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Introduction

1 Introduction

This document is the focused Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated
Draft EIR) for the proposed updates to the 1991 Burbank Media District Specific Plan (hereafter
referred to as “proposed Project”), which would apply to the approximately 544-acre area within the
proposed Project boundary (hereafter referred to as “Specific Plan Area”).

The purpose of this document is to provide analysis for a new project alternative, the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative, that was prepared in response to public comments, received during the
draft EIR public comment period, in regards to the proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable
impacts related to wastewater conveyance and capacity, as well as the cumulatively significant
impacts associated with water supply, wastewater facilities, and electricity. The Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative would decrease the development potential to 2,258 residential units,
684,245 square feet of non-residential uses, and 400 hotel rooms. In comparison, the proposed
Project that was analyzed by the original Draft Program EIR would facilitate development of up to
9,702 residential units and 3,986,207 square feet of commercial and general business development,
and 400 hotel rooms.

The development types anticipated would include medium-density residential, high-density
residential, mixed-use residential, commercial developments, and hotels within the Specific Plan
Area’s opportunity sites. The City identified groupings of underutilized sites within the Specific Plan
Area as opportunities for infill and adaptive reuse. These sites are referred to as opportunity sites and
would assist in meeting the City’s goals of introducing affordable housing, promoting infill
development, and catalyzing economic development in proximity to existing employment centers and
envisioned transit centers and corridors. Therefore, the proposed Project is subject to environmental
review requirements under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

This section discusses: (1) the EIR background; (2) the purpose and legal authority for preparing a
Recirculated Draft EIR; (3) the organization of the Recirculated Draft EIR; (4) the environmental review
process; and (5) the responses to public comments and Final EIR.

1.1 Environmental Impact Report Background

In 2023, the City began preparing a Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (“Draft Program
EIR”). The City of Burbank (“City”) distributed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the EIR for a 30-day
agency and public review period that started on November 1, 2023, and ended on November 30,
2023. In addition, the City held an EIR Scoping Meeting on the evening of November 16, 2023.
Appendix A of the Draft Program EIR contains copies of the NOP, along with the written responses to
the NOP.

The Draft Program EIR was released for public review on February 7, 2026, and was available for a 45-
day public review period until March 23, 2026.

The Recirculated Draft EIR includes revisions to Section 6, Alternatives, of the Draft Program EIR. The
Recirculated Draft EIR also includes Section 2, Project Description, without any revisions, for
informational purposes.

Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 1-1
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As discussed in detail below, the City is recirculating the Draft Program EIR pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5, Subdivisions a(3) and (c), which require the modified or new sections of
an EIR to be circulated in certain circumstances, including when a new alternative is considered. The
full Draft Program EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR are available for public viewing at the Community
Services Building located at 150 North Third Street, 1** Floor, Burbank, CA 91510, and on the City’s
website using the following link: https://burbankmediadistrictsp.squarespace.com/

1.2 Purpose and Legal Authority

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 requires that a lead agency recirculate an EIR, or portions of an EIR,
when significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice for public review of the Draft
Program EIR, but prior to certification. New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the
EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a
substantial adverse environmental effect of the project, or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such
an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponent has declined to
implement.

“Significant new information” requiring recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure showing
that:

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the
project’s proponents decline to adopt it.

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5,
subdivisions (a)[1]-[4])

In this case, new information requiring recirculation includes modifications to Section 6, Alternatives,
of the Draft Program EIR.

Under CEQA, if the revision is limited to a few chapters or portions of the original EIR, the lead agency
only needs to recirculate the chapters or portions that have been modified (CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5, subdivision (c)). Recirculation of a Draft EIR requires notice pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
section 15087 and consultation pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15086.

1.3  Summary of the Recirculated Draft EIR

The City has prepared this Summary of the Recirculated Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5, Subdivision (g). To help the reader locate information of particular interest, the following is
a brief summary of the contents of each chapter of the Recirculated Draft EIR. Refer to the Draft
Program EIR for the chapters and sections that are not included in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

= Section 1: Introduction. This section provides introductory information, background information
regarding the Draft Program EIR, purpose and legal authority of the Recirculated Draft EIR, and
describes the environmental review process for the Recirculated Draft EIR.
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Introduction

= Section 2: Project Description. This section identifies the Project location, summarizes the
proposed Project, identifies proposed Project characteristics and associated anticipated
development, and outlines the Project Objectives. No changes from the Draft Program EIR have
been made to this section.

