V. Alternatives

1. Introduction

Under CEQA, and as indicated in California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section
21002.1(a), the identification and analysis of alternatives to a project is a fundamental
aspect of the environmental review process intended to consider ways to mitigate or avoid
the significant environmental effects of a project.

Guidance regarding the definition of project alternatives is provided in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(a) and is summarized in part in the excerpt below:

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

The CEQA Guidelines emphasize that the selection of project alternatives should be
based primarily on the ability of the alternative to avoid or substantially lessen significant
impacts relative to the proposed project, “even if these alternatives would impede to some
degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly.”! The CEQA
Guidelines further direct that the range of alternatives be guided by a “rule of reason,”
such that only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice are analyzed.?2

The project alternatives selected for analysis in an EIR, must be potentially feasible.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) states that:

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

CEQA Guidelines Section 15626.6(e) requires the analysis of a “no project” alternative
and, depending on the circumstances, evaluation of alternative location(s) for the project,
if feasible.3 Based on the alternatives analysis, an environmentally superior alternative is
to be designated. In general, the environmentally superior alternative is the alternative

1 CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b).
2 CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(
3 CEQA Guidelines Sections 15126.6

~

e), 15126.6(f)(1).

—
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with the least adverse impacts on the environment. If the environmentally superior
alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify another
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.4

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d) states that the EIR is required to provide sufficient
information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis and
comparison with the proposed project. It further states that, if an alternative would cause
one or more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the proposed
project, the alternatives analysis need not discuss those effects in the same level of detail
as the significant effects of the proposed project are discussed.

2. Objectives of the Project

Chapter Il, Project Description, of this Draft EIR sets forth the Project Objectives defined
by the Applicant and the Lead Agency. The underlying purpose of the Project is to create
a vibrant, mixed-use development that enlivens the eastern edge of the Arts District by
facilitating resident, hotel guest, employee, and visitor activity, serving as a gateway
between the Arts District and the Los Angeles River/Boyle Heights, and improving public
connectivity in a way that complements the Ribbon of Light Bridge, the City’s proposed
PARC Improvements, and the 7th Street Bridge.

The Project’s specific objectives are as follows:

1. Develop a mixed-use infill Project that can accommodate creative office,
commercial, and residential uses.

2. Redevelop the site with high-jobs-producing land uses that increase economic
activity on the Project Site and in the Project area.

3. Provide much-needed market-rate and affordable multi-family housing.
4. Provide needed hotel rooms in an underserved part of Downtown Los Angeles.

5. Provide a wide range of entertainment, restaurant, and recreational amenities for
Downtown residents and visitors from throughout the City.

6. Provide innovative architectural design in a unique, prominent location along the
Los Angeles River, between the Ribbon of Light Bridge and the City’s proposed
PARC Improvements, and the historic 7th Street Bridge.

7. Provide a variety of publicly accessible at-grade and generous above-grade open
spaces for Project occupants that take advantage of the Project’s stepped building
design, Los Angeles River frontage, nearby public improvements and opportunities
for river access and panoramic views.

8. Create pedestrian and bicycle connections that link the 7th Street Bridge with
landscaped open space within the Project Site and the City’s proposed PARC
Improvements, Ribbon of Light Bridge, and potential future Metro Arts District/6th
Street Station, to reduce travel time, unite the Arts District neighborhoods and

4 CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2).
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Boyle Heights communities, while increasing physical and visual access to the Los
Angeles River.

9. Create a sign district encompassing the Project Site that: complements the Ribbon
of Light Bridge and proposed PARC Improvements, highlights the presence of and
connectivity to the Los Angeles River, helps to establish the Ribbon of Light Bridge
and 7th Street Bridge as a gateway from the eastern side of the Los Angeles to
the Arts District, ensures the economic vitality of the Project tenants, thereby
contributing to the City’s economic base, and builds off of the artistic character of
the neighborhood.

10.Maximize the opportunity to construct a multi-use deck over the Railway
Properties, along the Los Angeles River, that would connect the 7th Street Bridge
with the City’s Ribbon of Light Bridge and proposed PARC Improvements that
would open space for the Arts District and Boyle Heights, complementing future
public programming and enhancing public views of the Los Angeles River.

3. Overview of Alternatives Selected for Analysis

As stated above, the intent of the alternatives analysis is to determine if there are feasible
alternatives that would avoid or substantially reduce the significant impacts of a proposed
project. Based on the analysis in Chapter IV, Environmental Impact Analysis, of this Draft
EIR, the Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts on construction and
operational air quality, on-site construction noise and vibration, vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) related to retail uses, and freeway safety.

The following alternatives to the Project have been selected to inform evaluation of the
Project in light of the significant environmental impacts of the Project, the objectives
established for the Project (listed above), the feasibility of the alternatives considered,
and public input received during the scoping period:

a) Alternative 1: No Project/No Build Alternative

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), Alternative 1, the No Project/No Build
Alternative, assumes that no new development would occur within the Project Site. The
existing use of the Project Site, including the operation of a one- to four-story freezer and
cold and dry storage warehouses with associated office space, loading docks, and
surface parking, would continue as under existing conditions.

b) Alternative 2: Reduced Retail and Increased Office
with Charter School Alternative

Alternative 2, the Reduced Retail and Increased Office with Charter School Alternative,
would have the same floor area (1,792,103 square feet) and FAR (7.5:1) as the Project,
but would substantially reduce retail floor area from 136,152 square feet to 11,664 square
feet; restaurant floor area would decrease from the Project’s 89,577 square feet to 59,700
square feet; studio/event/gallery/potential floor area would decrease from the Project’s
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93,617 square feet to 44,069 square feet; and gym floor area would decrease from the
Project’s 62,148 square feet to 44,069 square feet. Conversely, residential units would
increase from the Project’s 308 units to 420 units. Alternative 2 would increase the
Project’s office floor area from 944,055 square feet to 1,000,666 square feet. Alternative 2
would also incorporate a charter elementary school comprising 32,150 square feet.
Alternative 2 would increase the Project’s hotel floor area from 158,647 square feet to
209,560 square feet (still including 236 rooms as under the Project). The Project’s deck
would be reduced from 132,000 square feet to 75,000 square feet.

c) Alternative 3: Reduced Retail and Increased Office
and Gym Use Alternative

Alternative 3, the Reduced Retail and Increased Office and Gym Use Alternative, would
have the same floor area (1,792,103 square feet) and FAR (7.5:1) as the Project, but
would substantially reduce retail floor area from 136,152 square feet to 14,208 square
feet; restaurant floor area would decrease from the Project’s 89,577 square feet to 66,000
square feet; studio/event/gallery/potential floor area would decrease from the Project’s
93,617 square feet to 60,100 square feet. Conversely, residential units would increase
from the Project’s 308 units to 420 units. Alternative 3 would increase the Project’s office
floor area from 944,055 square feet to 973,153 square feet; increase the Project’s hotel
floor area from 158,647 square feet to 228,670 square feet (still including 236 rooms as
under the Project); and increase the Project’s gym floor area from 62,148 square feet to
68,102 square feet. The Project’'s deck would be reduced from 132,000 square feet to
75,000 square feet.

d) Alternative 4: No Residential/Reduced Intensity
Alternative

Alternative 4, the No Residential/Reduced Intensity Alternative would reduce the Project’s
floor area from 1,792,103 square feet to 1,149,820 square feet, and reduce the Project’s
FAR from 7.5:1 to 4.8:1. However Alternative 4 would not provide any residential units or
hotel use. Alternative 4 would maintain the same office floor area (944,055 square feet)
as under the Project. Alternative 4 would also maintain the same studio/event/gallery/
potential museum floor area (93,617 square feet) and gym floor area (62,148 square feet)
as under the Project. Alternative 4 would substantially reduce retail floor area from
136,152 square feet to 10,000 square feet, and restaurant floor area would decrease from
the Project’'s 89,577 square feet to 40,000 square feet. The Project’s deck would be
eliminated due to the changed nature of uses (i.e., elimination of residential and hotel
uses) and overall reduction in the Project’s size and density.

The alternatives considered for evaluation are compared to the Project, as summarized
in Table V-1, Overview of the Project Alternatives.
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OVERVIEW OF THE ANALYZED ALTERNATIVES

TABLE V-1

Alternative 1:
No Project/

Alternative 2: Reduced
Retail and Increased

Alternative 3: Reduced
Retail and Increased

Alternative 4:
No Residential/

No Build Office with Charter Office and Gym Use Reduced Intensity
Component Project Alternative School Alternative Alternative Alternative
Residential Dwelling Units 308 du 0du 420 du 420 du 0 du
Office Floor Area 944,055 sf 0 sf 1,000,666 sf 973,153 sf 944,055 sf
Retail Floor Area 136,152 sf 0 sf 11,664 sf 14,208 sf 10,000 sf
Restaurant Floor Area 89,577 sf 0 sf 59,700 sf 66,000 sf 40,000 sf
Hotel (236 rooms) 158,647 sf 0 sf 209,560 sf 228,670 sf 0 sf
Studio/Event/Gallery/Potential 93,617 sf 0 sf 44,069 sf 60,100 sf 93,617 sf
Museum
Gym 62,148 sf 0 sf 52,424 sf 68,102 sf 62,148 sf
School 0 sf 0 sf 32,150 sf 0 sf 0 sf
Total Developed Floor Area 1,792,103 sf 0 sf 1,792,103 sf 1,792,103 sf 1,149,820 sf
FAR 7.5:1 0 7.51 7.5:1 4.8:1
Provided Open Space 141,876 sf 0 sf 213,139 sf 214,414 sf 131,353 sf
Provided Open Space under 273,876 sf 0 sf 213,139 sf 214,414 sf 131,353 sf
Project with the Deck Concept?
Deck Capacity = 1 person/15 sf 132,000 sf (8,800 ppl) 0 sf 75,000 sf (5,000 ppl) 75,000 sf (5,000 ppl) No Deck
Vehicle Parking 2,000-3,500 spaces 0 spaces 2,000-3,500 spaces 2,000-3,500 spaces 1,300-2,275
spaces

NOTE(S):

du = dwelling unit; sf = square feet; FAR = Floor Area Ratio

a Under Alternative 2 and Alternative 3, it is assumed that the 75,000 square foot Deck would be constructed as part of the alternative. Therefore, the square
footage provided for the Provided Open Space for Alternatives 2 and 3 is inclusive of the proposed 75,000 square foot Deck. Due to the changed nature of
uses (i.e., elimination of residential and hotel uses) and overall reduction in the Project’s size and density, no Deck would be included in Alternative 4.

SOURCE: ESA, 2021.
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4. Alternatives Considered and Rejected

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) describes that an EIR should identify alternatives
that were considered for analysis but rejected as infeasible and briefly explain the reasons
for their rejection. According to the CEQA Guidelines, the following factors may be used
to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration: the alternative’s failure to meet most
of the basic project objectives, the alternative’s infeasibility, or the alternative’s inability to
avoid significant environmental impacts. Alternatives that have been considered and
rejected from detailed consideration are discussed below.

a) Alternative Off-Site Location

According to the guidance provided by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2), one or
more alternative location(s) for a proposed project should be considered if placing the
proposed project in the alternative location would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project to be avoided or substantially lessened; if the EIR
concludes that no feasible alternative locations exist, the EIR must disclose the reasons
for this conclusion. The factors that may be considered when addressing the feasibility of
an alternative site are suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general
plan consistency, and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control, or
otherwise have access to the alternative site.

