and landscaping, thus creating short-term
impacts on surface water quality. Because the named parks (Rotary Centennial; Martin Luther King,
Jr. Park; Signal Hill Park, MacArthur Park; California Recreation Center, and Orizaba Park)
maintained by the City Department of Parks, Recreation, and Marine are not detention basins and
not known to be groundwater discharge areas, the existing storm water and drainage systems at
these parks may not be adequate to support the anticipated needs of increased recreational use,
and therefore causing a significant potential impact to drainage and groundwater. Since there
would be potential impacts to hydrology and water quality with the Enhanced Existing Facilities
Alternative, it is expected that implementation of Measures Hydrology-1 through Hydrology-3
specitied for the proposed project would be required

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)

As with the proposed project, the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would have the potential
to result in signiticant impacts related to NPDES., Unlike the proposed project, the Enhance Existing
Facilities Alternative would not include upgrades to the drainage infrastructure ot the sites, which
would enhance the NPDES-compliance capabilities at the sites. As with the proposed project, the
Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would result in significant impacts from the loss of pervious
surtaces. As with the proposed project, the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would result in
less than significant impacts to storm drain and waterway in the form of additional pollutants to
storm water runoff generated by an increase in vehicular trips on roadways and driveways and the
associated increase in parking surrounding the proposed project site. Since there would be
potential impacts to NPDES in terms of loss of pervious surface with the Enhance Existing Facilities
Alternative, it is expected that implementation of Measure NPDES-1 specitied for the proposed
project would be required. However, unlike the proposed project, the Enhance Existing Facilities
Alternative may result 1in significant impacts in terms of drainage that would require the
implementation of additional mitigation measures.

Land Use and Planning

Unlike the proposed project, the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would not be expected to
result in significant impacts to land use and planning. As with the proposed project, the
construction of the recreational facility at these locations would be consistent with the existing land
uses on the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative site, and this alternative would be located in a
manner that is compatible with the existing community. Therefore, the Enhance Existing Facilities
Alternative would not cause a physical division within an established community. The Enhance
Existing Facilities Alternative would avoid demolition of a historical resource and would thus avoid
conflict with a policy in the City General Plan concerning preservation of historic homes and
buildings. Therefore, unlike the proposed project, the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would
not result in impacts to land use and planning related to a contlict with a policy in the City General
Plan The Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would not be located in an area proposed or
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adopted as part of a Habitat Conservation Plan' or in an area proposed or adopted as part of a
natural community conservation plan.' Since there would be no impacts to land use and planning
with the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative, implementation of Measure Cultural-2 specitied for
the proposed project would not be required

Noise

As with the proposed project, the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would have the potential
to result in significant impacts related to noise. Under the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative,
the peak noise levels of construction would be similar to those anticipated for the proposed project
because similar construction-related activities would occur during the renovation of existing
facilities. As with the proposed project, the construction of the Enhance Existing Facilities
Alternative would result in a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity
of the proposed alternative’s site on an intermittent basis. Operational impacts would also be
comparable to the proposed project but might be slightly reduced as a result of less tratfic noise
and less noise due to a reduced occupancy level at each facility. As with the proposed project, it is
expected that implementation of construction phase Measures Noise-1 through Noise-7 and
operation phase Measures Noise-8 and Noise-9 specified for the proposed project would be
required. As with the proposed project, construction-generated noise would still remain a
signiticant adverse and unavoidable impact.

Recreation

Unlike the proposed project, the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would have the potential to
result in less significant impacts to recreation. The Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would
lead to minimal physical deterioration of the nearby parks due to the provision of enhancement of
the existing facilities. As with the proposed project, the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative
would not have the potential to result in significant impacts to recreation related to the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities that may have an adverse physical etfect on the
environment. In addition, this alternative would not include the demolition of the historically
designated Low-flow Pump Station, as it would not be located on the Hamilton Bowl / Chittick
Field site. Since there would be no potential impacts to recreation, it is expected that
implementation of Measure Cultural-2 specitied for the proposed project would not be required.

Transportation and Traffic

As with the proposed project, the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would have the potential
to result in significant impacts to traffic and transportation. As with the proposed project, the
construction—related traffic would potentially result in temporary significant impacts to traffic.
Enhancing several facilities throughout the community would cause an increase in traffic and
number of vehicle trips to each facility. As with the proposed project, the Enhance Existing
Facilities Alternative would generate additional long-term vehicle trips to the proposed alternative’s
site and may result in impacts in relation to inadequate LOS at the intersections nearby the
proposed alternative’s site. As with the proposed project, the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative
would not result in impacts to transportation and traffic related to a change in air traffic patterns,

"% City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. 1973 City of Long Beach General Plan, Conservation
Element. Long Beach, CA.

" California Department of Fish and Game. Accessed 28 June 2007. Web site. “Natural Community Conservation
Planning.” Sacramento, CA. Available at: http:/www.dfg.ca.gov/ncep/
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including either an increase in traftic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety
risks. Unlike the proposed project, the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would not include a
design feature or incompatible use that would substantially increase hazards. The Enhance Existing
Facilities Alternative would provide adequate emergency vehicle accessfegress to the proposed
alternative’s site. The Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would incorporate adequate parking
tacilities to accommodate the visitors to the proposed alternative. As with the proposed project, the
Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would incorporate measures designed to encourage
alternative transportation and would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
supporting alternative transportation. It is not expected that the Enhance Existing Facilities
Alternative would require the implementation of mitigation measures; however, since there would
be potential impacts to transportation and traffic, it is expected that implementation of Measure
Transportation-2 specified for the proposed project would be required.

Utilities and Service Systems

As with the proposed project, the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would demonstrate the
same impact on utilities and service systems as that caused by the proposed project. The Enhance
Existing Facilities Alternative involves the renovation of various recreational facilities that may
exceed wastewater treatment requirements due to increased discharge of non-potable water from
the facility. Similar to the proposed project, the Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative would
reduce the capacity of water supply to be produced from its groundwater wells, if present. An
additional significant impact would be that the amount of water demanded over the course of the
Enhance Existing Facilities Alternative’s development, and its operation may amount to an equal if
not greater than amount of water needed to serve the existing facilities. The Enhance Existing
Facilities Alternative would not avoid increases in amount of solid waste to be generated during
and after development. Since there would be potential impacts to utilities and service systems, it is
expected that implementation of Measures Utilities-1 through Utilities-3 specified for the proposed
project would be required.
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SECTION 5.0
UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

This section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) summarizes an analysis of the potential for
implementation of the proposed Kroc Community Center (proposed project) to result in signiticant
environmental effects that cannot be avoided Consistent with the requirements of section
15126.2(b) of the State California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (State CEQA Guidelines),
signiticant impacts, including those that can be mitigated but not reduced to the level below
significance, are described in this section of the EIR. Where there are impacts that cannot be
alleviated without imposing an alternative design, their implications and the reasons why the
project is being proposed, notwithstanding their effect, are also described. The potential for the
construction, operation, and maintenance of the proposed project to result in significant
environmental impacts has been analyzed in Section 3.0, Existing Conditions, Impacts, Mitigation,
and Level of Significance after Mitigation, of this EIR,

Based on the analysis contained in Section 3.0 of this EIR, the proposed project would not be
expected to result in significant impacts related to biological resources. However, construction,
maintenance, and operation of the proposed project would result in significant environmental
impacts to: air quality, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials,
hydrology and water quality, National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), noise,
traffic and transportation, and utilities and service systems, that would be reduced to the level
below significance with the following mitigation measures:

. Measures Air-1 through Air-10

. Measures Cultural-1 through Cultural-3

. Measures Geology-1 through Geology-3

. Measures Hazards-1 through Hazards-4

. Measures Hydrology-1 through Hydrology-3

. Measures NPDES-1

. Measures Noise-1 through Noise-7

. Measures Transportation-1 through Transportation-2
. Measures Utilities-1 through Utilities-3

The proposed project would result in significant impacts to aesthetics, cultural resources (historical
resources), land use and planning, and recreation resulting from demolition of the Low-tlow Pump
Station and constructionrelated noise impacts. As described in this EIR, mitigation measures
Cultural-2 will reduce the impacts resulting from demolition ot this potentially signiticant historical
resource to the maximum extent feasible; however, this impact would remain significant.
Mitigation measures have been presented to reduce the construction-related noise and traffic
impacts to the maximum extent teasible; however, these unavoidable adverse impacts would be
temporary and considered necessary nuisances in the development of the proposed project. The
project would offer services as an institutional and recreational facility in a community that is
considered underserved in terms of open space and recreational opportunities.