= Section 6: Alternatives. This section analyzes the alternatives to the proposed Project, including
the new Alternative 3, Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative.

The proposed Project for the Recirculated Draft EIR consists of the same development and land uses
described in Section 2, Project Description, which is provided for informational purposes. The
Alternatives section has been revised based on several public comments regarding the significant and
unavoidable impacts under the proposed Project associated with wastewater, as well as the
cumulatively significant impacts associated with water supply, wastewater facilities, and electricity,
during the Draft Program EIR’s public review period. As outlined in the new Alternative 3, Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative, additional analysis has been conducted to determine the maximum density
within the Specific Plan Area that could be accommodated by the City’s existing and planned utility
infrastructure and capacity.

1.4 Environmental Review Process

The Recirculated Draft EIR is being circulated for a 45-day public review period during which written
comments on the scope and adequacy of the document can be submitted to the City Community
Development Department. The public review period is from July 11, 2026, until August 24, 2026. All
comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR should be sent to the following City contact by August 24,
2026:

Amanda Landry, Principal Planner
Community Development Department
150 North Third Street

Burbank, California 91510

As CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, Subdivision (f)(2) permits, the City requests that reviewers limit
the scope of their comments to the revised section (e.g., Chapter 6, Alternatives) included in the
Recirculated Draft EIR. Following the 45-day public review period, the City will prepare responses to
the written comments received during the recirculation period that relate to the revised and
recirculated portions of the Recirculated Draft EIR.

The City is currently working on responding to the public comments received during the initial
circulation period that raised significant environmental points and relate to the portions of the Draft
Program EIR that have not been revised or recirculated, and will compile those comments and
responses into a Final EIR. The following are the key issues that were raised: transportation/vehicle
miles traveled, wildfire preparedness, utility infrastructure, cumulative impacts, and neighborhood-
level analysis.

Upon receipt of the public comments for the Recirculated Draft EIR, the City will prepare a Final EIR
that will include responses to the comments received for both the original Draft Program EIR and
Recirculated Draft EIR. The following is a brief summary of the contents of each chapter of the Final
EIR:

Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 1-3
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® |ntroduction that summarizes the environmental review process and intent of the Final EIR;

=  Comments and Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR, received during the
45--day public comment period (responses to significant environmental comments related to the
revised and recirculated sections included in the Recirculated Draft EIR only, Section 6,
Alternatives);

= Comments and Responses to Comments on all sections of the Draft Program EIR received during
the original 45-day public comment period (responses to significant environmental comments
related to the sections or portions of the Draft Program EIR that were not addressed in the revised
and recirculated sections of the Recirculated Draft EIR);

= Corrections or additions to the Draft Program EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR, if any; and

= The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

The Final EIR will provide the basis for City decision-makers, such as the City Planning Commission and
City Council to consider the environmental implications of the proposed Project as well as possible
ways to mitigate any potential significant environmental impacts. The City must certify that the Final
EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA, that the decision-making body reviewed and
considered the information contained in the Final EIR prior to approving the proposed Project, and
that the Final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis.
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2 Project Description

The following subsections provide a summary of the background and description of the proposed
update to the Burbank Media District Specific Plan (hereafter referred to as “proposed Project”), as
required by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15124.

2.1 Project Applicant

City of Burbank - Community Development Department: Planning Division
150 North Third Street
Burbank, California 91502

2.2 Lead Agency Contact Person

Amanda Landry, AICP, Principal Planner
City of Burbank

Community Development Department
150 North Third Street

Burbank, California 91502
818-238-5250

2.3 Project Location

The City of Burbank (hereafter referred to as “City” or “Burbank”) encompasses 17.1 square miles and
is located in the central portion of Los Angeles County, approximately 12 miles northwest of
Downtown Los Angeles, as shown in Figure 2-1. The City is generally bounded by the Verdugo
Mountains to the northeast, the City of Glendale to the east, and the City of Los Angeles to the south
and west. The City of Burbank is bisected by Interstate 5 (I-5) and the Metrolink commuter rail right-
of-way.