Significant and unavoidable freeway safety impacts would occur due to Project traffic
causing a potential safety issue at the US-101 Southbound Off-ramp to 7th Street and the
recommended Mitigation Measure TRAF-MM-2 not being guaranteed due to the
intersection being within the jurisdiction of another public agency (California Department
of Transportation [Caltrans]). Impacts with respect to congested freeway ramps would
potentially occur at other available and similarly sized sites in the Central City North
vicinity because of the proximity of larger industrial sites to freeway routes and other
congested freeway ramps in the area. In addition, because of the highly urbanized
character of the Downtown, larger available sites are anticipated to also be near existing
or proposed residential uses or other noise-sensitive uses. The Project’s significant and
unavoidable impacts, including construction and operational air quality, on-site
construction noise, and VMT related to retail uses would be expected to occur at other
available locations in the area. Therefore, moving the location of the Project to another
site would not necessarily reduce the nature and extent of such impacts. Accordingly,
given the nature of the Project’s significant unavoidable impacts, evaluation of an
alternate location was not pursued as it would be likely to shift these impacts to another
location rather than helping avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects of the
Project.

In addition to considering whether an alternative site would avoid or substantially lessen
impacts, various factors may be considered when addressing the feasibility of an
alternative site. Factors considered may include general suitability, economic viability,

670 Mesquit City of Los Angeles
Draft Environmental Impact Report December 2021
V-6



V. Alternatives

availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, and whether the proponent can
reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternative site.5

The 5.45-acre Project Site flanks Mesquit Street on the east and west between the former
6th Street Viaduct right-of-way (ROW) on the north and the 7th Street Bridge on the south.
The Project Site is located in a Transit Priority Area (TPA), which is suitable for a high-
density, mixed-use development in an area well-served by public transit, compared to a
location that is not within a TPA. The Project Site’s location within a TPA would allow for
commercial and high-density residential uses in close proximity to public transit, including
the existing Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) bus lines
and potential future Arts District/6th Street Station that is currently undergoing the
environmental review process.

An off-site location would not meet the Project Objective to provide innovative
architectural design in a unique, prominent location along the Los Angeles River, between
the Ribbon of Light Bridge and the City’s proposed PARC Improvements, and the historic
7th Street Bridge. An off-site location would not meet any of the Project Objectives related
to providing improvements and accessibility for Project residents to the Los Angeles River
frontage, the Ribbon of Light Bridge, the proposed PARC Improvements, and the potential
future Arts District/6th Street Station. An off-site location would also not support the
Project Objective to highlight the presence of and connectivity to the Los Angeles River,
as well as to establish the Ribbon of Light Bridge and 7th Street Bridge as a gateway from
the eastern side of the Los Angeles River to the Arts District. Finally, an off-site location
would not meet the Project Objective to maximize the opportunity to construct a multi-use
deck over the Railway Properties, along the Los Angeles River, that would connect the
7th Street Bridge and PARC Improvements that would create 12 acres of open space for
the Arts District and Boyle Heights, complement future public programming, and enhance
public views of the Los Angeles River. Available building sites of a size to accommodate
the scale and density of the Project within the TPA are scarce. It is not anticipated that
the Applicant would be able to find an equivalent-sized building site that is not the subject
of another building project in similar proximity to transit that qualify the area as a TPA.
The Project Site is located within one-half mile of the intersection of 7th Street and S.
Santa Fe Avenue, which qualifies as a major transit stop, as it is served by two eligible
bus lines (Metro local bus routes 18 and 60) with headways of 15 minutes or less during
morning and afternoon peak periods. Accordingly, the Project Site is located within a TPA.
In general, the Project Site is located in proximity to existing public transit options,
including various bus stops and light rail stations, as well as the potential future Metro
Arts District/6th Street light rail station.

In addition, the Applicant does not have ownership or control of any other suitable site, or
the foreseeable ability to acquire an alternative site within a reasonable timeframe, in the
Central City North Community Plan area. Therefore, the flexibility to develop a similar

5 CEQA Guidelines Sections 15126.6(f)(1) and 15126.6(f)(2).
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project on the same or similar scale at another location in proximity to public transit is not
feasible.

For all of the reasons stated above, an off-site location alternative is not expected to
meaningfully reduce the significant impacts of the Project, would not meet several of the
Project’s objectives, and a feasible alternate location for the Project has not been
identified. Accordingly, an off-site alternative has not been carried forward for further
analysis.

b) Alternatives to Eliminate Significant Noise and
Vibration Impacts During Construction

As discussed in Section IV.I, Noise, of this Draft EIR, the Project and Project with the
Deck Concept would result in short-term significant and unavoidable project-level
construction-related noise and vibration (human annoyance and structural) impacts. In
addition, if construction of one or more of the identified related projects were to overlap
with construction, the Project’s or Project with the Deck Concept’s contribution to
cumulative construction noise from on-site equipment would be cumulatively
considerable and would represent a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact at
nearby noise sensitive locations. Further, the Project has no control over the number of
trucks that related projects would require and which routes they would take. There are no
feasible mitigation measures to reduce the cumulative off-site construction noise and
cumulative impacts would be significant and unavoidable at eight roadways segments in
local vicinity under both the Project and the Project with the Deck Concept.

It is acknowledged that under both the Project and the Project with the Deck Concept,
short term construction groundborne vibration impacts associated with structural damage
would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated for the majority of on-site
construction activities, but would be significant and unavoidable for temporary shoring
activities and installation of shoring infrastructure for receptor V1 (Multi-family residential
uses to the west of the Project site at 2101 E. 7th Street) as consent for inspections and
repair on receptor V1 may not be granted.

As such, the following alternative approaches to Project construction were considered to
determine if they could feasibly substantially reduce or avoid these significant impacts.

e Approach (a) — Extended Construction Duration: An approach that extends the
construction period, thus reducing the amount of daily construction activity that
would occur under the Project was evaluated. This approach was rejected for the
following reasons.

— Construction noise levels are dependent on the amount and type of
construction equipment (on-site equipment or off-site construction trucks). With
respect to on-site construction, a reduction in the amount of equipment in use
on a daily basis would result in a reduction in off-site construction noise, that
would be somewhat less than the Project (depending on the amount of
reduction). However, due to the close proximity of the off-site noise sensitive
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receptors to Project construction (e.g., receptor locations R1 and R4 within five
feet of the Project Site), it would not be practical to reduce the construction
noise levels to below the significance threshold as a single piece of heavy
construction equipment, such as a concrete saw, excavator, or crane, would
result in noise levels above the significance threshold (refer to Table IV.I-6,
Project Construction Equipment and Associated Noise Levels, in Section 1V.6,
Noise, of this EIR). This approach would also be inefficient and of little to no
benefit as achieving a slight reduction in noise on a daily basis by reducing the
intensity of construction would increase the number of days that sensitive
receptors would be subject to high noise levels from construction activities. As
such, the on-site construction noise impacts under this alternative approach
would not be substantially less than the Project, would remain significant, and
would affect noise sensitive receptors for a greater period of time. For example,
reducing the on-site construction equipment by half (i.e., 50 percent reduction)
would reduce the construction noise by 3 dBA at the offsite receptors (i.e., a
halving of sound energy corresponds to a 3 dBA decrease). The mitigated on-
site construction noise levels with a 50 percent reduction in the number of
pieces of construction equipment would still exceed the significance threshold
by up to 9.3 dBA Leq and 12.5 dBA Leq during the daytime and nighttime,
respectively, at receptor location R1 and 15.2 dBA Leq and 32.9 dBA Leq
during the daytime and nighttime, respectively, at receptor location R4.
Therefore, the construction noise levels under this approach (both on- and off-
site construction noise) would be 3 dBA less than the Project but would still
exceed the significance threshold.

— The on-site construction vibration impacts (structural damage and human
annoyance) would be significant at the adjacent residential structure (receptor
location V1), similar to the Project, as the vibration impact analysis is based on
the peak vibration level generated by individual construction equipment, and
the approach would utilize similar construction equipment (e.g., drill rig and
other shoring equipment). Therefore, as use of other equipment would not be
feasible, vibration from on-site construction due to shoring would remain
significant and unavoidable at the adjacent residential structure (receptor
location V1).

e Approach (b) — Central Location of Development: An approach where the physical
form of proposed development is moved closer to the center of the Project Site,
thus pulling back development and associated construction activities from off-site
noise sensitive receptors, in order to avoid temporary impacts, was reviewed and
rejected for the following reasons.

— Construction noise levels can be reduced by providing an additional buffer zone
between the receptor and the construction equipment. Noise levels from
construction equipment would attenuate approximately 6 dBA per doubling of
distance. The construction noise levels associated with the building phases for
the proposed buildings placed closer to the center of the Project Site would be
lower than the noise levels under the Project. For the nearest sensitive
receptors R1 and R4, construction noise level reductions of approximately 13-
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14 dBA, 16-20 dBA, and 17-25 dBA could be achieved if the developed is
moved 25 feet, 50 feet, or 100 feet, respectively, towards the center of the
Project Site. Construction noise levels at these distances would be reduced
through distance attenuation, but would still exceed the significance thresholds
at R1 and R4. However, the noise level reduction, depending upon the setback
from the property line, would be limited due to the narrow orientation of the
Project Site. The east-west extent of the Project Site in some areas is less than
100 feet and is approximately 350 feet at its widest point at the southern end.
Thus, eliminating development within the above distances from sensitive
receptors would require the elimination of proposed buildings and features and
would render portions of the Project Site as unable to be developed. In addition,
as indicated above, noise levels during the site demolition, site preparation, and
grading would still exceed the significance thresholds. As such, the on-site
construction noise impacts under this approach would remain significant, as
under the Project.

— Similar to the Project, the on-site construction vibration impacts (structural
damage and human annoyance) of this approach would be significant when
located at the adjacent residential structure (receptor location V1) as heavy
construction equipment (e.g., drill rig and other shoring equipment) used for
Project construction would still operate near the property line and adjacent
sensitive uses. Construction vibration levels at distances of 25 feet or more
from V1 and V6 would be reduced through distance attenuation to below the
significance thresholds (see Table IV.I-38 and Table IV.I-39 in Section IV.I,
Noise, of this Draft EIR). However, eliminating development within the above
distance (or a greater distance) from sensitive receptors would require the
elimination of proposed buildings and features and would render portions of the
Project Site as unable to be developed.

e Approach (c) — Significantly Reduced Development: An approach that would
significantly reduce the amount of development that would occur under the Project,
to the extent that the significant construction-related noise and vibration impacts
of the Project would be avoided or substantially reduced, was also considered.
However, due to the close proximity of the sensitive receptors (i.e., within five feet
of the Project Site) and a narrow orientation of the Project Site (the east-west
extent of the Project Site in some areas is less than 100 feet and is approximately
350 feet at its widest point at the southern end) that does not have the space to
create a meaningful buffer zone without the elimination of proposed buildings and
features render portions of the Project Site as unable to be developed, the
construction of a significantly smaller project would not mitigate the on-site
construction noise impacts of the Project as discussed above in Approach (b). In
addition, the on-site construction vibration impacts (structural damage and human
annoyance) associated with this approach would still be significant since the
vibration impact analysis is based on the peak vibration level generated by
individual construction equipment pieces that would still be required near the
perimeter of the Project Site. Therefore, on-site construction vibration impacts
would remain significant, similar to the Project.
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As discussed, none of the above approaches would substantially reduce or avoid the
significant and unavoidable construction-related on-site noise and construction
groundborne vibration and groundborne noise (structural damage and human
annoyance) impacts of the Project. This is because the significant and unavoidable
construction-related noise and vibration impacts of the Project, which is an infill
development in an urban area, are heavily influenced by the proximity of the Project Site
to existing noise- and vibration-sensitive uses rather than the amount or duration of the
Project’s construction activities. Therefore, an alternative that includes one or more of
these approaches would not substantially reduce or eliminate the significant and
unavoidable construction noise and vibration impacts of the Project and no further
consideration of these approaches in the EIR is required.

c) Alternative On-Site Uses

(1) DTLA 2040 Uses Alternative

The Central City and Central City North Community Plans are currently being
consolidated as part of the City’s DTLA 2040 Plan, which will establish future land use
designations, in conjunction with the City’s comprehensive update to the Zoning Code.
The City has published a draft of the Community Plan text and interactive land use
designation maps.6.” Because the Project’s the Vesting Tentative Tract Map application
has been deemed complete, the Project would not be governed by the Community Plan
update. In addition, the DTLA 2040 Plan has not been approved by the City Council.
Public and property owner comments, which are required prior to approval, have not yet
been fully received by the City Council and its Planning and Land Use Management
Committee and there is potential for the Plan’s proposed policies to change. Therefore,
for the purpose of a Project Alternative, the presumption of the policies to be adopted
would be speculative.