Pursuant to CEQA, this EIR identifies two alternatives (No Project Alternative, Alternate Site
Alternative) capable of avoiding demolition of the Low-tlow Pump Station and the related
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signiticant impacts to cultural resources. However, only the No Project Alternative would avoid the
potential construction trafficrelated impacts that cannot be mitigated. All potential project
alternatives are described in Section 4.0, Afternatives to the Proposed Project, of this EIR.
However, none of the four potential alternatives are capable of meeting each of the most basic
objectives of the proposed project.
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SECTION 6.0
SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES
RELATED TO IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

This section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) summarizes the potential for implementation
of the proposed Kroc Community Center {(proposed project) to result in significant irreversible
environmental changes. Such a change refers to an irretrievable commitment ot non-renewable
resources or other environmental changes that commit future generations to similar uses.
Ireversible environmental changes can also result from potential accidents associated with the
proposed project.

The analysis performed in Section 3.0, Existing Conditions, Impacts, Mitigation, and Level of
Significance after Mitigation, determined that the proposed project would not result In significant
irreversible environmental impacts related to the eight environmental issue areas considered in this
EIR, including the Nation Pollution Discharge Elimination System. Although construction of the
proposed project would result in short-term mitigable impacts to air quality relating to the emission
of nitrogen oxides, all other air quality impacts would be mitigated to below the level of
signiticance. These impacts would not constitute a significant irreversible environmental change or
an irretrievable commitment of non+enewable resources.

Development ot the proposed project would have the potential to result in constructionrelated
traffic impacts related to congestion, intersection capacity, and level of service that would be
reduced to below the level of significance with the incorporation of mitigation measures as
discussed in Section 3.12, Transportation and Traffic.

A component of the proposed project is the demolition the existing Low-tlow Pump Station, a
signiticant historical resource pursuant to the Calitornia Environmental Quality Act. The demolition
of the Low-flow Pump Station, identified as a component of the proposed project, would constitute
a signiticant irreversible environmental change related to aesthetics, cultural resources, land use
and planning, and recreation that would require implementation of measures to mitigate long-term
adverse effects.

In addition, development of the proposed project would have the potential to result in
construction-related noise that would not be reduced to below the level of significance with the
Incorporation of mitigation measures.

Required mitigation measures have been included to reduce significant direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts related to aesthetics, cultural resources, land use and planning, noise, and
recreation to the maximum extent feasible. The impacts, however, would remain as significant
irreversible impacts and commitments of resources.
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SECTION 7.0
GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

This section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) analyzes the potential for the proposed Kroc
Community Center (proposed project) to result in growth-inducing impacts. Such impacts normally
occur when the proposed project fosters economic or population growth or the construction ot
additional housing, either directly or indirectly in the surrounding environment. The types of
projects that are normally considered to result in growth-inducing impacts are those that provide
infrastructure that would be suitable to support additional growth or remove an existing barrier to
growth

Although the proposed project would provide constructionrelated jobs during both stages of
development, it is expected that those jobs would be filled by the existing labor force in the area.
In addition, it is anticipated that the proposed project would employ residents from the
neighboring population for the maintenance and operation of the Kroc Community Center. A
financial analysis prepared for the facility has determined that the center would require a minimum
ot 12 tulltime and 7 parttime employees for operation and maintenance of the facility.' The
proposed project would consist of a recreational facility with both indoor and outdoor components
and would require the minimum number of employees to support the activities occurring in each
of the identified project components.

As described in this EIR, the indoor component would be constructed on approximately 7 acres of
the Hamilton Bowl / Chittick Field site and would consist ot 170,536-square-foot three-building
facility, including a chapelfauditorium building, administrationfeducation building, and a
recreation center . The objective of these buildings would be to provide educational programming
to accommodate 300 adults and 100 children at a time. The proposed project would also facilitate
social programs such as job training, family resources, and health seminars for up to 450 people
simultaneously.

The outdoor aquatics complex would include a 50-meter pool, a warm-up pool, and a leisure pool
with fountains, slides, and children’s area. Other outdoor amenities would include a recreational
soccer field / playing field, a playground, walking trails, a roughly 10,000-square-toot, bowl-shaped
amphitheater, 2 acres of gardens, an outdoor climbing wall, a challenge course, an exterior patio,
and a horticulture area.

The proposed project would be accessible to public transit riders and would offer a safe
recreational venue to the underserved neighborhoods bordering the proposed project site. The
Kroc Community Center would stimulate economic stability and growth while encouraging
positive social and recreational opportunities to the ethnically diverse community of the central
area of Long Beach as well as the nearby residents in the City of Signal Hill.

The proposed project would not be expected to result in the construction of additional housing
either directly or indirectly. The proposed project would not include infrastructure such as water
systemns, energy generation, sewer systems, schools, public services, or transportation

' Brailstord & Dunlavey / Heary International. 2006. Salvation Army of Long Beach Ray and Joan Kroc Comps Community
Center Report. Long Beach, CA.
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improvements that could potentially result in increased growth in the region. While the
construction of the proposed project would involve reconstruction of the Hamilton Bowl Detention
Basin and would require the limited development of supporting infrastructure for the operation of
the tacility, these site improvements would not result or contribute to a growth-inducing impact.
The proposed support for this facility would be limited to the project site and would only include
the operations at the proposed project site. Furthermore, the proposed project site is located in a
developed urban area with an established infrastructure. The projected population for the proposed
project area would be expected to be consistent with the anticipated population growth

Although the proposed project focuses on public services, it is being constructed to facilitate the
needs of the existing community and is not expected to promote growth in the surrounding
neighborhood. According to the City of Long Beach General Plan Housing element, the proposed
project is located in both a Community Development Block Grant area and in a Neighborhood
Improvement Strategy Area.” Both of these designations represent underserved urban areas that
require iImprovements based upon economic, social, and public indicators.> Development of the
proposed project would satisty neighborhood improvement goals set torth for these areas in the
City of Long Beach General Plan Housing element.

As discussed in the Project Description of this EIR, population growth within 1 mile of the
proposed project site is consistent with trends retlected within 5 miles of the proposed project site.
The proposed project is not expected to increase population growth in the surrounding community
beyond that ot the normal growth rate. The proposed project aims to create jobs, encourage
economic growth, and support the personal development of the existing community members. The
proposed creation of jobs and the encouraged economic stimulus that the proposed project hopes
to provide would address an existing need for the community. The proposed project would not be
expected to result in growth-inducing impacts as it would not toster economic or population
growth in a manner that would induce population growth; nor would the project involve the
construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly in the surrounding environment.
Finally, the proposed project would not provide infrastructure that would be suitable to support
additional growth or remove an existing barrier to growth. Therefore, the proposed project would
not be expected to result in growth-inducing impacts.

2 City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. October 2002. City of Long Beach General Plan, Housing
Element. Long Beach, CA.
* City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. October 2002. City of Long Beach General Plan, Housing
Element. Long Beach, CA.
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SECTION 8.0
ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS CONSULTED

8.1 PUBLIC AGENCIES
8.1.1 State
Native American Sacred Lands Records.............c.c.ooooenn. Program Analyst, Dave Singleton
8.1.2 County of Los Angeles
Department ot Public Works
(R ToTels K@ eTalige] I I T o S Staff, Edmond Ghadimi
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
Southeast Resource Recovery Facility .........cocooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee Staff, Charley Tripp
Natural History Museum........ ........ Director of Vertebrate Paleontology, Dr. Sam McCloud
8.1.3 City of Long Beach
Long Beach FIre DepartMent ..........ccvvviviiieieieiee e eeeeeeeeeeeee e e e eesiaeeeeeeeseesnnns Operator 114
Long Beach Police Department ...........cciviviiieiieiieeeeeeeeceaiereee e eesisnennenea e Officer Lacsina
City of Long Beach, Development Services................ Advance Planning Otticer, Jill Gritfiths
City of Long Beach, Development Services.............ccc....... Senior Planner, Jetf Winklepleck
8.2 PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS
Kleinfelder, INC........ooovvveie e Program Manager, Scott D. Dwyer
Linscott, Law & Greenspan, ENgINeers .........cccc.coevvvuivirecennaanns Principal, Richard E. Barretto
Terry A. Hayes Associates, LLC.........ccooooeiiiiiiiiiieeeeieeee e, Principal, Terry A. Hayes
Heery INternational ........coceeviviiiiieiiieeiiiie e Project Architect, Richard Dilday
Moftatt & Nichol ENZINEOIs .....cccvvvviiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeieeeeee e Project Engineer, Dennis Drag
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SECTION 9.0

REPORT PREPARATION PERSONNEL
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Contributor;

Title;

2.1 CITY OF LONG BEACH

Jill Gritfiths

Jetterey Winklepleck

Advance Planning Officer
Development Services

Senior Planner
Development Services

9.2 THE SALVATION ARMY

John Horne

Michael Woodruff

The Salvation Army
Southern California Division

The Salvation Army
Southern California Division

9.3 SAPPHOS ENVIRONMENTAL, INC,

Marie C. Campbell
Eric Charlton

Eimon Raoof

M. Anthony Collins

Jack Goldfarb

Laura Watson
Madeline Worsnopp
Laura Carias

Stephanie Watt

President

Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
Manager

Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
Environmental Coordinator
Sapphos Environmental, Inc.