The Burbank Media District is located on the southwestern edge of the City and features several major
employers and accessible amenities. The proposed Project area is approximately 544-acre area within
the Specific Plan boundary (hereafter referred to as “Specific Plan Area”), as shown in Figure 2-2. The
Specific Plan Area is generally bounded by the Magnolia Park residential neighborhood to the north,
South Keystone Street and residential neighborhoods to the east, the Los Angeles River to the south,
and the Toluca Lake and Toluca Woods residential neighborhoods in the City of Los Angeles to the
west. The 544-acre Specific Plan Area is surrounded by urbanized areas with a mix of land uses,
including residential, commercial, media studios industrial, institutional, and open space. The Specific
Plan Area is also in close proximity to local and regional destinations and assets, including the
Hollywood Burbank Airport, Universal City and Universal Studios, Hollywood, and Downtown Los
Angeles. The Specific Plan Area is bisected by State Route 134 (SR-134) and West Olive Avenue.
Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-2 on the following pages illustrate the location of the Specific Plan Area in a
regional and local context, respectively.
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Figure 2-1 Regional Location
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2.4  Existing Specific Plan Area Characteristics

The Specific Plan Area is located on the southwestern edge of the City and features several major
employers, including media and entertainment companies such as the Walt Disney Company, Warner
Bros. Discovery, and Burbank Studios. The Specific Plan Area can be accessible via SR-134 freeway, a
few major arterial streets (ex. Hollywood Way, West Olive Avenue, and West Alameda Avenue), and
public transit. A total of five bus routes serve the Specific Plan Area and primarily run along Olive
Avenue, Buena Vista Street, Alameda Avenue, Riverside Avenue, and North Hollywood Way.

The Specific Plan Area encompasses a mix of commercial, office, residential, medical, educational,
and open space uses. Development patterns within the Specific Plan Area are compact and highly
developed with pedestrian-friendly sections of Riverside Drive and areas north of Alameda Avenue,
which include a walkable street network with shorter blocks, narrower streets lined with trees, and
more human scale buildings. The majority of the residential uses within the Specific Plan Area are
located north of Alameda Avenue, between SR-134 and the former Warner Bros. Ranch Facilities, now
referred to as the “Ranch Lot.” Most of the parcels located south of Alameda Avenue are dedicated
to commercial and office uses. Many neighborhood-serving businesses, such as convenience stores,
restaurants, barber shops, and gas stations, among others, are located along West Olive Avenue,
which serves as the Specific Plan Area’s main commercial corridor. Entertainment companies and
offices line West Olive Avenue, and Planned Developments with large television and film studio
campuses are located adjacent to the commercial areas. Due to the nature of the Planned
Development sites, public access on these sites is generally restricted to authorized studio tours.

The Specific Plan Area also includes healthcare, recreation, and educational facilities that serve the
local community. The Providence Saint Joseph Medical Center, located on the west end, provides
comprehensive medical care and support services to the City and the greater region. Adjacent to the
medical center is Providence High School and Johnny Carson Park, which provides open space facilities
and recreational programming.

2.5 Project Characteristics

2.5.1 Specific Plan Update Summary

The City, in partnership with the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), proposes
updates to the Media District Specific Plan. A specific plan is a policy document that will guide future
development of a specific area in the city through specific land use goals/policies and development
standards. The existing Specific Plan was adopted in 1991 for the purposes of creating a growth-
control plan to ensure that all new development could be accommodated by infrastructure and public
services and to preserve the character of the neighborhoods within the Specific Plan Area. The
proposed updates to this Specific Plan are intended to focus on developing and implementing policies
and programs to remove barriers to housing production, streamline the permitting process, and
introduce objective design standards for new development within the Specific Plan Area.

The proposed Project includes the following chapters:

= Chapter 1: Executive Summary. Provides an overview of the proposed Project and provides
direction on how to use the plan document.

= Chapter 2: Introduction. Describes the purpose, authority, planning context, relevant City
adopted plans and policies, and environmental review for the proposed Project.
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= Chapter 3: Media District Profile. Covers the existing Media District planning area, demographics,
land use, and market profile.

= Chapter 4: Community Engagement. Summarizes the outreach efforts involved in the
development of the proposed Project.