Nonetheless, and despite the fact that the DTLA 2040 Plan has not been adopted, the
DTLA 2040 Plan’s preliminary land use designation for the Project Site would be Hybrid
Industrial, which would allow for a mix of light industrial, commercial, and office, with
selective live/work uses and residential uses.8

Under the DTLA 2040 Plan, the proposed draft zones for the Project Site are [MB3-CDF1-
5] [IX4-FA] [CPIO] (west of Mesquit St), [MM1-CDR1-5] [IX4-FA] [CPIO] (east of Mesquit
St), and [MB2-CDR1-5] [IX4-FA] [CPIO] (Railroad Properties).

MB3, west of Mesquit St., is for Mid-Rise Broad 3 form district, which allows for 90 percent
lot coverage, a base maximum FAR of 1.5, a bonus maximum FAR of up to 6.0, and a

6 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Downtown Community Plan — Proposed Draft Spring
2021, June 2021.

7 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Draft General Plan Land Use Designation Map —
Downtown Community Plan, City Planning Commission Draft, June 2021.

8 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Downtown Community Plan — Proposed Draft Spring
2021, June 2021.
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maximum building width of 280 feet. CDF1 is for the Daylight Factory character frontage,
which specifies the primary and side build-to requirements, parking setbacks, frontage
landscaping, ground floor elevations, ground story height, articulation, entrance spacing,
ground and upper story transparency, and exterior materials. The 5 is for Development
Standard District 5 which imposes standards related to pedestrian access, automobile
access, automobile parking, parking area design, signage, and development review.9 |X4
is for the Industrial-Mixed 4 use district, which supports office and commercial uses, as
well as research and development, wholesale, and light industrial uses. The IX4 use
district allows for a limited amount of live/work units at a minimum unit size of 1,000
square feet, but general residential uses are not permitted.19 FA is Limited by Floor Area
density, which indicates that density is limited by permitted floor area of development
rather than lot area."

MM1, east of Mesquit St., is for Mid-Rise Medium 1 form district, which allows for 90
percent lot coverage, a base maximum FAR of up to 1.5, a bonus maximum FAR of up
to 4.5, a base maximum height of 15 stories, a bonus maximum height of 18 stories, a
maximum building width of 160 feet, and a minimum river setback of 20 feet. CDR1 is for
the Daylight Factory/River character frontage, which specifies the primary, side, and river
build-to requirements, parking setbacks, frontage landscaping, ground floor elevations,
ground story height, articulation, entrance spacing, ground and upper story transparency,
and exterior materials.12 The 5 is for Development Standard District 5 which imposes
standards related to pedestrian access, automobile access, automobile parking, parking
area design, signage, and development review.13 X4 is for the Industrial-Mixed 4 use
district, which supports office and commercial uses, as well as research and
development, wholesale, and light industrial uses. The IX4 use district allows for a limited
amount of live/work units at a minimum unit size of 1,000 square feet, but general
residential uses are not permitted.4 FA is Limited by Floor Area density, which indicates
that density is limited by permitted floor area of development rather than lot area.1>

MB2, for the Railroad Properties, is for Mid-Rise Broad 2 form district, which allows for 90
percent lot coverage, a base maximum FAR of 1.5, a bonus maximum FAR of up to 3.0,
a maximum height of 5 stories, a maximum building width of 280 feet, and a minimum
river setback of 20 feet.16

CDR1 is for the Daylight Factory/River character frontage, which specifies the primary,
side, and river build-to requirements, parking setbacks, frontage landscaping, ground

9 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Article 4, Development Standards, Proposed Draft,
June 1, 2021.

10 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Article 5, Use, Proposed Draft, June 1, 2021.
11 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Article 6, Density, Proposed Draft, June 1, 2021.
12 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Article 3, Frontage, Proposed Draft, June 1, 2021

13 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Article 4, Development Standards, Proposed Draft,
June 1, 2021.

14 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Article 5, Use, Proposed Draft, June 1, 2021.
15 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Article 6, Density, Proposed Draft, June 1, 2021.
16 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Article 2, Form, Proposed Draft, June 1, 2021.
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floor elevations, ground story heights, articulation, entrance spacing, ground and upper
story transparency, and exterior materials.1” The 5 is for Development Standard District
5 which imposes standards related to pedestrian access, automobile parking, parking
area design, signage, and development review.!8 1X4 is for the Industrial-Mixed 4 use
district, which supports office and commercial uses, as well as research and
development, wholesale, and light industrial uses. The 1X4 use district allows for a limited
amount of live/work units at a minimum unit size of 1,000 square feet, but general
residential uses are not permitted.!® FA is Limited by Floor Area density, which indicates
that density is limited by permitted floor area of development rather than lot area.20

A Project Alternative consistent with the above draft zoning standards would not meet
most of the Project’s Objectives. The Project Site could potentially develop up to 301,726
square feet of floor area based on the base maximum FAR of 1.5. Taking advantage of
all bonus FAR of up to 6.0 (west of Mesquit Street) and 4.5 (East of Mesquit St), up to
961,444.5 square feet of floor area could be developed, a maximum height of five stories,
a maximum building width of 280 feet, and a minimum river setback of 20 feet under the
DTLA 2040 Plan, as currently drafted.21 In comparison to the up to 1,792,103 square feet
for the proposed Project, the restricted amount of development permitted on the Project
Site under the proposed DTLA 2040 Plan based on the MB3 and MB1 designations would
not allow for the Project Site to be developed at a scale and intensity that would
accommodate a project that would meet most of the Project’s Objectives, as the higher
bonus FAR would still represent an approximate 46% reduction relative to the Project.
The FAR restrictions under the draft DTLA 2040 Plan would significantly reduce the
inclusion of Project components that provide jobs and amenities, such as creative office
space, retail, restaurants, and entertainment. Therefore, the alternative would not meet
the Project Objectives to redevelop the Site with high-jobs-producing land uses that
increase economic activity on the Project Site and in the Project area and to provide a
wide range of entertainment, restaurant, and recreational amenities for Downtown
residents and visitors from throughout the City. Furthermore, as the proposed X4
designation would significantly reduce and restrict the density of proposed residential
uses, the development consistent with the DTLA 2040 Plan would also not be able to
meet Project Objectives to provide much-needed market-rate and affordable multi-family
housing and to develop a mixed-use infill Project that can accommodate creative office,
commercial, and residential uses.

Finally, the setback and design standards precluding development of structures within 20
feet of the Los Angeles River could also conflict with the proposed Project with the Deck
Concept architectural plans. The provisions of the proposed DTLA 2040 Plan may not
accommodate a deck that extends across lot lines into the airspace of the freight and

17 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Article 3, Frontage, Proposed Draft, June 1, 2021

18 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Article 4, Development Standards, Proposed Draft,
June 1, 2021.

19 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Article 5, Use, Proposed Draft, June 1, 2021.
20 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Article 6, Density, Proposed Draft, June 1, 2021.
21 Potential amount of developed floor area is based on the 201,151-square-foot existing Project Site.
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passenger rail lines and rail yards east of the Project Site, and, therefore, an alternative
that would comply consistent with proposed DTLA 2040 zoning designations would not
meet the Project Objective to maximize the opportunity to construct a multi-use deck over
the Railway Properties, along the Los Angeles River, that would connect the 7th Street
Bridge with the City’s Ribbon of Light Bridge and proposed PARC Improvements that
would create open space for the Arts District and Boyle Heights, complementing future
public programming and enhancing public views of the Los Angeles River. Without the
ability to construct the deck over the rail lines, a project consistent with the DTLA 2040
Plan would not be able to afford the public with the proposed expanded access to the Los
Angeles River. Such an alternative would also not fully meet the project objective to
provide a variety of publicly accessible at-grade and generous above-grade open spaces
for Project occupants that take advantage of the Project’s stepped building design, Los
Angeles River frontage, nearby public improvements and opportunities for river access
and panoramic views.

For the reasons stated above, an alternative consistent with the draft Plan designation
under DTLA 2040 would fail to meet most of the Project Objectives. Accordingly, this
alternative has not been carried forward for further analysis.

(2) Office Use/No Deck Alternative

An alternative with only office uses was considered for development on the Project Site.
However, developing the Project Site solely with office uses would not meet the
underlying purpose and primary objective of the Project to create a vibrant, mixed-use
development that enlivens the eastern edge of the Arts District by facilitating resident,
hotel guest, employee, and visitor activity, serving as a gateway between the Arts District
and the Los Angeles River/Boyle Heights, and improving public connectivity in a way that
complements the Ribbon of Light Bridge, the City’s proposed PARC Improvements, and
the 7th Street Bridge. An office use-only alternative would not meet the Project’s
objectives related to development of a mixed-use infill Project that can accommodate
studio, event, gallery, potential museum and gym uses. An office-only alternative would,
similar to the Project, still include the same construction related impacts that would occur
under the Project, including impacts associated with construction air quality, on-site
construction noise and vibration. Furthermore, development of an office only alternative
would not eliminate, and could increase the significant VMT impact associated with the
Project’s retail uses. Accordingly, an office-only alternative has not been carried forward
for further analysis.

(3) Residential Use Alternative

An alternative with only residential uses was considered for development on the Project
Site. However, similar to an office-only use alternative discussed above, developing the
Project Site solely with residential uses would not meet the underlying purpose and
primary objective of the Project to create a vibrant, mixed-use development that enlivens
the eastern edge of the Arts District by facilitating resident, hotel guest, employee, and
visitor activity, serving as a gateway between the Arts District and the Los Angeles
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River/Boyle Heights, and improving public connectivity in a way that complements the
Ribbon of Light Bridge, the City’s proposed PARC Improvements, and the 7th Street
Bridge. Furthermore, a residential use only alternative would not meet most of the
Project’s objectives such as those focused on: development of a mixed-use infill Project
that can accommodate creative office, commercial, and residential uses; redeveloping
the site with high-jobs-producing land uses that increase economic activity on the Project
Site and in the Project area; providing needed hotel rooms in an underserved part of
Downtown Los Angeles; and providing a wide range of entertainment, restaurant, and
recreational amenities for Downtown residents and visitors from throughout the City. A
residential only alternative would, similar to the Project, still include impacts associated
with construction and operational air quality, and on-site construction noise and vibration.
In addition, a residential only alternative would not realize reductions in daily trips and
VMT due to internal capture between Project land uses or fulfill 2020-2045 RTP/SCS
strategies such as those promoting more compact, infill, walkable and mixed-use
development to accommodate regional growth, as well as the priority for including job
growth within high quality transit areas (HQTAs). Accordingly, a residential only
alternative has not been carried forward for further analysis.