Senior Hazardous Materials
Specialist

Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
Wildlife Biologist

Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
Senior Environmental Specialist
Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
Hazardous Materials Coordinator
Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
Historical Resources Coordinator
Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
Environmental Coordinator
Sapphos Environmental, Inc.

Area of Responsibility:

Lead Agent

Project Manager

Project Applicant

Project Manager

Presidential oversight and
CEQA compliance
Senior Project Manager

Project Manager

Project Description

Mandatory Findings of
Significance

Hazards and Hazardous Material
National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System

Biological Resources

Air Quality

Ceology and Soils

Cultural Resources

Aesthetics

Hydrology and Water Quality

Recreation
Utilities and Service Systems

Kroc Community Center
March 26, 2009

WAPRQOJECTS22211222-004'Document sDEIRIDEIR Section 9.0 - Report Prep Personnel.Doc

Draft Environmental Impact Report
Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
Page 9-1



Shelby Petro
Tony Barranda
William Meade
Molly Gipson
David Lee

Kenneth Ferretti

Environmental Intern
Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
Senior Environmental Specialist
Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
Environmental Analyst
Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
Technical Editor

Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
Production Manager
Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
GIS Analyst

Sapphos Environmental, Inc.

9.4 SUBCONSULTANTS

Richard Dilday
Dennis Drag
Richard Barretto

J. David Leyman
Mike Shen
Shane Green

Sam Silverman
Scott Dwyer
Shah Ghanbari

Heery International
Moftfatt & Nichol Engineers
Linscott, Law & Greenspan
Engineers

P25 Engineers

P2S Engineers

Linscott, Law & Greenspan
Engineers

Terry A. Hayes Associates, LLC
Kleintelder, Inc.

Group Delta Consultants
SCS Engineers

Twining Laboratories

Transportation and Traffic

Transportation and Traffic
Alternatives

Land Use and Planning
Noise

Document Production

Document Production

Document Production

Project Architect
Project Engineer
Transportation and Traffic

Project Manager
Project Manager
Transportation and Traffic

Noise Assessment

Human Health Risk Assessment
Geo Technical Analysis

Phase I and Phase Il Assessment
Project Manager

Kroc Community Center Draft Environmental Impact Report
March 26, 2009 Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
WAPRQOJECTS22211222-004'Document sDEIRIDEIR Section 9.0 - Report Prep Personnel.Doc Page 9-2



SECTION 10.0
REFERENCES

Americans with Disabilities Act. 2004. ADA Accessibility Guidelines, Chapter 2, “Scoping
Requirements.” Available at: http://www.access-board.gov/ADA-ABA/index.htm

Bikestation, Long Beach 2008. Available at:
http:/www bikestation.org/longbeach/images/LB_bike map 06.pdt

Blue Sky Institute, Montana State University Accessed 24 September 2008. Web site. “Butterflies
and Moths of North America.” Available at;
http:/fwww.buttertliesandmoths.org/species?l =2166

Brailstord & Dunlavey / Heery International. 2006. Salvation Army of Long Beach Ray and joan
Kroc Corps Community Center Report. Long Beach, CA.

Bryant, Peter ). Accessed 16 October 2008. Web site. “Buttertlies and Their Larval Foodplants.”
Available at: http://nathistoc.bio.uci.edu/btlyplnt.htm

CALFED, Independent Science Board 6 September 2007. Sea Level Rise and Delta Planning.
Available at:
http:/calwater .ca.gov/science/pdt/isb/meeting 082807/1SB_response to_Is sea level 0907
07 .pdf

California Air Pollution Control Oftice Association. January 2008. CEQA and Climate Change:
Evaluating and Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Projects Subject to the
Calitornia Environmental Quality Act. Sacramento, CA.

California Air Resources Board. October 2007. Expanded List of Early Action Measures to Reduce
Creenhouse Gas Emissions in California Recommended for Board Consideration. Available
at: http//www.arb.ca.gov/cc/ccea/meetings/ea_tinal report.pdt

California Air Resources Board. 9 January 2008. Overview of Climate Change and School Related
Impacts. Available at: http://www.chps.netymanual/climate/DanaPapkeGHG Overview pdt

Calitornia Air Resources Board. June 2008. Climate Change Draft Scoping Plan: A Framework for
Change. Available at:
http.//www .arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/document/sp_executivesummary_draft.pdt

California Air Resources Board. 19 September 2008. California 1990 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Level and 2020 Limit. Available at:
http:/fwww.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/1990level/1990level htm

California Air Resources Board. 15 October 2008. Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan: A
framework for Change. Available at;
http://www .arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/document/scopingplandocument.htm

Kroc Community Center Draft Environmenial Impact Report
March 26, 2009 Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
WAPRQOJECTSVI 22211 222-004'DocumentsiDEIR'\DEIR \Section 10.0 - References.Doc fage 10-1



Calitornia Air Resources Board Economic and Technology Advancement and Advisory Committee.
14 February 2008. Recommendation of the Economic and Technology Advancement and
Advisory Committee (ETAAC). Available at:
http:/fwww arb.ca.gov/cc/etaac/meetings/021108pubmeet/meeting_handouts_and material
sfarb_etaac letter.pdf

California Assembly Bill 1493: Chapter 200. 2002, Available at;
http:/fwww .newamerica.net/files/CA%20LEV%20ab1493.pdt

California Climate Action Registry. April 2008. California Climate Action Registry General
Reporting Protocol, version 3.0, Chapter 6, Indirect Emissions fram Electricity Use.
Available at;
http://www.climateregistry.org/resources/docs/protocols/grp/GRP_V3_ April2008 FINAL.pdt

Calitornia Climate Action Team. March 2006. Climate Action Team Report to Governor
Schwarzenegger and the Legislature. Sacramento, CA.

California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3, Section 15064.5(a).

California Code of Regulations. Title 14, Chapter 3, Article 2, Section 15021
California Code of Regulations. Title 14, Chapter 3, Article 7, Section 15080.
California Code of Regulations. Title 14, Chapter 3, Article 7, Section 15080-15097.

California Code of Regulations. Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 15000-15387, Appendix
G.

Calitornia Code of Regulations. 1 November 2002. Title 24: California Building Standards Code.
Sacramento, CA: California Building Standards Commission. Available at: www .bsc.ca.gov

Calitornia Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology. 1966. Minerals of
California Volume (1866—1966). Bulletin 189. Los Angeles, CA.

Calitornia Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology. 1986. Guidelines for
Geologic/Seismic Considerations in Environmental Impact Reports. Special Publication No.
46. Sacramento, CA.

Calitornia Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology. 1997. Guidelines for
Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California. Special Publication No. 117,
Sacramento, CA.

California Department of Conservation, Division ot Mines and Geology. 1997 (Revised). fault-
Rupture Hazard Zones in California. Special Publication 42. Los Angeles, CA.

Calitornia Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology. 1998. Guidelines for
Evaluating the Hazard of Surface Fault Rupture. Note 49, Sacramento, CA.

Kroc Community Center Draft Environmenial Impact Report
March 26, 2009 Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
WAPRQOJECTSVI 22211 222-004'DocumentsiDEIR'\DEIR \Section 10.0 - References.Doc Page 10-2



Calitornia Department of Conservation, Division ot Mines and Geology. 25 March 1999. Seismic
Hazards Zones Map: Long Beach Quadrangle. Available at;
http.//gmw.consrv.ca.gov/shmp/download/pdt/ozn_longh.pdf California Department of
Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology. 2003 farthquake Shaking Potential for the
Los Angeles Metropolitan Region; Counties, Available at;
http:/fwww seismic.ca.gov/pub/intensitymapsf/la_county print.pdf

California Department of Conservation. 2007. Fault-Rupture Hazard Zones in California. Special
Publication No. 42. Sacramento, CA.

California Department of Conservation. 2007, Web site. “Seismic Hazards Zonation Program.”
Available at: htt//gmw.consrv.ca.gov/shmp/index.htm

Calitornia Department of Fish and Game, Seipmann and Finlayson. 2002. Sacramento, CA.

Calitornia Department of Fish and Game. 2002, Rarefind 2: A Database Application for the Use of
the California Department of Fish and Game Natural Diversity Database. Sacramento, CA.

California Department of Fish and Game. Accessed 28 June 2007. Web site. “Natural Community
Conservation Planning.” Sacramento, CA. Available at: http://www.dfg.ca.gov/ncep/

California Department of Health Services, Oftice of Noise Control. February 1976. Guidelines for
the Preparation and Content of Noise Elements of the General Plan. Sacramento, CA.

Calitornia Department of Justice Office of the Attorney General. 21 May 2008. The California
Environmental Quality Act Addressing Global Warming Impacts at the Local Agency Level.
Sacramento, CA.

California Department of Justice Office of the Attorney General. 21 May 2008. The California
Environmental Quality Act Addressing Global Warming Impacts at the Local Agency Level.
Sacramento, CA.