= Chapter 5: Vision and Overarching Goals. States the purpose of updating the Specific Plan and
provides overarching goals for planning the Specific Plan Area.

= Chapter 6: Land Use & Zoning. Provides information on allowable land uses and zoning
designations within the Specific Plan Area.

= Chapter 7: Development Standards. Outlines the development standards for land use and zoning
designations within the Specific Plan Area to accommodate for future development associated
with the proposed Project.

= Chapter 8: Mobility & Public Realm. Summarizes the City’s transportation vision and goals to
support the Specific Plan Area.

= Chapter 9: Infrastructure. Describes the proposed Project’s infrastructure goals and policies,
along with the Specific Plan Area’s existing and proposed infrastructure for potable water,
recycled water, sewer, stormwater, energy, telecommunications, and solid waste.

= Chapter 10: Implementation. Addresses the actions and information needed to implement the
vision and goals presented in the Specific Plan.

= Chapter 11: Definitions. Provides definitions for terms used throughout the proposed Project.

The proposed Project would establish updated objective development standards to facilitate the
potential new development of up to 9,702 residential units and 3,986,207 square feet of commercial
and general business development, and 400 hotel rooms. The development types anticipated would
include medium density residential, high density residential, mixed-used residential, commercial
developments, and up to 400 hotel rooms within Specific Plan Area’s opportunity sites. The City
identified groupings of underutilized sites within the Specific Plan Area as opportunities for infill and
adaptive reuse. These sites are referred to as opportunity sites and would assist in meeting the City’s
goals of introducing affordable housing, promoting infill development, and catalyzing economic
development in proximity to existing employment centers and envisioned transit centers and
corridors.

Figure 2-3, Specific Plan Opportunity Sites, illustrates the areas where opportunity sites are identified
within the Specific Plan Area. For the purposes of this Project, Opportunity Sites are those that were
identified through a combination of public outreach and feasibility discussions as having the greatest
potential to experience redevelopment. Under the proposed Project, 125 percent of allowed density
could be applied to future development projects that qualify as transit oriented development or
exceptional project based on City eligible criteria and process, including opportunity sites and
100 percent of allowed non-residential intensity would be applied to all opportunity sites. These
allowances would aid in streamlining the full range of non-residential development options without
the need for additional density bonuses or restrictions.

Approximately 212 acres within the boundaries Specific Plan Area are zoned as Planned Development
with several multi-media studios and are subject to private development agreements. For
informational purposes, the number of potential residential units within these areas has been
assessed under the “Planned Development” designation. However, these units are not included in the
projected development potential under the proposed Project update as these properties are
regulated through individual development agreements and are not subject to the provisions of the
proposed Project update.
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Figure 2-3 Specific Plan Opportunity Sites
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2.5.2 Project Objectives

The proposed Project includes objectives, policies and actions that will help achieve the vision for the
Media District, as established through the planning process. The objectives, policies and actions will
help facilitate residential and commercial development along major transit corridors and surrounding
transit stations, with development intensities mindful of residential neighborhoods, and enable
transit-focused residential and commercial growth all while respecting the original plan’s goals of
ensuring that growth in the Specific Plan Area is considered in context with the surrounding low and
medium density residential neighborhoods. The project objectives listed below detail how the
proposed Project would help achieve the vision for the Burbank Media District:

Emphasize Contextual Development
= Develop people-focused streetscapes and buildings that are sensitive to the surrounding intensity
and scale of surrounding development.

= Allow sufficient and balanced development opportunities for media, medical, and other
commercial establishments within the Media District.

= Encourage higher development intensity in the center of the Media District and transition as it
approaches existing low- and medium-scale residential areas.

Transit Oriented Growth
= Align and encourage residential and commercial growth near major transportation resources,
including new transit stops, corridors, and with major mobility centers.

= Ensure that non-vehicular infrastructure and public service improvements are designed to
accommodate the needs of all existing and future development.

= Encourage more pedestrian and bicycle use through added infrastructure.

Facilitate Streamlined Housing Production

= Establish practical and objective design standards based on community feedback and best
practices to ensure neighborhood compatibility and development.

= Encourage affordable and workforce housing development in the center of the Media District.

= Establish policies that will facilitate the streamlined development of a variety of housing in the
center of the Media District.