(4) Industrial Use Alternative

An alternative with only industrial uses was considered for development on the Project
Site. However, an industrial use alternative would not meet the underlying purpose and
primary objective of the Project, nor would it meet any of the other Project objectives. An
industrial-only use would not create a vibrant, mixed-use development that enlivens the
eastern edge of the Arts District by facilitating resident, hotel guest, employee, and visitor
activity. Further, an all-industrial redevelopment of the Project Site would likely increase
truck traffic, air pollutant and diesel emissions compared to the Project, and also would
not reduce the Project’s construction noise and vibration and freeway safety impacts. In
addition, analysis regarding an industrial use alternative at the same intensity of the
existing on-site uses would be similar to the analysis provided below under Alternative 1:
No Project/No Build Alternative. Accordingly, an industrial-use only alternative has not
been carried forward for further analysis.

5. Analysis Format

According to the guidance provided by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), the EIR
shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation,
analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. Each alternative is evaluated in
sufficient detail to determine whether the overall environmental impacts would be less
than, similar to, or greater than the corresponding impacts of the Project. Furthermore,
each alternative is evaluated to determine whether the Project Objectives, identified
above, would be substantially attained by the alternative. The evaluation of each of the
alternatives follows the process described below:

¢ A description of the alternative.
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e The environmental impacts of the alternative before and after implementation of
feasible mitigation measures for each environmental topic area analyzed in
Chapter IV of this Draft EIR are described. Where appropriate, the evaluation is
divided between temporary impacts that would occur during the alternative
project’s construction phase and operational phase.

e Environmental impacts of each alternative as compared to the Project are
identified for each environmental topic area addressed in this Draft EIR. Where the
impact of the alternative would be clearly less than the impact of the Project, the
comparative impact is said to be “less than the Project.” Where the alternative’s
impact would clearly be more than the Project, the comparative impact is said to
be “greater than the Project.” Where the impacts of the alternative and the Project
would be roughly equivalent, the comparative impact is said to be “similar to the
Project.” The evaluation also documents whether an impact would be entirely
avoided and whether a significant impact could be reduced to a less-than-
significant level when compared to the Project.

* The comparative analysis of the impacts is followed by a general discussion of the
extent to which the underlying purpose and Project Objectives are attained by the
alternative.

Because there are differences between the Project and the Project with the Deck
Concept, the analysis separately presents and discusses the environmental analysis and
conclusions for each of these two scenarios. At the end of this chapter, a relative
comparison of each alternative’s impacts and their ability to achieve Project Objectives,
is provided. Additionally, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2), an
“‘Environmentally Superior Alternative” is identified.

6. Alternatives Analysis

a) Alternative 1: No Project/No Build Alternative

(1) Description of the Alternative

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the No Project/No Build Alternative for a
development project on an identifiable property consists of the circumstance under which
the project does not proceed. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B) states that, “in
certain instances, the No Project/No Build Alternative means ‘no build’ wherein the
existing environmental setting is maintained.” Accordingly, for purposes of this analysis,
the No Project/No Build Alternative (Alternative 1) assumes that no new development
would occur within the Project Site. The Project Site would continue to be developed with
existing one- to four-story freezer, cold storage, and dry storage warehouses with
associated office space, loading docks, and surface parking.
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(2) Environmental Impacts
(a)  Air Quality
(i) Conflict with Air Quality Management Plan

(@) Project

As discussed in Section IV.A, Air Quality, of this Draft EIR, Project construction would not
increase the frequency or severity of an existing violation or cause or contribute to new
violations for nonattainment pollutants. Project construction would increase localized
emissions of NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5, but would not exceed the SCAQMD-
recommended localized significance threshold concentrations at sensitive receptors in
proximity to the Project Site and impacts would be less than significant. Project
construction would also comply with the California Air Resources Board (CARB)
requirements to minimize short-term emissions from on-road and off-road diesel
equipment, SCAQMD Rule 403 requirements to control fugitive dust, SCAQMD Rule
1113 for controlling VOC emissions from architectural coatings, and the Airborne Toxic
Control Measure (ATCM), such that the Project would meet or exceed Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP) requirements to reduce emissions from construction
equipment and activities. Project operations would not conflict with the 2016 AQMP in
regard to transportation control strategies from the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) that are intended to reduce VMT and regional mobile
source emissions. Project operation would also be consistent with, and would not conflict
with, applicable air quality policies of the General Plan’s Air Quality Element. Project
operations would also not result in an increase in localized emissions of NOx, CO, PM10,
and PM2.5 in excess of the SCAQMD-recommended localized significance thresholds at
sensitive receptors in proximity to the Project Site and impacts would be less than
significant.

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not involve any new construction or change
current activities on the Project Site. Since new development would not occur, the No
Project/No Build Alternative would not generate new emissions or cause the Air Basin’s
criteria pollutant emissions to worsen so as to impede the objectives of the AQMP.
Existing emissions from diesel trucks traveling to and from the existing cold storage facility
would be unchanged. Accordingly, because the No Project/No Build Alternative would not
result in any new emissions, no air quality impacts would occur. Thus, impacts with regard
to conflicts with air quality management plans would be less under the No Project/No
Build Alternative than the Project.

(b) Project with the Deck Concept

The Project with the Deck Concept would be consistent with the goals of the AQMP
regarding transportation control strategies for emissions reduction during construction
and operation; it would be consistent with the City’s Air Quality Element that supports
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pedestrian activity and growth within a TPA; it would implement CARB requirements to
minimize short-term emissions from on-road and off-road diesel equipment, as well as
implement all applicable SCAQMD Rules. Operation of the Project with the Deck Concept
would also not result in an increase in localized emissions of NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5
in excess of the SCAQMD-recommended localized significance thresholds at sensitive
receptors in proximity to the Project Site. Because the Project with the Deck Concept
would not conflict with air quality management plans, impacts would be less than
significant.

However, for the same reasons discussed under the Project, the No Project/No Build
Alternative would result in no impacts related to conflicts with air quality management
plans. Thus, impacts with regard to conflicts with air quality management plans would be
less under the No Project/No Build Alternative compared to the Project with the Deck
Concept.

(ii) Cumulative Increase in Criteria Pollutants/Violation of
Air Quality Standards

(a)  Construction

(i) Project

As discussed in Section IV.A, Air Quality, of this Draft EIR, air emissions from Project
construction on a maximum construction activity day would exceed the SCAQMD’s
regional significance thresholds for NOx, and even with implementation of feasible
mitigation measures, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not involve construction or generate any new
criteria pollutants; therefore, no air quality impacts would occur. As such, the No
Project/No Build Alternative would avoid the Project’s potential exceedance of daily NOx
emissions during construction, which would remain significant and unavoidable after
implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-1. Thus, impacts with regard to air quality
thresholds would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than the Project.

(ii) Project with the Deck Concept

The Project with the Deck Concept would exceed SCAQMD’s regional numerical
significance thresholds for NOx on a maximum construction activity day, even with
implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-1. The Project with the Deck Concept
would result in significant and unavoidable impacts with respect to air quality standards.

For the same reasons discussed under the Project, above, the No Project/No Build
Alternative would avoid the Project with the Deck Concept’s significant and unavoidable
impacts. Thus, impacts with regard to air quality thresholds would be less under the No
Project/No Build Alternative compared to the Project with the Deck Concept.
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(b)  Operation

(i) Project

As discussed in Section IV.A, Air Quality, of this Draft EIR, the Project’s operation would
not cause an exceedance of SCAQMD numerical significance thresholds for NOx, CO,
SOx, PM10, and PM2.5, and impacts would be less than significant. Volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) emissions would be 84 pounds per day for the Project, which would
exceed the daily impact threshold of 55 pounds per day, and Project impacts would be
potentially significant. Even with implementation of feasible mitigation measures
(Mitigation Measures AQ-MM-2 through AQ-MM-3 and TRAF-MM-1), which would reduce
Project VOC emissions to 77 pounds per day, associated Project impacts would remain
significant and unavoidable.

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not result in any new emissions over existing
conditions and would have no impact relative to threshold standards. As such, the No
Project/No Build Alternative would avoid the Project’s significant impact related to daily
VOCs during operation, which would remain significant and unavoidable after
implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-MM-2 through AQ-MM-3 and TRAF-MM-1.
Thus, impacts with regard to air quality thresholds would be less under the No Project/No
Build Alternative compared to the Project.

(ii) Project with the Deck Concept

The Project with the Deck Concept would emit criteria pollutants from mobile, stationary,
and area sources. The Project with the Deck Concept would comprise the same
residential and commercial uses as the Project, and include a 132,000-square-foot Deck.
In addition to source and mobile emissions from the residential and commercial uses, the
Deck would emit source emissions related to coatings and landscaping, as well as
generate mobile emissions related to intermittent programmed activities. Unmitigated
VOC emissions from these uses would be 88 pounds per day, thus, exceeding the daily
impact threshold of 55 pounds per day. Even with implementation of feasible mitigation
measures (Mitigation Measures AQ-MM-2 through AQ-MM-3 and TRAF-MM-1), which
would reduce the Project with the Deck Concept’s VOC emissions to 81 pounds per day,
VOC levels would still exceed the impact threshold. Impacts under the Project with the
Deck Concept would therefore remain significant and unavoidable.

For the same reasons discussed for the Project, above, the No Project/No Build
Alternative would not result in any new emissions over existing conditions and would have
no impact relative to the threshold standards. Therefore, the No Project/No Build
Alternative would avoid the Project with the Deck Concept’s significant and unavoidable
impacts related to VOC emissions during operation. Thus, impacts with regard to
cumulative increase in criteria pollutants and air quality standards would be less under
the No Project/No Build Alternative than under the Project with the Deck Concept.
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(iii)  Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Pollutant
Concentrations

(a) Localized Emissions

(i) Construction

Project

As discussed in Section IV.A, Air Quality, of this Draft EIR, given that NOx, PM10 and
PM2.5 emissions would exceed the SCAQMD’s localized thresholds, Project impacts
would be potentially significant and would require implementation of Mitigation Measure
AQ-MM-1 for impacts to be reduced to less-than-significant levels. The No Project/No
Build Alternative would not involve any construction or increased activity at the Project
Site compared to existing conditions. Accordingly, the No Project/No Build Alternative
would not generate any localized emissions and would have no impact related to localized
emissions. As such, impacts from the No Project/No Build Alternative would be less when
compared to the impacts of the Project, which would be less than significant with
mitigation. Thus, impacts with respect to localized emissions under the No Project/No
Build Alternative would be less than the Project.

Project with the Deck Concept

Maximum daily construction activities under the Project with the Deck Concept would
exceed the SCAQMD'’s localized emission thresholds for NOx, PM10 and PM2.5, a
potentially significant impact to sensitive receptors. This impact would be addressed
through implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-1, which would reduce localized
emission levels to levels that are less than significant.

For the same reasons discussed under the Project, above, the No Project/No Build
Alternative would result in no impacts related to the exposure of sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations during construction. Such impacts would be less
when compared to the impacts of the Project with the Deck Concept, which would be less
than significant with mitigation. Thus, impacts with regard to conflicts with localized
emission thresholds would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than under
the Project with the Deck Concept.

(ii) Operation

Project

As discussed in Section IV.A, Air Quality, of this Draft EIR, Project operation would not
exceed the localized thresholds for NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. Therefore, Project
impacts related to localized operational emissions would be less than significant. As the
No Project/No Build Alternative would not involve any changes to the existing uses on the
Project Site, operation of the No Project/No Build Alternative would result in no localized
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operational emissions and would have no impact. Therefore, operational impacts under
the No Project/No Build Alternative would be less than the Project.