California Department of Transportation, October 1998 Technical Noise Supplement, Available at;
http:/fwww .dot.ca.gov/hg/env/noise/pub/Technical %20Noise%20Supplement.pdf

Calitornia Department of Transportation. 13 November 2007. California Scenic Highway System:
A List of Eligible (E) and Ofticially Designated (OD) Routes (by Route). Available at:
http.//www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LandArch/scenic_highways/scenic_hwy.htm

Calitornia Department of Transportation. 13 November 2007. Web site. “Calitornia Scenic
Highway System.” Available at:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LandArch/scenic_highways/scenic_hwy.htm

California Department of Water Resources. June 1961 . Planned Utilization of the Ground Water
Basins of the Coastal Plain of Los Angeles County. Bulletin 104, Appendix A. Sacramento,
CA,

California Environmental Protection Agency. 2007. Web site. “State Water Resources Control
Board.” Available at: http://fwww . waterboards.ca.gov/

Kroc Community Center Draft Environmenial Impact Report
March 26, 2009 Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
WAPRQOJECTSVI 22211 222-004'DocumentsiDEIR'\DEIR \Section 10.0 - References.Doc Fage 10-3



Calitornia Environmental Protection Agency Air Resource Board. 5 March 2008 . California
Ambient Air Quality Standards . Available at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqgs/caags/caags.htm

California Governor’s Oftice of Planning and Research. 24 August 2007, Senate Bill No. 97.
Chapter 185. Available at:
http://www .opr.ca.gov/ceqa/pdfs/SB_97 bill 20070824 chaptered.pdf

California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. 19 June 2008. CEQA and Climate Change:
Addressing Climate Change through California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review,
Technical Advisory. Sacramento, CA.

California Health and Satety Code, Chapter 6.8, Section 25500 et seq. (1985, as amended).
Available at:
http.//www .aroundthecapitol.com/code/code.html?sec = hsc&codesection =25404-25404.9

California Public Resources Code, Division 13, Statutes 21083.2 and 21084.1,

Calitornia Public Resources Code, Section 2621 et. seq.: Alguisi-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Acl.

California Public Resources Code, Section 2690 et. seq.: Seismic Hazards Mapping Act.
California Public Resources Code, Section 5024.1(a).

California Public Resources Code, Section 5024.1(c).

California Public Resources Code, Section 21083.2(g).

Calitornia Regional Water Quality Control Board. 1994, Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan)
Los Angeles Region. Los Angeles, CA.

California Regional Water Quality Board, Los Angeles Region (4). 13 June 1994, Water Quality
Control Plan Los Angeles Region, Basin Plan for the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and
Ventura Counties. Los Angeles, CA.

Calitornia Stormwater Quality Association 2003 California Stormwater Best Management Practice
Handbooks; Construction Menlo Park, CA. Available at;
http://www .cabmphandbooks.com/Documents/Construction/Section_3.pdf

Calitornia Water Code, Section 10610 et. seq.; “Urban Water Management Planning Act.”
Available at: http://www leginfo.ca.gov/calaw.html

Charles W. Jennings Database. 1994. Fault Activity Map of California and Adjacent Areas
Ceologic Data Map No. 6.

City of Long Beach. Web site. Available at: http://www longbeach.gov

Kroc Community Center Draft Environmenial Impact Report
March 26, 2009 Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
WAPRQOJECTSVI 22211 222-004'DocumentsiDEIR'\DEIR \Section 10.0 - References.Doc Page 10-4



City of Long Beach. GIS, Map of 100-Year Floodplains in the City of Long Beach  Available at:
http.//www longbeach.gov/civicaffilebank/blobdload.asp?BloblD=6273

City of Long Beach. The Long Beach Municipal Code, Noise. Section 8.80.010-8.80-410. Available
at: http://www _longbeach.gov/cityclerk/Ibmc/title-08/frame.htm

City of Long Beach. The Long Beach Municipal Code, Noise. Section 8.80 130, "Disturbing Noises
Prohibited.” Available at: http://www longbeach .gov/cityclerk/lbmc/title-08/frame.htm

City of Long Beach. The Long Beach Municipal Code, Noise. Section 8.80.160, Exterior Noise
Limits — Correction for Character of Sound. Available at:
http:/fwww longbeach .gov/cityclerk/

City of Long Beach. The Long Beach Municipal Code. Title 10: Vehicles and Traftic. Available at;
http://municipalcodes.lexisnexis.com/codes/longbeach/maintoc.htm

City of Long Beach. 1977. Noise Control Ordinance of the City of Long Beach. Municipal Code,
Title 8 Health and Safety, Chapter 8.80 Noise, Available at;
http:/municipalcodes.lexisnexis.com/codes/longbeach/

City of Long Beach. 1988. Ordinances [Ord. C-7663 § 8, 1999: Ord. C-7047 § 7, 1992: Ord. C-
6933 §§ 23, 24, 1991; Ord. C-6684 § 42 (part), 1990: Ord. C-6533 § 1 (part)]. Available at;
http://municipalcodes.lexisnexis.com/codes/longbeach/ DATA/TITLE21/Chapter 21 32 C
OMMERCIAL_DISTR html

City of Long Beach. 1988. Title 21, Zoning, Chapter 21.34, Institutional District. Available at:
http://municipalcodes.lexisnexis.com/codes/longbeach/ DATA/TITLE2 1/index.html

City of Long Beach. 1988. Title 21, Zoning, Chapter 21.35, Park District. Available at:
http://municipalcodes.lexisnexis.com/codes/longbeach/ DATA/TITLEZ2 1/index.html

City of Long Beach. 1999. Municipal Code: Public Utilities. Available at:
http://www longbeach .gov/cityclerk/Ibmc/title-15/frame.htm

City of Long Beach. 20 June 2000. Long Beach Strategic Plan 2010. Long Beach, CA. Available at:
http:/fwww longbeach .gov/civicaffilebank/blobdload.aspiBloblD= 3191

City of Long Beach. August 2001 Stormwater Management Plan of City of Long Beach. Available
at: http//www Ibstormwater .org/plan/stv-
pdfs/LBSWMP GEOGRAPHIC_CHARACTERISITICS s3.pdt

City of Long Beach. 2004 March  City of Long Beach Update to the General Plan, Flood
Control/Stormwater Section, Technical Background Report. Available at:
http.//www.longbeach.gov/civicaffilebank/blobdload.asp?BloblD= 6273

City of Long Beach. November 2005. Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvement Project
Draft EIR. Long Beach, CA. Available at:
http://www longbeach .gov/civicaftilebank/blobdload.aspiBloblD=9287

Kroc Community Center Draft Environmenial Impact Report
March 26, 2009 Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
WAPRQOJECTSVI 22211 222-004'DocumentsiDEIR'\DEIR \Section 10.0 - References.Doc Page 10-5



City of Long Beach. 2007. Long Beach Transit Schedules and Maps  Available at;
http://www. lbtransit.com

City of Long Beach. Accessed 24 November 2007 Web site. “Green Building for Private
Development (Green Ribbon Committee).” Available at: http//www.c1.long-
beach.ca.us/plan/pb/apd/green/default.asp#privdev

City of Long Beach. Accessed 9 January 2008. 2005 Urban Water Management Plan. Available at;
http://www |bwater .org/pdt/UWMP/2005 UWMP .pdt

City of Long Beach. Accessed 9 January 2008. Web site. “Environmental Service Bureau ”
Available at:
http.//cms.longbeach.gov/irb/homefretuse collection/automated collection.htm

City of Long Beach. Accessed 9 January 2008. Web site. “Long Beach Water.” Available at:
http./fwww |bwater.org/drinking_water/source.html

City of Long Beach. 23 September 2008 Stormwater Monitoring Report 2001/2002. Available at;
http:/fwww.lbstormwater .org/annualreport/Report/LongBeach2002FinalReport.pdt

City of Long Beach, Cultural Heritage Commission Qrdinance, Title 2, Chapter 2.63.050.

City of Long Beach, Department of Development Services. Building Codes. Available at:
http://www longbeach.gov/plan/codes n_fees/codes.asp

City of Long Beach, Department of Development Services. Zoning Ordinance: Park District.
Available at:
http://municipalcodes.lexisnexis.com/codes/longbeach/ DATA/TITLE21/Chapter_21_35_PA
RK_DISTRICT _htm|

City of Long Beach, Department of Development Services. 16 July 2008 Kroc Community Center
Initial Study. Prepared by: Sapphos Environmental, Inc., Pasadena, CA.

City of Long Beach, Department of Development Services. Accessed 19 September 2008. City of
Long Beach General Plan. Available at: http//www .ci.long-
beach.ca.us/plan/pb/apd/general plan/gp.asp

City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. 1973 . City of Long Beach Ceneral Plan,
Conservation Element, Long Beach, CA.

City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Buildling. 30 April 1973 City of Long Beach
Ceneral Plan, Conservation Element. Long Beach, CA.