2.5.3 Proposed Land Use Plan

The intent of the proposed Project is to guide development in the Specific Plan Area in a way that is
appropriate with pre-existing land uses, neighborhoods and infrastructure, and enhance the built
environment through well designed buildings. To reflect that the Specific Plan should be a distinct and
unified community with a clear vision, the Burbank2035 General Plan Land Use Map would be
amended under the proposed Project to reflect just one land use designation for the Specific Plan
Area, Media District Land Use, as shown in Figure 2-4.
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Figure 2-4 Specific Plan Area Proposed Land Use Map
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The zoning designations and development standards provided in the proposed Project would
facilitate infill development, transit use, tourism, and the revitalization of the Media District while
enhancing commercial corridors that traverse the Specific Plan Area. The proposed Project promotes
a mix of uses and residential densities to allow people to live near work, transit, businesses, and
entertainment options, as well as school and health facilities located within the Specific Plan Area.
Table 2-1 provides the characteristics and allowed uses of the proposed zoning designations under

the proposed Project. Figure 2-5 shows the proposed zoning for the Specific Plan Area.

Table 2-1 Proposed Specific Plan Zoning Designations

Zoning Designation

Characteristics and Allowed Uses

Media District Limited
Commercial (MDC-2)

Media District General
Business (MDC-3)

Media District
Commercial/Media
Production (MDC-4)

Media District Industrial
(MDM-1)

Media District
Residential Medium
Density Residential
Density (MDR-3)

Media District High
Density Residential
(MDR-4)

Open Space (0OS)

Planned Development
(PD)

The MDC-2 zone is intended to serve the retail and service needs of the Media District
business community and the adjacent residential neighborhoods.

The MDC-3 zone is intended for general business establishments and other commercial
uses.

The MDC-4 zone is intended for general business establishments, other commercial uses,
and certain restricted media production activities.

The MDM-1 zone is intended for motion picture, television, recording production, other
media related activities, hospitals and medical-related uses and other restricted
commercial/industrial uses compatible with these uses.

The MDR-3 zone is intended for medium density multifamily development, including rental
and ownership options. This zone can act to buffer single family residential neighborhoods
from higher density multifamily development. With limited exceptions as allowed through
the Conditional Use Permit process, non-residential uses are generally not appropriate in
the MDR-3 Zone.

The MDR- 4 zone is intended for higher density multifamily development, including rental
and ownership options. The zone is intended to accommodate a higher intensity of
multifamily development. With limited exceptions as allowed through the Conditional Use
Permit process, nonresidential uses are generally not appropriate in the MDR-4 zone.

The OS zone is intended to preserve land for public open space, to provide a variety of
outdoor recreational opportunities within the Media District. The purpose of the OS zone is
to provide for land conservation, watershed areas, and recreational activities. The provision
for additional open space for outdoor recreational opportunities through the dual use of
existing facilities, such as land fill areas, water supply facilities, reservoirs, and utility
easements, is also an open space land use objective.

Any existing PD zone in the Media District is subject to the approved project conditions of
approval and development agreement, for the specific PD zone. All new proposed PDs in
the Media District will be subject to the requirements and review process as codified in
Burbank Municipal Code Division 9 (Development Agreements) and Division 10 (Planned
Development) of Article 19 (Zoning Procedures and Amendments) of Title 10 (Zoning
Regulations) and as amended. The Media District also includes Johnny Carson Park, which is
zoned OS (Open Space).The dissolution of a PD will require the establishment of a new
zoning designation and Density and Intensity allowances.

Approximately 9,702 residential units and 3,986,207 square feet of commercial and general business
development, and 400 hotel rooms are projected under the proposed Project. Approximately
9,651 residential units are projected as opportunity sites, and approximately 572 residential units are
projected as pipeline projects (projects that are pending entitlement approval), which are included in
the residential unit projection, as shown in Table 2-2. The net development quantity is the number of
new units and non-residential square footage that would be allowed under the proposed Project that
would be above what is allowed under the existing Specific Plan.
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Table 2-2 Summary of Proposed Changes

Land Use Net Quantity

Total Media District Residential Units 9.702
Residential Units for Media District Opportunity Sites Only 9,651
Residential Units for Media District Pipeline Projects Only 572
Non-Residential Square Footage 3,986,207

Housing development associated with the proposed Project would add an estimated 24,226 residents
to the City (based on the average household size of 2.38 in Burbank), increasing Burbank’s population
from 105,603 (California Department of Finance [DOF] 2024) to 129,829 during the proposed Project’s
planning implementation period.