Project with the Deck Concept

The Project with the Deck Concept would emit criteria pollutants from mobile, stationary,
and area sources. In addition to source and mobile emissions from residential and
commercial uses, the Project with the Deck Concept would emit source emissions from
the Deck, including architectural coating, consumer products and landscaping, and
mobile emissions related to visitors to programmatic activities on the Deck. The operation
of the Project with the Deck Concept would not exceed localized thresholds for NOx, CO,
PM10, and PM2.5. Impacts under the Project with the Deck Concept with respect to
localized emissions would be less than significant.

For the same reasons discussed under the Project, above, operation of the No Project/No
Build Alternative would result in no localized operational emissions and would have no
impact. Thus, impacts with regard to conflicts with localized emission thresholds would
be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than under the Project with the Deck
Concept.

(b)  Carbon Monoxide Hotspots

(i) Project

As discussed in Section IV.A, Air Quality, of this Draft EIR, the Project’s 27,040 daily
vehicle trips and residential and commercial uses would not generate CO hotspots that
would exceed emission thresholds. Impacts with respect to CO hotspots would be less
than significant.

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not increase traffic or other activity at the
Project Site compared to existing conditions. Accordingly, the No Project/No Build
Alternative would not generate any emissions that would contribute to CO hotspots and
would have no impact related to CO hotspots. Thus, impacts with respect to CO hotspots
under the No Project/No Build Alternative would be less than the Project.

(ii) Project with the Deck Concept

Operation of the Project with the Deck Concept would emit CO pollutants from mobile,
stationary, and area sources. Mobile source emissions under the Project with the Deck
Concept would comprise 27,493 trips per day. The Project with the Deck Concept’s daily
vehicle trips and residential and commercial uses would not generate CO hotspots that
would exceed emission thresholds. Impacts with respect to CO hotspots would be less
than significant.

For the same reasons discussed under the Project, above, the No Project/No Build
Alternative would not generate any emissions that would contribute to CO hotspots and
would have no impact related to CO hotspots. Thus, impacts with regard to conflicts with
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air quality thresholds would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than under
the Project with the Deck Concept.

(c) Toxic Air Contaminants

(i) Construction

Project

As discussed in Section IV.A, Air Quality, of this Draft EIR, the construction of the Project
would result in diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions resulting in toxic air contaminant
(TAC) emissions adjacent to sensitive residential receptors. TAC levels under the Project
would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds and, as such, sensitive receptors would not be
exposed to substantial TAC concentrations. Impacts related to TAC emissions and health
risk impacts would be less than significant. The No Project/No Build Alternative would not
involve any construction, would not generate any TAC emissions during construction, and
would have no impact related to TAC emissions. As such, impacts with regard to TAC
emissions would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than the Project.

Project with the Deck Concept

Under the Project with the Deck Concept, maximum daily construction activity would
generate DPM emissions resulting in TAC emissions adjacent to sensitive residential
receptors. TAC levels, however, would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds and, as such,
sensitive receptors would not be exposed to substantial TAC concentrations. Impacts
related to TAC emissions and health risk impacts would be less than significant under the
Project with the Deck Concept.

For the same reasons discussed under the Project, above, No Project/No Build
Alternative would not involve any construction, would not generate any TAC emissions
during construction, and would have no impact related to TAC emissions. Thus, impacts
with regard to TAC emissions would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative
than under the Project with the Deck Concept.

(ii) Operation

Project

As discussed in Section IV.A, Air Quality, of this Draft EIR, based on the uses expected
on the Project Site, potential long-term operational impacts associated with the release
of TACs would be minimal, regulated, and controlled, and would not be expected to
exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold during operation, and Project impacts would
be less than significant. The No Project/No Build Alternative would not involve any new
or increased activity at the Project Site compared to existing conditions. Accordingly, the
No Project/No Build Alternative would not generate any TAC emissions during operation
and would have no impact related to TAC emissions. As such, impacts with regard to
TAC emissions would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than the Project.
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Project with the Deck Concept

During operation the Project with the Deck Concept would emit CO pollutants associated
with stationary and area sources and mobile emissions. However, the release of TACs
under the Project with the Deck Concept would be minimal, regulated, and controlled.
Thus TACs would not exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold and impacts would be
less than significant.

For the same reasons discussed under the Project, above, the No Project/No Build
Alternative would not generate any TAC emissions during operation and would have no
impact related to TAC emissions. Thus, impacts with regard to TAC emissions would be
less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than under the Project with the Deck
Concept.

(b) Cultural Resources

(i) Historical Resources

(@)  Project

As discussed in Section IV.B, Cultural Resources, of this Draft EIR, there are no historical
resources present on the Project Site. Regarding historical resources adjacent to the
Project Site, under the Project, there would be potential for structural damage in addition
to modifications to the 7th Street Bridge, and impacts on the 7th Street Bridge would be
potentially significant. With implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-MM-1 through
CUL-MM-4 and NOISE-MM-6 through NOISE-MM-8, the Project would have less-than-
significant direct and indirect impacts on the 7th Street Bridge.

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not change conditions on the Project Site.
Therefore, the No Project/No Build Alternative would have no impact to historical
resources, including the 7th Street Bridge. As such, impacts to historical resources would
be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than the Project.

(b)  Project with the Deck Concept

To accommodate Deck and roadway construction, the Project with the Deck Concept
would require the removal of 291 linear feet of existing character-defining railing at the
historic 7th Street Bridge, resulting in a potentially significant historical resources impact.
Construction vibration could also impact the structural integrity of the 7th Street Bridge.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-MM-1 through CUL-MM-4 and NOISE-MM-
6 through NOISE-MM-8 would reduce these impacts to levels that would be less than
significant.

For the same reasons discussed under the Project, above, the No Project/No Build
Alternative would have no impact to historical resources, including the 7th Street Bridge.
Thus, impacts with regard to historical resources would be less under the No Project/No
Build Alternative than under the Project with the Deck Concept.
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(ii) Archaeological Resources

(a)  Project

As discussed in Section IV.B, Cultural Resources, of this Draft EIR, there are no known
archaeological resources identified within the Project Site. Nonetheless, due to the
Project Site’s proximity to the Los Angeles River (which is a known landmark for
prehistoric habitation), soil matrices, past historic-period uses, and only moderate past
disturbances, grading and excavation for the Project’'s subterranean garage may
encounter unknown archaeological resources. Therefore, excavation activities have the
potential to disturb, damage, or degrade archaeological resources that could be
encountered during construction, thus resulting in a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource qualifying as a historical resource or unique
archaeological resources pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. Mitigation
Measures CUL-MM-5 through CUL-MM-7 would be required to address potential
environmental effects. With implementation of mitigation measures, Project impacts
related to archaeological resources would be reduced to less-than-significant levels.

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not require any excavation activities with
potential to encounter previously undiscovered archaeological resources. Accordingly,
because the No Project/No Build Alternative would involve no excavation or ground
disturbance, it would have no impact on archaeological resources. Thus, impacts related
to archaeological resources would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than
the Project.

(b)  Project with the Deck Concept

Excavation for the Project’s with the Deck Concept's subterranean garage would
constitute the vast majority of Project with the Deck Concept’s excavation activity. A
relatively limited amount of excavation would be required to install the piers that would
support the Deck. Grading and excavation for the Project with the Deck Concept could
encounter unknown archaeological resources. As such, the Project with the Deck
Concept has the potential to disturb, damage, or degrade archaeological resources that
could be encountered during excavation. Mitigation Measures CUL-MM-5 through CUL-
MM-7 would be required to reduce impacts to archaeological resources under the Project
with the Deck Concept. With implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts would
be reduced to less than significant levels.

For the same reasons discussed under the Project, above, as the No Project/No Build
Alternative would involve no excavation or ground disturbance, it would have no impact
on archaeological resources. Thus, impacts with regard to archaeological resources
would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than under the Project with the
Deck Concept.
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(i) Human Remains

(a)  Project

The Project would excavate to six subterranean levels. As discussed in Section IV.B,
Cultural Resources, of this Draft EIR, no human remains were identified during the
pedestrian survey of the Project Site, and no known human remains have been recorded
within the Project Site or a 0.5-mile radius. In addition, with implementation of procedures
codified in PRC Section 5097.98 and State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5,
impacts under the Project would be less than significant.

The No Project/No Build Alternative would involve no construction or excavation;
therefore, it would have no potential to encounter human remains. Accordingly, because
the No Project/No Build Alternative would involve no excavation or ground disturbance, it
would have no impact on human remains. Thus, impacts related to human remains would
be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than the Project.

(b)  Project with the Deck Concept

The Project with the Deck Concept would excavate to six subterranean levels. A relatively
limited amount of excavation would be required to install the piers that would support the
Deck. Although no human remains have been recorded within the Project Site or within a
0.5-mile radius of the Project Site, all excavation activity has the potential to encounter
unrecorded human remains. In the event that any human remains are recovered, the
Project with the Deck Concept would implement procedures codified in PRC Section
5097.98 and State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5. Implementation of these
procedures would ensure appropriate handling of any recovered human remains and that
any impacts to human remains would be less than significant.

For the same reasons discussed under the Project, above, the No Project/No Build
Alternative would result in no impacts to human remains. Thus, impacts with regard to
human remains would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than under the
Project with the Deck Concept.

(c) Energy
(i) Efficient Energy Consumption

(@)  Project

As discussed in Section IV.C, Energy, of this Draft EIR, construction of the Project would
utilize fuel-efficient equipment consistent with State and federal regulations, such as fuel
efficiency regulations in accordance with the CARB Pavley Phase |l standards, the anti-
idling regulation in accordance with CCR Title 13, Section 2485 and fuel requirements in
accordance with CCR Title 17, Section 93115, and would comply with State measures to
reduce the inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary consumption of energy, such as
petroleum-based transportation fuels. Construction would utilize energy only for
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necessary on-site activities and to transport construction materials and demolition debris
to and from the Project Site, and impacts would be less than significant. During operation,
the Project incorporates Project Design Feature GHG-PDF-1 (Green Building Features),
which includes building features to achieve the Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design (LEED) Silver Certification level or equivalent green building standards. The
Project would incorporate Project Design Feature WS-PDF-1 (Water Conservation
Features) to minimize water demand and associated energy needed for water
conveyance. The Project would provide for the installation of the conduit and panel
capacity to accommodate future electric vehicle (EV) charging stations. Additionally, the
Project’s mixed-use design and its increase in density on an infill site within an HQTA and
in proximity to transit would achieve a reduction in VMT. Therefore, operation of the
Project would not result in wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy,
and impacts would be less than significant.

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not involve any changes on the Project Site
that would increase demand for energy compared to existing conditions. Accordingly,
because the No Project/No Build Alterative would not involve any new development or
increase energy use, it would have no impact regarding energy consumption. Thus,
impacts with regard to energy consumption would be less under the No Project/No Build
Alternative than the Project.

(b)  Project with the Deck Concept

The Project with the Deck Concept would require electricity and natural gas for operation
of facilities, electricity for outdoor lighting associated the temporary programming on the
Deck, and fuel for transportation. With the addition of the Deck during the last phase of
construction, the Project with the Deck Concept would continue to use energy related to
construction activities longer than under the Project. The Project with the Deck Concept
would also incorporate Project Design Feature GHG-PDF-1 (Green Building Features),
which includes building features to achieve the LEED Silver Certification level or
equivalent green building standards. The Project with the Deck Concept would also
incorporate Project Design Feature WS-PDF-1 (Water Conservation Features) to
minimize water demand and associated energy needed for water conveyance. The
Project with the Deck Concept would provide for the installation of the conduit and panel
capacity to accommodate future EV charging stations. Additionally, the Project with the
Deck Concept’'s mixed-use design and its increase in density on an infill site within an
HQTA and in proximity to transit would achieve a reduction in VMT. Therefore, operation
of the Project with the Deck Concept would not result in wasteful, inefficient, and
unnecessary consumption of energy, and impacts would be less than significant.