City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. 1975 City of Long Beach Ceneral Plan,
Public Safety Element. Long Beach, CA.

City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. Updated 25 March 1975, City of Long
Beach Ceneral Plan, Noise Element. Long Beach, CA.

Kroc Community Center Draft Environmenial Impact Report
March 26, 2009 Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
WAPRQOJECTSVI 22211 222-004'DocumentsiDEIR'\DEIR \Section 10.0 - References.Doc Page 10-6



City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. October 1988. City of Long Beach
Ceneral Plan, Seismic Safety Element. Long Beach, CA.

City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. July 1991 City of Long Beach General
Plan. Long Beach, CA.

City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. July 1991 City of Long Beach General
Plan, Land Use Element. Long Beach, CA.

City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. July 1991 City of Long Beach General
Plan, Transportation Element. Long Beach, CA,

City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. December 1991. City of Long Beach
Ceneral Plan, Transportation Element. Long Beach, CA.

City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. December 1996, City of Long Beach
Ceneral Plan, Air Quality Element. Long Beach, CA.

City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. April 1997. City of Long Beach General
Plan, Land Use Element. Long Beach, CA.

City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. October 2002. City of Long Beach
Ceneral Plan, Housing Element. Long Beach, CA.

City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. October 2002. City of Long Beach
General Plan, Open Space and Recreation Element. Long Beach, CA.

City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building. 27 December 2007. Land Use District
Map Available at: http://www longbeach.gov/plan/pb/apd/general_plan/lud _map.asp

City of Long Beach, Department ot Public Works. 14 January 2008. Airport Noise Abatement.
Available at: http://www longbeach.gov/airport/noiseabatement/tags.asp

City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 27 October 2008. City of Los Angeles
Stormwater Program. Available at:
http://www lastormwater .orgfsiteorg/general/lastrmdrn.htm

City of Signal Hill, Public Works. November 2007. Storm Water Runoff. Available at:
http//www signal-hill .ca.us/public_works/storm_water_runoff.php

City of Signal Hill, Public Works. Novermber 2007 Web site. “Storm Water Runoff.” Available at:
http//www signal-hill .ca.us/public_works/storm_water_runoff.php

Code of Federal Reguiations, Title 14, Part 77. 5. May 2003. “Aeronautics and Space, Objects
Affecting Navigable Airspace.” Available at;
http:/fwww.access.gpo.gov/nara/ctr/waisidx_05/14cfr77 Q5.html

Code of Federal Regulations, Title 36, Part 60.2: “Eftects of Listing under Federal Law.”

Kroc Community Center Draft Environmenial Impact Report
March 26, 2009 Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
WAPRQOJECTSVI 22211 222-004'DocumentsiDEIR'\DEIR \Section 10.0 - References.Doc Page 10-7



Code of Federal Regulations, Title 36, Part 60.4: “Criteria for Evaluation.”

County of Los Angeles. 2004. Integrated Waste Management Task Force. Available at:
http:/ladpw.orgfepd/tt/about.ctm

County of Los Angeles. September 2007. Proposed Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Significant
Resource Areas Map. Available at:
http://frap.cdf.ca.gov/data/frapgismaps/select.asp?record=thsz_map

County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors Policy Manual. 19 December 2006. Policy No. 3.045,
Energy and Environmental Policy. Available at: http://countypolicy.co.la.ca.us/

County of Los Angeles, Department ot Public Works. 1997. Los Angeles County Integrated Waste
Management Summary Plan, Executive Summary. Alhambra, CA.

County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. 1 January 1997, Traffic Impact Analysis
Report Guidelines. Alhambra, CA.

County of Los Angeles, Department ot Public Works. 2001 Los Angeles County Integrated Waste
Management Plan, 2000 Annual Report on the Countywide Summary Plan and
Countywide Siting Element. Alhambra, CA.

County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. 1 November 2002, Building Code, Title 26:
“County of Los Angeles Building Code.” Available at: http:/\swww.bpcnet.com/cgi-
bin/hilite.pl/codes/lacounty/maintoc.htm

County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. 2008 Los Angeles River Watershed. Available
at: http:/ladpw .org/iwmd/watershed/LA/

County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. Accessed 9 January 2008 Web site. “Solid
Waste Facilities in Los Angeles County ” Available at:
http://dpw.lacounty.gov/swims/general/tacilities/nearesttacilitylist.asp

County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. March 2008. Web site. “Flood Control and
Water Conservation.” Available at: http:/ladpw .org/wrd/freport/0203/fc-wc.cfm

County of Los Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority. 2004, 2004 Congestion
Management Program for Los Angeles County. Los Angeles, CA.

County of Los Angeles, Department of Regional Planning. 1990. County of Los Angeles General
Plan, Safety Element Los Angeles, CA.

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles. Accessed 9 January 2008. 2006 Annual Report for
Puente Hills Landfill, Available at:
http://www lacsd .org/civica/tilebank/blobdload.asp?BloblD=3228

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County. 21 July 2008. Correspondence to Jill Grittiths,
City ot Long Beach, Long Beach, CA.

Kroc Community Center Draft Environmenial Impact Report
March 26, 2009 Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
WAPRQOJECTSVI 22211 222-004'DocumentsiDEIR'\DEIR \Section 10.0 - References.Doc Page 10-8



Cowan, James P. 1993 Handbook of Environmental Acoustics. New York, NY: Wiley-
Interscience.

Department of Conservation. 2007. Web site. “Seismic Hazards Zonation Program.” Available at:
htt://gmw.consrv.ca.gov/shmp/index.htm

Dibble, Thomas W _Jr. 1996. Geologic Map of the Long Beach Quadrangle, Los Angeles County,
California. Santa Barbara, CA.

Energy information Administration. Qctober 2003. Units for Measuring Greenhouse Gases.
Available at;
http://www eia.doe.gov/oiat/1605/archive/gg03rpt/summary/special _topics.html

Energy Information Administration. April 2007. Table 3 State Emissions by Year. Available at;
http://www eia.doe.gov/oiat/1605/ggrpt/excel/tbl statetotal xIs

Energy Information Administration. September 2008. Table 3 State Emissions by Year. Available at;
http.//www eia.doe.gov/oiat/1605/ggrpt/excel/tbl statetotal xls

Environmental Data Resources, Inc. 2007. Historical Topographic Map Report tor Kroc Community
Center, Long Beach, CA 90806. Inquiry Number 2015389.1. Milford, CT.

Federal Aviation Regulations, Part 77, “Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace.” Available at;
http:/fwww.pctpa.org/library/aluc/aluc_appB.PDF

Federal Emergency Management Agency. Flood Maps. Available at;
http:/fwww fema.gov/hazard/map/index.shtm

Federal Emergency Management Agency. December 1980. Flood Insurance Rate Maps for the
County of Los Angefes. DFIRM Panel #0650430955B. Washington, DC.

Fenega, G., Archaeological Research, Inc. 1973. Archaeological Site Survey Record for LAN-837.
On file at Sapphos Environmental, Inc., Pasadena, CA.

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. 19 June 2008. CEQA and Climate Change;
Addressing Climate Change through California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review,
Technical Advisory. Sacramento, CA.

Holland, R.F. 1986. Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California.
California Department of Fish and Game, Sacramento, CA.

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. November 2007. Climate Change 2007: Synthesis
Report, Summary for Policymakers. Page 5. Available at:
http:/fwww .ipcc.ch/pdt/fassessmentreport/ar4/syr/ar4 syr_spm.pdf

Jennings, Charles. 1962. U.S_ Geological Survey and California Division of Mines and Geology.
Geologic Map of California Long Beach Sheet.

Kroc Community Center Draft Environmenial Impact Report
March 26, 2009 Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
WAPRQOJECTSVI 22211 222-004'DocumentsiDEIR'\DEIR \Section 10.0 - References.Doc Page 10-9



Linscott, Law, & Greenspan Engineers. 30 January 2009. Kroc Community Center Traffic Impact
Analysis. Costa Mesa, CA.

Long Beach Fire Department. 2008 . Web site. Available at: http://www.longbeach.govffire/
Long Beach Transit Authority Schedules and Maps. 2007 . Available at http://www Ibtransit.com

Long Beach Transit Authority Schedules and Maps. 2008. Available at:
http.//www Ibtransit.org/Services/

Long Beach Water Department. 28 November 2007. Correspondence to Jeffery Winklepleck, City
ot Long Beach. Long Beach, CA.

Long Beach. Accessed 9 January 2008. Web site. “Monthly Solid Waste Disposal Quantity
Summary by Jurisdictions.” Available at:
http://dpwprod3.co.la.ca.us/swims/download/pt 20071130 102022 -1 13 .pdt

Los Angeles County, Office of the Assessor. 2008. Available at: http://assessor.lacounty.gov

MACTEC. 2003 Report of Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Pediatric Hospital Additions,
Long Beach Memorial Medical Center, Long Beach, California. Alpharetta, GA.