For the same reasons discussed under the Project, above, because the No Project/No
Build Alterative would not involve any new development or increase energy use, it would
have no impact regarding energy consumption. Thus, impacts with regard to the efficient
use of energy would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than the Project
with the Deck Concept.
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(ii) Conflict with Plans for Renewable Energy or Energy
Efficiency

(a)  Project

As discussed in Section IV.C, Energy, of this Draft EIR, the Project’s design would comply
with existing energy standards and incorporate project design features to reduce energy
consumption. The Project would support and promote the use of renewable energy and
energy efficiency and would result in less-than-significant impacts. The Project would be
consistent with and not conflict with regional planning strategies that address energy
conservation. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not be subject to review pursuant to plans for
renewable energy and energy efficiency, and, therefore, no impact regarding conflict with
such plans would occur. As such, impacts with respect to conflicts with plans for
renewable energy or energy efficiency would be less under the No Project/No Build
Alternative than the Project.

(b)  Project with the Deck Concept

The Project with the Deck Concept would comply with existing energy standards and
incorporate design features to reduce energy consumption. The Project with the Deck
Concept would support and promote the use of renewable energy and energy efficiency
and impacts as discussed above. As such, the Project with the Deck Concept would be
consistent and not conflict with regional planning strategies that address energy
conservation. Impacts relating to renewable energy and energy efficiency plans would
less than significant.

For the same reasons discussed under the Project, above, the No Project/No Build
Alternative would not be subject to review pursuant to plans for renewable energy and
energy efficiency, and, therefore, no impact regarding conflict with such plans would
occur. Thus, impacts with regard to the conflict with plans for renewable energy or energy
efficiency would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative.

(d) Geology and Soils

(i) Seismic Hazards

(@)  Project

As discussed in Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, of this Draft EIR, the Project Site is not
located within an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone (earthquake fault zone) or in
proximity to any identified active faults. The Project would implement the Los Angeles
Building Code’s seismic safety regulations, as well as California Building Code (CBC)
regulations related to specific seismic zones. Because of the Project Site’s distance from
active faults and the Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety’s enforcement of
state and local seismic safety regulations in building design, the Project would not directly

670 Mesquit City of Los Angeles
Draft Environmental Impact Report December 2021
V-27



V. Alternatives

or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury,
or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault; strong seismic ground shaking;
seismic-related ground failure; and landslides Therefore, Project impacts would be less
than significant.

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not require any new development at the Project
Site or increase or change exposure to existing environmental conditions, such as fault
rupture, seismic shaking, liquefaction, or other geologic hazards. Accordingly, because
the No Project/No Build Alternative would not require any new development or earthwork,
it would not change the existing exposure to geologic conditions and no impacts would
occur. Thus, impacts related to seismic hazards would be less under the No Project/No
Build Alternative than the Project.

(b)  Project with the Deck Concept

The Project Site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone (earthquake
fault zone) or in proximity to any identified active faults. The Project with the Deck Concept
would implement the Los Angeles Building Code’s seismic safety regulations, as well as
CBC regulations related to specific seismic zones. Because of the Project Site’s distance
from active faults and the Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety’s enforcement
of state and local seismic safety regulations in building design, including the design of the
Deck structure, impacts with respect to earthquake fault rupture, ground shaking, or fault-
induced landslide under the Project with the Deck Concept would be less than significant.

For the reasons discussed under the Project, above, because the No Project/No Build
Alternative would not require any new development or earthwork, it would not change the
existing exposure to geologic conditions and no impacts would occur. Thus, impacts with
regard to seismic hazards would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than
under the Project with the Deck Concept.

(ii) Soil Erosion or Loss of Topsoil

(@)  Project

As discussed in Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, of this Draft EIR, Project construction
increase the exposure of excavated soils to potential erosion. The Project would comply
with applicable code and regulatory requirements, including Best Management Practices
(BMPs) as required under the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that control
erosion of soils. With such compliance, impacts associated with substantial erosion or
loss of topsoil during Project construction would be less than significant. Project operation
would have no impact related to erosion and loss of topsoil.

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not require any new construction activity or
exposure of soils due to construction. Accordingly, because the No Project/No Build
Alternative would not involve any construction activity or earthwork, it would not cause
the potential exposure of soil or loss of topsoil, and no impacts would occur. Thus, impacts
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related to soil erosion or loss of topsoil would be less under the No Project/No Build
Alternative than the Project.

(b)  Project with the Deck Concept

Construction activities under the Project with the Deck Concept would increase the
exposure of excavated soils to potential erosion. The Project with the Deck Concept
would comply with code and regulatory requirements related to grading and reduction of
exposures and loss of soils. These include BMPs associated with the SWPPP required
for grading operations on the Project Site. The SWPPP includes measures to control
erosion of all exposed soils. With compliance with regulations, impacts associated with
substantial erosion or loss of topsoil under the Project with the Deck Concept during
construction would be less than significant. Operation of the Project with the Deck
Concept would have no impact related to erosion and loss of topsoil.

For the reasons discussed under the Project, above, the No Project/No Build Alternative
would not require any construction activity or result in an increase in exposure to soils
and no impacts would occur. Thus, impacts with regard to soil erosion or loss of top soil
would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than under the Project with the
Deck Concept.

(i) Unstable Geologic Units

(@)  Project

As discussed in Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not
be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the Project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. Therefore, Project impacts would be less than
significant.

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not include any new development that would
expose more people or structures to unstable geologic units, such as localized raveling
or caving of excavated areas. Accordingly, because the No Project/No Build Alternative
would not involve any new structures or excavation activity, it would not expose people
or structures to unstable geologic units, and no impacts would occur. Thus, impacts
related to unstable geologic units would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative
than the Project.

(b) Project with the Deck Concept

As discussed in Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, of this Draft EIR, the Project with the
Deck Concept would not be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the Project with the Deck Concept, or potentially
result in soil or earth failures, such as on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. Therefore, impacts related to unstable geologic
units under the Project with the Deck Concept would be less than significant.
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For the reasons discussed under the Project, above, the No Project/No Build Alternative
would not cause any construction activity or result in an increase in exposure to geologic
conditions and, as such, no impacts would occur. Thus, impacts with regard to unstable
geologic units would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than under the
Project with the Deck Concept.

(iv)  Expansive Soils

(a)  Project

As discussed in Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not
be located on expansive soil creating substantial risks to life or property caused in whole
or in part by its exacerbating the expansive soil conditions, and impacts would be less
than significant.

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not include any new development that would
expose more people or structures to geologic hazards, such as expansive soils.
Accordingly, because the No Project/No Build Alternative would not involve any new
structures on the Project Site, it would not expose people or structures to geologic
hazards, such as expansive soils, and no impacts would occur Thus, impacts related to
expansive soils would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than the Project.

(b)  Project with the Deck Concept

The Project with the Deck Concept would not be located on expansive soils or be subject
to foundation and infrastructure failure associated with expansive soils. No expansion-
prone (clay-containing) soils are located within the Project Site. Impacts related to
expansive soils under the Project with the Deck Concept would be less than significant.

For the reasons discussed under the Project, above, the No Project/No Build Alternative
would not require any construction activity or result in an increase in exposure to soil
conditions, and no impacts would occur. Thus, impacts with regard to expansive soils
would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than under the Project with the
Deck Concept.

(v)  Paleontological Resources

(@)  Project

As discussed in Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, of this Draft EIR, Project-related grading
and excavation for the subterranean parking structure may encounter native soils and
sediment. These soils and sediment have a high potential for containing previously
unknown buried paleontological resources and, as such, excavation could directly or
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource. Mitigation would be required and,
with implementation of Mitigation Measures GEO-MM-1 through GEO-MM-4, Project
impacts would be reduced to a level that would be less than significant.
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The No Project/No Build Alternative would not require any construction activities;
therefore, it would have no potential to encounter previously undiscovered paleontological
resources, and there would be no impact on paleontological resources. Thus, impacts
related to paleontological resources would be less under the No Project/No Build
Alternative than the Project.

(b)  Project with the Deck Concept

Grading and excavation for the Project with the Deck Concept may encounter unknown
paleontological resources. As such, excavation for the Project with the Deck Concept has
the potential to disturb, damage, or degrade paleontological resources that could be
encountered during construction and, thus, could result in a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a paleontological resource. Mitigation would be required and, with
implementation of Mitigation Measures GEO-MM-1 through GEO-MM-4 under the Project
with the Deck Concept, impacts to paleontological resources resulting in a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a paleontological resource would be less than
significant.

For the same reasons discussed under the Project, above, the No Project/No Build
Alternative would not require any construction activities; therefore, it would have no
potential to encounter previously undiscovered paleontological resources, and there
would be no impact on paleontological resources. Thus, impacts with regard to
paleontological resources would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than
under the Project with the Deck Concept.

(e) Greenhouse Gas Emissions

(i) Conflict with Applicable Plans, Policies, Regulations,
or Recommendations

(a)  Project

As discussed in Section IV.E, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this Draft EIR, the Project
would be generally consistent with regulations and policies and comply with or exceed
the regulations and reduction actions/strategies outlined in the Climate Change Scoping
Plan, 2020-2045 RTP/SCS, the L.A.’s Green New Deal (Sustainable City pLAn 2019),
and the Los Angeles Green Building Code. Impacts related to GHG emissions would be
less than significant.

Because the No Project/No Build Alternative would not involve new construction or a
change in GHG emission-producing activity over existing conditions, it would result in no
impacts regarding conflicts with applicable plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the
purpose of reducing GHGs. Thus, impacts related to GHGs would be less under the No
Project/No Build Alternative than the Project.

670 Mesquit City of Los Angeles
Draft Environmental Impact Report December 2021
V-31



V. Alternatives

(b)  Project with the Deck Concept

The Project with the Deck Concept would be consistent with applicable regulations and
policies and comply with or exceed the regulations and reduction actions/strategies
outlined in the Climate Change Scoping Plan, 2020-2045 RTP/SCS, the L.A.’s Green
New Deal (Sustainable City pLAn 2019), and the Los Angeles Green Building Code.
Impacts related to GHG policies under the Project with the Deck Concept would be less
than significant.

For the same reasons discussed under the Project, above, as the No Project/No Build
Alternative would not involve new construction or a change in GHG emission-producing
activity over existing conditions, it would result in no impacts regarding conflicts with
applicable plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHGs.
Thus, impacts with regard to the conflict with GHG plans, policies, regulations, and
recommendations would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative.

(f) Hazards and Hazardous Materials

(i) Hazard to the Public or the Environment through the
Routine Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous
Materials

(@)  Project

As discussed in Section IV.F, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this Draft EIR, the
Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Construction and occupancy
of the Project would include demolition of existing structures, which may contain asbestos
and other hazardous materials; construction equipment and materials, which may contain
oils, paints, caustics, and other hazardous materials; and the limited use of potentially
hazardous materials typically used in residences, offices, and restaurants. Such materials
would be used, stored, and disposed of in consumer quantities and in accordance with
applicable laws and regulations and manufacturers’ instructions and impacts would be
less than significant. The No Project/No Build Alternative would not involve any changes
in existing conditions or the use, transport, or disposal of hazardous materials.
Accordingly, because the No Project/No Build Alternative would not involve new
construction or changes in site activity over existing conditions, it would result in no
impacts regarding potential hazards to the public or the environment through the routing
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Thus, impacts related to hazardous
materials would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than the Project.

(b) Project with the Deck Concept

The Project with the Deck Concept would not create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.
As with the Project, impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials under the Project
with the Deck Concept would be less than significant.
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For the same reasons discussed under the Project, above, the No Project/No Build
Alternative would not involve any changes in existing conditions or the use, transport, or
disposal of hazardous materials. Accordingly, because the No Project/No Build
Alternative would not involve new construction or changes in site activity over existing
conditions, it would result in no impacts regarding potential hazards to the public or the
environment through the routing transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Thus,
impacts with regard to transport, use, and handling of hazardous would be less under the
No Project/No Build Alternative than the Project with the Deck Concept.

(ii) Hazard to the Public or Environment Involving the
Accidental Release of Hazardous Materials into the
Environment

(@)  Project

As discussed in Section IV.F, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this Draft EIR, soll
excavation at the Project Site during construction could expose construction workers and
the environment to elevated concentrations of hazardous materials present in the soil. As
such, impacts would be potentially significant. The Project would require the
implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-MM-1 and HAZ-MM-2, which would ensure
the proper management of contaminated soils and to reduce the risk of impacts to
construction workers, the public, and the environment, and impacts would be reduced to
a less-than-significant level.

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not involve construction or alter existing
activities on the Project Site; therefore, it would not change the potential for an accidental
release of hazardous materials into the environment compared to existing conditions.
Accordingly, because the No Project/No Build Alternative would not involve new
construction, activity, or uses that would create a hazard to the public involving the
accidental release of hazardous materials into the environment, it would have no impact
related to this hazard. Thus, impacts related to hazardous materials release would be
less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than the Project.

(b)  Project with the Deck Concept

In addition to potential impacts on the Project Site associated with elevated
concentrations of hazardous materials present in the soil, additional contaminated soill
impacts may occur in the Railway Properties which could potentially contain herbicides,
hydrocarbons, metals, creosote, naphthalene associated with railroad activities. The
Project with the Deck Concept would implement Mitigation Measure HAZ-MM-3 to
address additional unknown contamination or soil gas levels during performed earthwork
at the Railway Properties. Mitigation Measure HAZ-MM-3 requires soil sampling at the
Railway Properties prior to construction of the Deck. The Project with the Deck Concept
would also implement Mitigation Measures HAZ-MM-1 and HAZ-MM-2 in the event of
elevated contaminant levels that exceed applicable regulatory standards. With the
implementation of mitigation measures, impacts related to release of hazardous materials
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into the environment under the Project with the Deck Concept would be less than
significant.

For the reasons discussed under the Project above, because the No Project/No Build
Alternative would not involve new construction, activity, or uses that would create a
hazard to the public involving the accidental release of hazardous materials into the
environment, it would have no impact related to this hazard. Thus, impacts related to the
accidental release of hazardous materials would be less under the No Project/No Build
Alternative.

(iii)  Hazards Resulting from Hazardous or Acutely
Hazardous Materials, Substances, or Waste within
One-Quarter Mile of a School

(@) Project

As discussed in Section IV.F, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this Draft EIR, there
are no existing or proposed schools within one-quarter mile of the Project Site. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant.

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not involve construction or alter existing
activities on the Project Site, which could involve hazardous materials or emissions near
a school. Accordingly, because the No Project/No Build Alternative would not require the
use of hazardous materials or involve hazardous emissions, it would have no impact
related to this hazard. Thus, impacts related to the release of hazardous materials or
emissions near a school would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than the
Project.

(b)  Project with the Deck Concept

No existing or proposed schools are located within one-quarter mile of the Project Site
under the Project with the Deck Concept. Therefore, impacts related to the Project with
the Deck Concept would be less than significant.

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not require the use of hazardous materials or
generate hazardous emissions, it would have no impact related to this hazard, and
impacts related to the release of hazardous materials or emissions near a school would
be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative compared to the Project with the Deck
Concept.

(iv)  Hazardous Materials Sites

(@)  Project

As discussed in Section IV.F, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR,
although the Project Site is located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, the listing is a
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permit for air emissions for a former textile manufacturing facility. The facility had no
records of violations and is no longer operating at the Project Site, and impacts would be
less than significant.

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not involve construction or alter existing
activities on a hazardous materials site compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5. Accordingly, the No Project/No Build Alternative would have no impact with
regard to development occurring on a hazardous materials site. Thus, impacts related to
development on a hazardous materials site would be less under the No Project/No Build
Alternative than the Project.

(b)  Project with the Deck Concept

The Project Site is located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. The listing is a permit for air
emissions for a former textile manufacturing facility. Because the facility had no record of
violations and is no longer operating at the Project Site, the Project Site is not considered
to be a hazardous materials site. Although the Project with Deck Concept extends the
Project Site over a portion of the freight and passenger rail lines and rail yards where
footings to support the Deck would be located, the Railyard Property is not identified as
a listed hazardous materials violation site in the Project's Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment (ESA).22 As such, impacts related to hazardous materials violation sites for
the Project with the Deck Concept would be less than significant.

For the reasons discussed under the Project, above, the No Project/No Build Alternative
would have no impact with regard to development occurring on a hazardous materials
site. Thus, impacts related development on a hazardous materials site would be less than
the Project with the Deck Concept.

(v) Emergency Response Plan/Emergency Evacuation
Plan

(@)  Project

As discussed in Section IV.F, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR, no City-
designated Selected Disaster Routes border the Project Site, and the Project would not
physically alter the City’s designated disaster routes. Project construction would
implement Project Design Feature TRAF-PDF-1 to ensure that adequate access for
emergency vehicles would be maintained. Project operation would ensure that site
accessibility and design would be reviewed and approved by the Los Angeles Fire
Department (LAFD) to ensure that emergency response and access would be
maintained. Impacts would be less than significant.

22 Rincon Consultants, Inc., Phase | ESA, September 6, 2016, page 10, Table 2, EDR Listing of Select
Sites within One-Eighth Mile of the Subject Site, Appendix G-1, of this EIR.

670 Mesquit City of Los Angeles
Draft Environmental Impact Report December 2021
V-35



V. Alternatives

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not require any new construction activities or
occupancy of the Project Site that would affect an existing Emergency Operations Plan
or the City’s established disaster routes. Accordingly, because the No Project/No Build
Alternative would not involve any new development, and would not change existing
conditions or affect the implementation of the City’s emergency response or evacuation
plans, no impacts would occur. Thus, impacts related to emergency response and
evacuation plans would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than the
Project.

(b)  Project with the Deck Concept

No City-designated Selected Disaster Routes border the Project Site, and the Project with
the Deck Concept would not physically alter the City’s designated disaster routes. The
Project with the Deck Concept would implement Project Design Feature TRAF-PDF-1 to
ensure that adequate access for emergency vehicles. Project plans would be reviewed
and approved by the LAFD to ensure that emergency response and access would be
maintained. Impacts under the Project with the Deck Concept would be less than
significant.

For the reasons described under the Project, above, the No Project/No Build Alternative
would have no impact on existing Emergency Operations Plan or the City’s established
disaster routes, and impacts would be less than the Project with the Deck Concept.

(9)  Hydrology and Water Quality
(i) Water Quality
(a)  Construction

(i) Project

As stated in Section IV.G, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, construction
activities, including earth moving, maintenance/operation of construction equipment,
potential dewatering, and handling/storage/disposal of materials, could contribute to
pollutant loading in stormwater runoff from the construction site. Also, wind could convey
exposed and stockpiled soils at the construction site into nearby storm drains during storm
events, and on-site water activities for dust suppression purposes could contribute to
pollutant loading in runoff from the construction site. As such, contaminated soils could
be encountered during construction of the Project, and therefore, impacts would be
potentially significant. The Project would implement Mitigation Measure HAZ-MM-2 to
remove contaminated soil and/or groundwater encountered during construction to
prevent the release of hazardous materials into the environment. The Project would also
implement a SWPPP as required by the State of California for all Projects more than one
acre in area. The SWPPP specifies BMPs and erosion control measures to be used
during construction to prevent pollution, to contain and treat, as necessary, stormwater or
construction watering on the Project Site so runoff does not impact off-site drainage
facilities or receiving waters. Further, if grading activities occur during the rainy season
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(October 1 through April 14), a Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan (WWECP) would be
prepared that would include BMPs to address potential erosion effects. With the
implementation HAZ-MM-2 and SWPPP measures, impacts related to the exposure of
surface water to contamination under the Project would be less than significant.

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not involve any construction and, as such,
would not cause surface or groundwater exposure to pollutants during construction that
would violate water quality or waste discharge standards. Accordingly, because the No
Project/No Build Alternative would not involve any construction, it would have no impact
on surface or groundwater quality. Thus, impacts related to water quality during
construction would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than the Project.

(ii) Project with the Deck Concept

Under the Project with the Deck Concept, construction activities, including earth moving,
maintenance/operation of construction equipment, potential dewatering, and
handling/storage/disposal of materials, could contribute to pollutant loading in stormwater
runoff from the construction site. Also, wind could convey exposed and stockpiled soils at
the construction site into nearby storm drains during storm events, and on-site water
activities for dust suppression purposes could contribute to pollutant loading in runoff from
the construction site. As such, contaminated soils could be encountered during
construction of the Project with the Deck Concept and, therefore, impacts would be
potentially significant. In addition, because the Project with the Deck Concept extends to
the construction of footings across the railroad tracks, potential exposure of contaminated
soils would be slightly greater than under the Project. The Project with the Deck Concept
would implement Mitigation Measure HAZ-MM-2 to address impacts regarding water
quality as well as implement a SWPPP as required by the State of California for all
Projects more than one acre in area. The SWPPP specifies BMPs and erosion control
measures to be used during construction to prevent pollution, to contain and treat, as
necessary, stormwater or construction watering on the Project Site so runoff does not
impact off-site drainage facilities or receiving waters. Further, if grading activities occur
during the rainy season (October 1 through April 14), a WWECP would be prepared that
would include BMPs to address potential erosion effects. With the implementation HAZ-
MM-2 and SWPPP measures, impacts related to the exposure of surface water to
contamination under the Project with the Deck Concept, would be less than significant.

However, because the No Project/No Build Alternative would not require any new
construction activities or occupancy of the Project Site that would affect exposure of
buried contaminated soils, no impacts would occur. As such, impacts under the No
Project/No Build Alternative related to water quality would be less than the Project with
the Deck Concept.

670 Mesquit City of Los Angeles
Draft Environmental Impact Report December 2021
V-37



V. Alternatives

(b)  Operation

(i) Project

As stated in Section IV.G, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, the existing
Project Site was developed prior to the enforcement of storm water quality BMP design,
implementation, and maintenance. The Project Site currently does not implement BMPs
and has no means for treatment of stormwater runoff. The Project would implement Low
Impact Development (LID) BMPs to improve the quality of stormwater runoff discharged
from the Project Site compared to existing conditions, and impacts would be less than
significant.

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not include water treatment features and BMPs
in accordance with current regulations that improve the quality of stormwater runoff.
Although beneficial improvements would not occur under the No Project/No Build
Alternative, because no changes or environmental impacts would occur under the No
Project/No Build Alternative, impacts related to water quality during operation would be
less than under the Project.