McLeod, Samuel A., Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County, Los Angeles, CA. 29 March
2006. Letter to Natasha Tabares, Sapphos Environmental, Inc., Pasadena, CA.

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. November 2005. Regional Urban Water
Management Plan. Los Angeles, CA.

Moftatt & Nichol. 23 January 2006. The Salvation Army Kroc Community Center Preliminary
Conceptual Level Detention Basin Analysis. Long Beach, CA. 33 U.S.C. Section 1341:
“Certitication ”

Moffatt & Nichol. October 2006. Hamiflton Bow! Pump Station / Detention Basin Hydrology
Analysis. Long Beach, CA.

Munz, Philip A., and D.D. Keck, 1949. “California Plant Communities.” £/ Aliso 2(1): 87-105

National Aeronautics and Space Administration. 5 March 2004, Web site. “A Chilling Possibility:
By Disturbing a Massive Ocean Current, Melting Arctic Sea Ice Might Trigger Colder
Weather in Europe and North America.” Available at;
http://science.nasa.gov/headlines/y2004/05mar_arctic.htm

Office of Historic Preservation, Department of Parks and Recreation, “California Historical
Landmarks Registration Programs.” Available at: www .ohp.parks.ca.gov

Oftice ot Historic Preservation. Undated. “Technical Assistance Bulletin 6: California Register and
National Register, A Comparison (for purposes ot determining ehigibility for the California
Register).” Available at: www.ohp.parks.ca.gov

Kroc Community Center Draft Environmenial Impact Report
March 26, 2009 Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
WAPRQOJECTSVI 22211 222-004'DocumentsiDEIR'\DEIR \Section 10.0 - References.Doc Page 10-10



Officer Lascina, City of Long Beach Police Department, Long Beach, CA. 28 November 2007,
Telephone correspondence with Allison Kleine, Sapphos Environmental, Inc., Pasadena,
CA.

Official California Legislative Information AB 32: Global Warming Solutions Act. Available at:
http://www leginto.ca.gov/pub/05-06/bill/fasm/ab_0001-
0050/ab 32 bill 20060927 chaptered.pdf

Qperator 114, Long Beach Fire Department, Long Beach, CA. 28 November 2007 Telephone
correspondence with Allison Kleine, Sapphos Environmental, Inc., Pasadena, CA.

Regional Water Quality Board, Los Angeles Region. 13 June 1994, Basin Plan for the Coastal
Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties. Monterey Park, CA

Salvation Army, Southern Calitornia Division. 30 July 2007. Kroc Facilities and Program Design.
Los Angeles, CA.

Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County. Accessed 9 January 2008. Web site. “Joint Water
Pollution Control Plant.” Available at:
http://www.lacsd .org/about/wastewater facilities/jwpcp/default.asp

Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 19 November 2008 Kroc Community Center Air Quality Technical
Impact Report. Pasadena, CA.

Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 22 October 2008. Memorandum for the Record, 1222-004, No. 3
Pasadena, CA.

Sawyvyer, ).O., and T. Keeler-Wolf. 1995 A Manual of California Vegetation. California Native Plant
Society, Sacramento, CA.

SCS Engineers, Inc. 2004a. Technical Background Report, Engineering Ceology Investigation to
Support Environmental Documentation for the Long Beach Hospital, Long Beach,
California. Prepared for: Sapphos Environmental, Inc., Pasadena, CA.

SCS Engineers. October 2005. Phase |1 Investigation Report Chittick Field 1900 Walnut Avenue,
Long Beach, CA. Long Beach, CA.

Singleton, Dave, Native American Heritage Commission, Sacramento, CA. 8 November 2007.
Letter to Amy Commendador-Dudgeon, Sapphos Environmental, Inc., Pasadena, CA.

South Coast Air Quality Management District. 1993 CEQA Air Quality Handbook. Diamond Bar,
CA,

South Coast Air Quality Management District. 1999 South Coast Air Qualfty Management District.
Map-Monitoring Station. Available at: http//www .agmd.gov/map/MapAQMD?2 pdf

South Coast Air Quality Management District. 2007 . 2007 Air Quality Management Plan.
Diamond Bar, CA.

Kroc Community Center Draft Environmenial Impact Report
March 26, 2009 Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
WAPRQOJECTSVI 22211 222-004'DocumentsiDEIR'\DEIR \Section 10.0 - References.Doc Page 10-11



South Coast Air Quality Management District. June 2007. Draft Air Quality Management Network
Plan, Quality Assurance Site Information tfor South tong Beach. Page B-149 through B-152
Culver City, CA.

South Coast Air Quality Management District. July 2008, SCAQMD Air Quality Significance
Thresholds. Available at: http://www.agmd.gov/CEQA/handbook/signthres.pdt

South Coast Air Quality Management District. Accessed 19 September 2008. Historical Data by
Year. Avallable at: http//www.agmd.gov/smog/historicaldata.htm

Southern California Association of Governments. Adopted April 1995, Regional Comprehensive
Plan and Guide. Available at:
http://www scag.ca.gov/rcp/pdifpastprojects/1996RCPGOpenSpaceChapter.pdt

Southern California Association of Governments. 2001 . SCAG Growth Management Chapter
(CMC) Policy No. 3.21 Los Angeles, CA.

Southern California Association of Governments. April 2004. 2004 Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP): Destination 2030. Los Angeles CA, Available at;
http:/fscag.ca.gov/rtp2004/2004/FinalPlan.htm

Southern California Association of Governments. 2 June 2008. E-mail to William Meade, Sapphos
Environmental, Inc. Pasadena, CA.

State of California Department of Justice Office of Attorney General, 21 May 2008. The California
Environmental Quality Act Addressing Global Warming Impacts at the Local Agency Level,
Sacramento, CA.

State of Calitornia. 1969 . Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. California Water Code,
Section 13000 et seq.: “Water Quality.” Available at: http://www .ceres.ca.gov/index.html|

State of California. 1 June 2005. Executive Order $-3-05. Sacramento, CA
State of Calitornia. 2006 Executive Order S-20-06. Sacramento, CA.

T Cao, W.A. Bryant, B. Rowshandel, D. Branum, and C.J. Wills June 2003. The Revised 2002
California Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Maps. Sacramento, CA.

Transportation Research Board. 2000. Highway Capacity Manual. Washington, D.C.

Tripp, Charley, Southeast Resource Recovery Facility. 30 November 2007. Telephone
correspondence with Allison Kleine, Sapphos Environmental, Inc., Pasadena, CA.

U.S. Census. November 2007. Web site. “Population Finder.” Available at:
http:/ftactfinder.census.gov/

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service. 1969. Report and General Soil Map for
Los Angeles County, California.

Kroc Community Center Draft Environmenial Impact Report
March 26, 2009 Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
WAPRQOJECTSVI 22211 222-004'DocumentsiDEIR'\DEIR \Section 10.0 - References.Doc Page 10-12



U.s.

U.s.

U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

u.s.

U.s.

U.s.

U.s.

U.S.

U.S.

U.s.

U.s.

Environmental Protection Agency. 2000, Washington, D.C.

Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 Water Division. 2004. Los Angeles and Long
Beach Harbor Complex Framework for Calculating TMDLs, Available at;
http./fwww.epa.gov/regionQ9/water/

Environmental Protection Agency. 11 October 2007. Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Greenhouse
Cas Overview. Available at: http//www.epa.gov/climatechange/emissions/index.html

Environmental Protection Agency. 28 March 2008. National Ambient Air Quality Standards.
Available at: http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html

Environmental Protection Agency. 15 August 2008. The Green Book Nonattainment Areas for
Criteria Pollutants. Available at: http://www epa.gov/oar/oagps/greenbk/

Environmental Protection Agency. Accessed 23 September 2008. Methane Sources and
Emissions. Available at: http://www .epa.gov/imethane/sources.html

Environmental Protection Agency. Accessed 23 September 2008 Nitrous Oxide Sources and
Emissions. Available at; http.//fwww epa.gov/nitrousoxide/sources.html

Environmental Protection Agency. Accessed 28 October 2008. Web site. “Power Profiler.”
Available at: http//www .epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-and-you/how-clean.html

Environmental Protection Agency. 29 October 2008. CFR Title 40: Protection of the
Environment. Available at: http://Avww epa.gov/lawsregs/search/40ctr .html

Environmental Protection Agency. 10 November 2008. 1990 Clean Air Act. Available at:
http://www.epa.gov/air/caa/

Fish and Wildlite Service. Accessed 12 December 2007 Web site. “Habitat Conservation
Plans.” Carlsbad, CA. Available at: http://www tws_gov/carlsbad/HCPs htm

Fish & Wildlite Service, Division of Habitat and Resource Conservation. Accessed 6
November 2007. Web site. “Wetlands Geodatabase.” Available at;
http://wetlandsfws er.usgs . gov/NWl/index.html

Ceological Survey and Scripps Institute of Qceanography California Climate Change Center.
16 May 2005. Rainfed Flood Risks in a Warming West. Yosemite Valley, CA.