(ii) Project with the Deck Concept

During operation, the Project with the Deck Concept would implement LID BMPs to collect
and treat surface runoff and stormwater discharged from the Project Site. Runoff from the
132,000-square-foot Deck surface would also be collected and subject to the City’s water
quality BMPs. Although the proposed Deck would extend over a portion of the freight and
passenger rail lines and rail yards, gradient changes, collection, or other BMPs would not
be provided at grade level across the railroad tracks. However, with the treatment of
surface runoff and implementation of LID BMPs within the Project Site and Deck surface,
the quality of stormwater runoff discharged from the Project Site and, ultimately, to the
Los Angeles River would be substantially improved compared to existing conditions.
Impacts related to water quality standards under the Project with the Deck Concept would
be less than significant.

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not include water treatment features and BMPs
that improve the quality of stormwater runoff. Although beneficial improvements would
not occur under the No Project/No Build Alternative, because no changes or
environmental impacts would occur under the No Project/No Build Alternative, impacts
related to water quality during operation would be less than under the Project with the
Deck Concept.

(ii) Decreases in Groundwater Supplies or Recharge

(@)  Project

As stated in Section IV.G, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, Project
construction would not impede sustainable groundwater management of the groundwater
basin. The Project would not include new injection or supply wells and does not include
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the installation or operation of water wells or any extraction or recharge system that is in
the vicinity of the coast, an area of known groundwater contamination or seawater
intrusion, a municipal supply well or spreading ground facility. Excavation depths for the
subterranean garage under the Project would extend from 61 to 68 feet below grade and
reach depths of 75 feet below grade in some areas. This depth could intercept the
groundwater table, which is estimated to be 57 to 61 feet below grade. Thus, construction
activities would potentially require the removal and discharge of ground water. However,
dewatering during construction would be temporary and would not result in the substantial
removal of groundwater that would reduce the local groundwater table. Further,
dewatering would not continue during operation (post-construction). As such, the Project
would not result in a substantial decrease in groundwater supplies or substantially
interfere with groundwater recharge. Because groundwater removal would be temporary
during construction only, impacts related to substantial decreases in groundwater
supplies and recharge would be less than significant.

The No Project/No Build Alternative would result in no changes to the Project Site and,
as such, would have no impact on groundwater supplies or recharge. Accordingly,
because the No Project/No Build Alternative would not involve any construction, it would
have no impact on groundwater supplies or recharge during construction or operation.
Thus, impacts related to groundwater supplies or recharge would be less under the No
Project/No Build Alternative than the Project.

(b)  Project with the Deck Concept

Construction of the Project with the Deck Concept would not impede sustainable
groundwater management of the groundwater basin. The Project with the Deck Concept
would not include new injection or supply wells. It would not involve the installation or
operation of water wells or any extraction or recharge system in the vicinity of the coast
or in an area of known groundwater contamination or seawater intrusion. The Project with
the Deck Concept would not be located in the vicinity of a municipal supply well or
spreading ground facility. The piers for the deck would potentially intercept the
groundwater table. Thus, construction activities would potentially require the removal and
discharge of ground water. However, dewatering during construction would be temporary
and would not result in the substantial removal of groundwater that would reduce the local
groundwater table. Further, dewatering would not continue during operation (post-
construction). As such, the Project with the Deck Concept would not result in a decrease
in groundwater supplies or substantially interfere with groundwater recharge. Because
groundwater removal would be temporary during construction only, impacts related to
decreases in groundwater supplies and recharge would be less than significant.

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not result in any changes to the Project Site
and, as such, would have no impact on groundwater supplies or recharge during
construction or operation. Accordingly, because the No Project/No Build Alternative would
not involve any construction, it would have no impact on groundwater supplies or
recharge during construction or operation. Thus, impacts related to groundwater supplies
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or recharge would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than the Project with
the Deck Concept.

(iii)  Alteration of Drainage Patterns

(a)  Construction

(i) Project

As discussed in Section V.G, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this Draft EIR, during
Project construction, flow directions and runoff volumes would be controlled as required
under the SWPPP BMPs. In addition, the Project would be required to comply with all
applicable City grading permit regulations that require necessary measures, plans, and
inspections to reduce sedimentation and erosion and to control runoff from the Project
Site during the construction period. The Project would adhere to compliance
measurements to avoid flooding, substantially increasing or decreasing the amount of
surface water flow from the Project Site into a water body, or a permanent, adverse
change to the movement of surface water. No existing streams or river courses would be
altered by the Project. Therefore, impacts from Project construction with respect to
drainage patterns, siltation, erosion, and surface runoff would be less than significant.

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not involve any construction and, as such,
would not alter existing surface runoff or drainage patterns resulting in on- or off-site
erosion, siltation or flooding; increased rate or flow in surface runoff; or the exceedance
of the capacity of the area’s drainage system. Accordingly, the No Project/No Build
Alternative would have no impact with respect to drainage patterns, siltation, erosion, and
surface runoff. Thus, impacts related to drainage patterns, siltation, erosion, and surface
runoff during construction would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than
the Project.

(ii) Project with the Deck Concept

The Project with the Deck Concept would control flow directions and runoff volumes
during construction as required under the required SWPPP BMPs and erosion control
measures to manage runoff flows and avoid on- or off-site flooding. In addition, the Project
with Deck Concept would be required to comply with all applicable City grading permit
regulations that require necessary measures, plans, and inspections to reduce
sedimentation and erosion and to control runoff from the Project Site during the
construction period. The Project with the Deck Concept would adhere to compliance
measurements to avoid any runoff that would substantially increase or decrease the
amount of surface water flow from the Project Site into a water body or a cause a
permanent, adverse change to the movement of surface water. No existing streams or
river courses would be altered by the Project with the Deck Concept. Therefore, with
adherence to existing regulations, impacts related to drainage patterns under the Project
with the Deck Concept during construction would be less than significant.
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However, for the reasons discussed for the Project above, the No Project/No Build
Alternative would not involve any construction and would have no impact with respect to
drainage patterns. Thus, impacts related to drainage patterns during construction would
be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative than the Project with the Deck Concept.

(b)  Operation

(i) Project

As discussed in Section IV.G, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this Draft EIR, Project
operation would increase the peak flow rate of stormwater runoff due to the increase in
impervious surfaces compared to existing conditions; however, implementation of the
proposed LID BMPs would reduce the volume of stormwater runoff discharged from the
Project Site and would improve the quality of stormwater runoff leaving the Project Site.
Therefore, impacts from Project operation would be less than significant. During
operation, the 50-year peak flow rate of stormwater runoff from the 5.46-acre Project Site
would increase slightly from approximately 17.21 cfs to 17.25 cfs (a 0.04-cfs increase or
0.2 percent) due to the increase (albeit small) in impervious surfaces compared to existing
conditions. However, the overall volume of stormwater runoff from the Project Site
discharged to the municipal storm drain system would decrease compared to existing
conditions, as a result of the implementation of LID BMPs per City requirements, which
would capture, store, and infiltrate the first rainfall on-site, more than off-setting the
increase in impervious area and associated runoff. In addition, this would reduce the
potential for on-site and off-site flooding.

Drainage patterns for much of the Project Site would generally be unchanged, except that
runoff would no longer be discharged via sheet flows off-site to the east, and the first
stormwater falling on the Project Site would be directed to BMP facilities on-site.

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not change the Project Site’s existing surface
runoff conditions, which generally consist of impervious surface parking, buildings, and
pavement for pedestrian and vehicular circulation. Accordingly, because the No
Project/No Build Alternative would not involve any construction, it would have no impact
related to drainage patterns, siltation, erosion, and surface runoff. However, unlike the
Project, beneficial impacts related to improving the quality of stormwater runoff as a result
of the implementation of water treatment features and BMPs in accordance with current
regulations would not occur under the No Project/No Build Alternative. Although no
benefits related to drainage patterns, siltation, erosion, and surface runoff would occur
under the No Project/No Build Alternative, because the No Project/No Build Alternative
would have no environmental effect during operation, impacts related to surface drainage
would be less than under the Project.

(ii) Project with the Deck Concept

The Project with the Deck Concept would include a 132,000-square foot Deck (an
approximately 3.01-acre surface area) across the Railway Properties. This area is
currently considered 99 percent pervious. The Project with the Deck Concept would
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increase impervious surfaces on the Project Site. Approximately 96 percent of the Project
Site under the Project with Deck Concept would be impervious, leaving little opportunity
for erosion or siltation. Due to the increase in impervious area resulting from construction
of the Deck, the 50-year peak flow rate of stormwater runoff from the 8.47-acre area
encompassing the 5.46-acre Project Site (without the Railway Properties) plus the 3.01-
acre area (Railway Properties) covered by the Deck would increase from an estimated
26.31 cfs to 26.79 cfs (a 0.48 cfs or 1.8 percent increase). Some of the runoff captured
and discharged from the Deck, as with Project, would be, stored and infiltrated into on-
site soils by BMP facilities intended to treat the first flush of stormwater. However, as the
drainage pattern of the Project Site would be substantially altered with development of
the Project with the Deck Concept, potentially significant impacts could occur related to
on- or off-site flooding, exceeding the capacity of existing stormwater drainage systems,
or providing substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. While the Project with the
Deck Concept would increase impervious surfaces on the Project Site, approximately 96
percent of the Project Site under the Project with Deck Concept would be impervious,
leaving little opportunity for erosion or siltation.

The remaining runoff not captured by the BMP facilities would be discharged from the
Deck to the municipal storm drain system in Mesquit Street, Jesse Street, and 7th Street,
and ultimately discharge to the Los Angeles River. In accordance with standard City
practice, detailed drainage construction plans would be completed during the construction
document development phase and, in the event this assessment identifies potential for
exceedance of the capacity of the municipal stormwater drainage system, upgrades to
the system would be required. Improvements could include an expanded on-site LID
system, or reconstruction and upgrades to the existing catch basins in Mesquit Street, the
15-inch storm main in Jesse Street, and the 24-inch storm lateral on 7th Street. Through
compliance with Bureau of Engineering (BOE) requirements during the plan check
approval process, any potential for the rate or amount of surface runoff to result in
flooding, would be reduced to a level that would be less than significant.

For the reasons described under the Project, above, the No Project/No Build Alternative
unlike the Project would not have the beneficial impact related to water treatment features
and BMPs in accordance with current regulations. Although no benefits related to surface
runoff would occur under the No Project/No Build Alternative, because the No Project/No
Build Alternative would have no environmental effect during operation, impacts related to
surface drainage would be less than under the Project with the Deck Concept.

(iv)  Conflict with or Obstruct Implementation of Water
Quality Control Plans

(@)  Project

As discussed in Section IV.G, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this Draft EIR, the Project
would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan during operation of the Project. However, as
contaminated soils could impact the groundwater that underlies the Project Site,
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construction of the Project may conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan, and impacts would be
potentially significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-MM-2 would reduce
impacts to a less-than-significant level.

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not cause any changes in existing conditions
or result in any new development of the Project Site. Accordingly, this alternative would
have no potential to conflict with or obstruct the implementation of water quality control
plans, the policies of which are expressed in City and State water quality regulations for
the protection of water resources. Thus, impacts related to water quality control plans or
sustainable groundwater management plans would be less under the No Project/No Build
Alternative than the Project.

(b)  Project with the Deck Concept

The Project with the Deck Concept would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of
a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan during
operation. However, as contaminated soils could impact the groundwater, construction of
the Project with the Deck Concept, as with the Project, may conflict with or obstruct
implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management
plan, and impacts would be potentially significant. With implementation of Mitigation
Measure HAZ-MM-2 under the Project with the Deck Concept, impacts regarding a
conflict with a water quality control plan would be less than significant.

For reasons described under the Project, above, the No Project/No Build Alternative
would result in no impacts related to conflict a water quality control plan. Thus, impacts
related to water quality control plans would be l