Ceological Survey. [1964] Photo revised 1972. 7.5-Minute Series, Long Beach, California,
Topographic Quadrangle. Reston, VA,

Geological Survey. [1964] Photo revised 1981 7.5-Minute Series, Inglewood, California,
Topographic Quadrangle. Reston, VA,

Ceological Survey. [1964] Photo revised 1981. 7.5-Minute Series, Los Alamitos, California,
Topographic Quadrangle. Reston, VA,

Kroc Community Center Draft Environmenial Impact Report
March 26, 2009 Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
WAPRQOJECTSVI 22211 222-004'DocumentsiDEIR'\DEIR \Section 10.0 - References.Doc Page 10-13



U.s.

U.S.

U.S.

U.s.

u.s.

U.s.

u.s.

U.s.

U.s.

U.s.

U.s.

U.S.

U.S.

Ceological Survey. [1964] Photo revised 1981
Topographic Quadrangle. Reston, VA,

Ceological Survey. [1964] Photo revised 1981.

Topographic Quadrangle. Reston, VA,

Ceological Survey. [1965] Photo revised 1981
Topographic Quadrangle. Reston, VA,

Ceological Survey. [1965] Photo revised 1981.

Topographic Quadrangle. Reston, VA,

Geological Survey. [1965] Photo revised 1981
Topographic Quadrangle. Reston, VA,

7.5-Minute Series, South Gate, Calitornia,

7.5-Minute Series, Torrance, California,

7.5-Minute Series, San Pedro, California,

7 .5-Minute Series, Seal Beach, California,

7.5-Minute Series, Whittier, California,

Geological Survey. 1901. 7.5-Minute Series, Southern California, Sheet 1, Topographic

Quadrangle. Reston, VA,

Geological Survey. 1902. 7.5-Minute Series, Downey, California, Topographic Quadrangle.

Reston, VA,

Ceological Survey. 1925. 7.5-Minute Series, Long Beach, California, Topographic

Quadrangle. Reston, VA,

Geological Survey. 1925. 7.5-Minute Series, Long Beach, California, Topographic
Quadrangle. Obtained through Environmental Data Resources, Inc., Milford, CT.

Geological Survey. 1947. 7. 5-Minute Series, Downey, California, Topographic Quadrangle.

Reston, VA.

Ceological Survey. 1947, 15-Minute Series, Downey, California, Topographic Quadrangle.
Obtained from Environmental Data Resources, Inc., Milford, CT.

Ceological Survey. 1951 7.5-Minute Series, Long Beach Vicinity 20F3, California,

Topographic Quadrangle. Reston, VA,

Geological Survey. 1951 7.5-Minute Series, Long Beach Vicinity 20F3, Topographic
Quadrangle. Obtained from Environmental Data Resources, Inc., Milford, CT.

U.S. Geological Survey. 1964. 7 5-Minute Series, Long Beach, California, Topographic

Quadrangle. Reston, VA,

Union of Concerned Scientists. Accessed 2 June 2008. “Global Warming and California Wildfires.”
California Climate Choices: A Fact Sheet of the Union of Concerned Scientists. Berkeley,
CA. Available at: http://www .ucsusa.orgfassets/documents/global warming/ucs-ca-wildtires-

1.pdt

Kroc Community Center
March 26, 2009

WOPRQJECTS 122211 222-004'Documents\ DEIR\DEIR Section 10.0 - References.Doc

Draft Environmenial Impact Report
Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
Page 10-14



United States Code, Title 42, Chapter 82, Subchapter I, §§ 6901 et. seq.: “Solid Waste Disposal
Act, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1986.” Available at:
http./fwww.law.cornell edu/uscode/html/uscode42/usc sup 01 42 10 82 htmlUnited
States Code, Title 16, Section 470: “National Historic Preservation Act.”

United States Code, Title 42, Chapter 103, Subchapter I: “Hazardous Substances Releases,
Liability, Compensation.” Available at:
http:/fwww law .cornell .edufuscode/html/uscode42/usc sup 01 42 10 _103.html

United States Code, Title 42, Chapter 116 et. seq: “Emergency Planning and Community Right-To-
Know Act.” Available at;
http:/fwww law .cornell .edufuscode/html/uscode42/usc sup 01 42 10 116.html

Weeks, Kay D. and Anne E. Grimmer. 1995, The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving Rehabilitating Restoring
and Reconstruction Historic Buildings. Washington DC: U.S. Department of the Interior,
National Park Service.

West's Annotated Calitornia Codes. 1984. Water Code Sections 30000 to 38999. Official
California Water Code Classitication, Volume 69, St. Paul, MN: West Publishing Company.

Western Regional Climate Center. Accessed 19 September 2008. California — Average Wind Speed
- MPH, Station, Long Beach Airport ASOS (KLGB) (1996-2006). Available at;
http://www. wrce.dri.edu/htmlfiles/westwind final .html

Western Regional Climate Center Accessed 19 September 2008. Long Beach WSCMQ, California
Period of Record General Climate Summary — Precipitation. Available at;
http:/fwww wrec.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN.pl2ca5085

Western Regional Climate Center. Accessed 19 September 2008. Long Beach WSCMQ, California
Period of Record General Climate Summary — Temperature. Available at;
http:/www.wrcc.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN .pl?ca5085

Kroc Community Center Draft Environmenial Impact Report
March 26, 2009 Sapphos Environmental, Inc.
WAPRQOJECTSVI 22211 222-004'DocumentsiDEIR'\DEIR \Section 10.0 - References.Doc Page 10-15



SECTION 11.0
DISTRIBUTION LIST

This section lists the public agencies and private parties that received notification of the availability
of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR), and in some cases, a copy of the Dratt EIR. The
distribution list provides information on the type (CD or Paper) and quantity of the document
received by each recipient. Volume 1 of the Draft EIR entails the Draft EIR document and Volume
2 entails the Technical Appendices to the Dratft EIR and includes the Initial Study, public comments
received on the Initial Study and technical analysis prepared for the proposed project. Due to the
size of Volume 2 of the Draft EIR, Volume 2 will only be available as a CD. Due to the size of
Volume 2, some recipients will receive a hard copy of Volume 1 and a CD of Volume 2; this is
indicated by a “Vol 1”7 in the Paper Copy column and “Vol 2”7 in the CD Copy column. Those who
receive a CD of Volume 1 will also receive a CD of Volume 2; this is indicated by a “Vol 1 & 2”7
only in the CD Copy column. An “X” in the Notices Only column indicates that the recipient
received a Notice of Availability (NOA) announcing the release of the Draft EIR.

Copies of the Draft EIR are available during the 45-day public review period beginning on
Thursday, March 26, 2009, and ending on Saturday, May 9, 2009, at the following locations:

Long Beach Main Library, 101 Pacific Avenue, Long Beach, California 90822
Telephone Number: (562) 570-7500
Hours of Operation:  Monday Closed
Tuesday 10 a.m. to 8 p.m.
Wednesday and Thursday 10 a.m_to 6 p.m.
Friday and Saturday 10 a.m_ to 5 p.m.
Sunday 12 to 5 p.m.

Burnett Neighborhood Library, 560 East Hill Street, Long Beach, California 90806
Telephone Number:  (562) 570-1041
Hours of Operation: Tuesday and Thursday 12 to 7 p.m.
Wednesday 12 to 6 p.m
Friday and Saturday 10 am. to 5 p.m.
Closed Sunday and Monday

Mark Twain Neighborhood Library, 1401 East Anaheim Street, Long Beach, California 90813
Telephone Number:  (562) 570-1046
Hours of Operation: Monday, Tuesday, and Thursday 12 to 7 p.m.
Wednesday 12 to 6 p.m
Friday and Saturday 10 a.m. to 5 p.m
Closed Sunday

Martin Luther King, Jr. Park, 1950 Lemon Avenue, Long Beach, California 90806
Telephone Number:  (562) 570-4405
Hours of Operation: Monday through Friday 12 to 6 p.m
Saturday 12 to 4 p.m.
Closed Sunday
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In addition, the Draft EIR will be available during the 45-day public review period at the following
location at Long Beach City Hall:

Department of Development Services, 333 West Ocean Boulevard, 5th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802
Telephone Number: (562) 570-6191

Hours of Operation: By appointment only between 8:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m.

Or: http//www Ibds.info/

11.1

PUBLIC AGENCIES

11.1.1 State Agencies

Notice CD Paper
Contact Agency Mailing Address Only Copy Copy
California Department of Office of Historic Preservation
(916) 6536624 Parks and chreaﬁon 1416 9th Street, Room 1442 X
Sacramento, California 95814
California Depariment of Office of Historic Preservation
(916) 653-6624 i J eR"dbr f: 7" | P.O. Box 942896 X
I 4 ccreato Sacramento, California 94296
e . - | District 7
Mr. Elmer Alvarez Calitornia Department of . . Vol.
) . 100 South Main Street
(213) 897-3656 Transpaortation Los Angeles, California 90012 1&2
Mr. Alberto T. .
Valmidiano Calitornia Environmental DTSC -
=S e - , 9211 Qakdale Avenue X
(Chatsworth Office) Protection Agency Chatsworth. CA 91311
(800) 7286942 atswarth,
Mr. Dave Singleton california Natve | 915 Capitol Mall, Room 364 Val,
(916) 6534082 Frican Mertlag Sacramento, California 95814 1&2
Commission
California Regional Region 4
(213) 5766699 Water Quality Control 320 W 4th Street, Suite 200 X
Board Los Angeles, California 90013
California Integrated ,
) 1001 | Street
(916) 3416000 Waste Management Sacramento, California 95812 X
Board
California Integrated E
_ P.O. Box 4025
(916) 341-6000 Waste Management Sacramento, California 95812 X
Board
Office of Statewide . .
(916) 326-3600 Health Planning and | 200 R Street, Suite 310 X
Sacramento, California 95811
Development
: v - . Executive
Mr. Scott Morgan E g . State Clearinghouse . ]
916)322-23180r | OMCeCIPINMNE NG p 63 gy 3044 e i
(916) 4450613 Sacramento, California 95812 copies)
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11.1.2 Regional Agencies

Notice CD Paper
Contact Agency Mailing Address Only Copy Copy
Mr. Steve Smith South Coast Air Quality 21865 Copley Drive Vol.
(909) 396-2000 Management District Diamond Bar, California 91765 1&2
Southern California 818 West 7th Street, 12th Floor
(213) 236-1800 Association of Governments | Los Angeles, California 90017 X
11.1.3 County Agencies
Notice CD Paper
Contact Agency Mailing Address Only Copy Copy
Dr. Ara Kasparian County of Los Angeles Land Development Division
(6;26) 4585100 Department of Public 900 South Fremont Avenue X
Works Alhambra, California 91803
County of Los Angeles 900 South Fremont Avenue
(626) 458-5100 Flood Control District Alhambra, California 91803 X
Ms. Susan Chapman (.OLlnr\tX;:,:roL(;s“);r:]geles One Cateway Plaza Vol.
(213) 9226000 ) P - Los Angeles, Calitornia 90012 1&2
Transportation Authority
Ms. Ruth I. Frazen County Sanitation Districts | P.O. Box 4998 Vol.
(562) 699-7411 of Los Angeles County Whittier, California 90607 1&2
Kenneth Hahn Hall of
County of Los Angeles Administration
(213)974-3211 ounty of 105 ANBEIES, | 500 West Temple Street, X
Oftice of the Assessor
Room 225
Los Angeles, California 90012
Environmental Filings
Office ot the Los Angeles 12400 Imperial Highway, Room Vol.
(562) 462-2057 County Clerk 2001 X 1&2
Norwalk, California 90650
Ms. Connie Martinez | ¢ Otfice of E"”ﬂ'ﬁ”g’?’i < | 1401 Willow street
Sziebl upervisor, FoUrth FASWICt | o;onal Hill, California 90755 Vol. 1
County of Los Angeles
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11.1.4 Local Agencies

Notice CD Paper
Contact Agency Mailing Address Only Copy Copy
Long Beach Community Pacific Coast 9‘?”“‘3“’" ]
(562)938-4111 College 1305 East Pacific Coast Highway X
Long Beach, Calitornia 90806
Carri M. Matsumoto Long Beach Unified School | 1515 Hughes Way Val.
(562) 9978000 District Long Beach, California 90810 1&2
Water Replenishment Board of Directors
(562)921-5521 District of Southern 4040 Paramount Boulevard X
California Lakewood, California 90712
City ot Long Beach
Mark Christoffels Departn\ﬂ/\f/z(rl:kc;f Public EI?;?;:Nest Ocean Boulevard, 9th Vol.
(562)570-6383 Administration, Planning, | Long Beach, California 90802 1&2
and Facilities Bureau
Mr. Patrick H. West City ot Long Beach 333 West Ocean Boulevard,
(562) 5706916 City Manager 13thFloor = X
Long Beach, Calitornia 90802
City of Long Beach
D ) Department of Public 333 West Ocean Boulevard,
ave Roseman i Vol.
(562) 5706331 o Works | 10thFloor = 1&2
Tratfic and Transportation Long Beach, California 90802
Bureau
City of Long Beach 2400 East Spring Street
(562) 570-2038 Gas and Qil Department | Long Beach, California 90806 X
City ot Long Beach .
(562) 570-2500 Fire Department 925 Harbor Plaze, Suite 100 X
Fire Prevention Bureau ong Beach, Calitornia
City of Long Beach ,
(562) 570-3100 Parks, Recreation, and | 2760 Studebaker Road X
Marine Long Beach, California 90815
Mr. Anthony W, Batts City of Long Beach 400 West Broadway X
(562) 570-7301 Police Department Long Beach, Califarnia 90802
Johnny Vallejo City_of Long. 333 West Ocean Boulevard,
(562) 5706792 BeachCommunity 3rd Floor o Vol. 2 Vol. 1
Development Long Beach, California 90802
Jeff Winklepleck City of Long Beac_'h _ 333 West Ocean Boulevard, 5th
(562) 5706607 DeYeIopment Se(vnceu Floor o Vol. 2 Vol. 1
Current Planning Long Beach, California 90802
Mr. Larry Qaks Long Beach Water 1800 East Wardlow Road Vol.
(562) 570-2300 Department Long Beach, Calitornia 90807 1&2
City of Long Beach -
(562) 570-4000 Department of Health ang | 2323 Grand Avefue X
Human Services ong Beach, Calitornia 90815
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Notice CD Paper
Contact Agency Mailing Address Only Copy Copy
Jill Critfiths
(562) 5706191 e _
(includes copies for the City of Lang Beac_h ) 333 West Ocean Boulevard, 5th Vol. 2 Vol. 1
A . Development Services
Mayor, nine Council Advance Plannin Floor (20 (20
members and seven 5 Long Beach, Calitornia 90802 copies) | copies)
Planning
Commissioners)
_ . 1963 East Anaheim Street
(562) 5918753 Long Beach Transit Long Beach, California 90813 X
Ms Barbara Munoz ST . 2175 Cherry Avenue
(562) 9897300 City of Signal Hill Signal Hill, California 90755 Vol.2 | Vol
11.2 PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS
Notice CD Paper
Contact Agency Mailing Address Only Copy Copy
Mr. John Horne 900 West James M. Wood
2 1'3) 627-5571 The Salvation Army Boulevard Vol. 2 Vol. 1
Los Angeles, California 90015
Mr. Richard Dilday Heerv International 11 Golden Shore, Suite 550 Vol. 2 Vol. 1
(562) 437-4020 ¥ Long Beach, California 90802 : :
Mr. Bert Vogler Kleinfelder Inc 620 West 16th Street, Unit F Yol.
{(562) 432-1696 e Long Beach, Calitornia 90813 1&2
Mr. Richard Barretto Linscott, Law & Greenspan ggﬁ:lz%'(t)h Chester Avenue, Vol.
626) 796-2322 Engineers Pasadena, California 91106 1&2
. 3780 Kilroy Airport Way,
D areoan | Moffatt & Nichol Engineers | Suite 600 val.2 | Vol. 1
Long Beach, California 90806
. N 8522 National Boulevard, Suite
Mr. Sam Silverman e ’ Vol.
(310) 839- 4200 Terry A. Hayes Associates | 102 1&2

Culver City, CA 90232
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11.3 PROPERTY OWNERS AND RESIDENTS WITHIN A 0.25-MILE RADIUS

Notice CD Paper
Contact Affiliation | Mailing Address Only Copy Copy
L . . 1801 East Pacific Coast Highway
Mr. Francisco Aguirre Resident Long Beach, California 90806 X
y 1320 Gaviota Avenue
Mr. Bryant Bon Resident Long Beach, California 90813 X
. B 2023 Pacific Avenue
Mr. Enzg Casana Resicenl Long Beach, California 90806 X
. ] B 1750 East Pacific Coast Highway
Mr. Juan Contrers Resident Long Beach, Calitornia 90806 X
) . B 2101 East 21st Street, #112
Ms. Lori ). Erdman Resident Signal Hill, California 90755 X
Mr. and Mrs, George Residents 735 Sunrise Boulevard X
and Polly Johnson esiaents Long Beach, Calitornia 90806
» - 1529 Gardenia Avenue
Mr. Fred Peckham Resident Long Beach, California 90813 X
Py 9811 Airport Boulevard
Mr. Karl Rodenbaugh Resident Los Angeles, California 90045 X

In addition, copies of the NOA were distributed to property owners and residents located within a
1,320-foot (0.25-mile) radius of the proposed project site boundary.
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