Figure 2-6 shows the designated 2050 Transit Priority Area (TPA) as designated by SCAG over the
Specific Plan Area boundary and opportunity sites. The TPA is defined by SCAG as an area within one-
half mile of a major transit stop that is existing or planned (SCAG 2025). As shown in Figure 2-6, nearly
the entire Specific Plan Area is designated as a TPA due to the bus transit that serves the community.

2.5.4 Opportunity Sites

The proposed Project’s Opportunity Sites were identified after evaluating the public feedback
received during the initial outreach phase of the project and studying the existing land uses and
forecasted economic trends. These sites are those that the project team identifying as having the
most realistic potential to be redeveloped.
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Figure 2-5 Specific Plan Area Proposed Zoning Map

T
ez Bl

[l
el

i, O
— e

Media District Zoning

[] (MDC-2) Media District Limited Commarcial Bl ©5) Open Space

B (MOC-3) Media District tieneral Business I Fo Flanned Development
- (MDC-4) Media District Commercial/Media Production I::: City Boundary

:I (MOM-1) Media District Industrial D Burbank Media District

| | tMDR-3) Media District Residential Multiple Low Density
[ ] (MOR-4) Media District Residential Multiple Med Density

Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 2-11



City of Burbank
Burbank Media District Specific Plan Update

Figure 2-6 SCAG 2045 Transit Priority Area
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2.5.5 Policies and Programs

The proposed Project aims to develop implementing policies and programs to remove barriers to
housing production, streamline the permitting process, and introduce objective design standards for
new development within the Specific Plan Area. The proposed Project’s objective design standards
are summarized below. Chapter 8, Mobility & Public Realm, and Chapter 9, Infrastructure, of the
proposed Project contain proposed policies to implement the goals identified in Section 2.5.2, Project
Objectives, above, these policies are described below.

Objective Development Standards

The proposed Project’s objective development standards allow for higher density, floor area ratio,
and building and structure heights within the Specific Plan Area. The proposed objective development
standards also include design guidelines that support the character, economic development, and
planned growth of the Specific Plan Area. Open space design and acreage and parking requirements
are also defined in the proposed objective development standards.

Mobility & Public Realm Chapter Policies

The proposed mobility network for the Specific Plan Area is designed to serve all transportation
modes and would consist of roadways and dedicated facilities that serve pedestrians, cyclists, transit,
and private vehicles. The network has been developed in accordance with the City’s General Plan,
projects identified in the Bicycle Master Plan, recommendations from the Greenhouse Gas Reduction
Plan and the Complete Our Streets Plan, and input from community members.

The mobility policies and supportive strategies are based on the Specific Plan Area’s mobility goals
that support reducing reliance on personal vehicles and increasing safety, access, comfort, and
convenience of all modes of transportation. The proposed mobility infrastructure policies are listed
below.

Mobility & Public Realm Policies
=  Policy 1.1: Create a multimodal, active, engaged, human- oriented streetscape network, where
the private automobile is not viewed as the only mode of travel.

= Policy 2.1: Support future development that creates greater access to alternate modes of
transportation and therefore reduce reliance on personal vehicles by making walking, biking, and
public transit more accessible, comfortable, safe, and convenient.

= Policy 3.1: Improve safety for all modes of transportation with an emphasis on the most
vulnerable modes.

= Policy 4.1: Ensure efficient parking management in the Media District by implementing policies
to regulate curb space effectively, protect on-street parking in residential neighborhoods, and
explore strategies to maximize underutilized off-street parking.

Pedestrian Infrastructure Policies

= Policy 1.0: Increase access for people walking in the neighborhood.

= Policy 2.0: Provide attractive and comfortable infrastructure for people walking in the
neighborhood.

= Policy 3.0: Maximize pedestrian safety while ensuring safe interaction between all modes of
transportation.
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Bicycle Infrastructure Policies

Policy 1.0: Provide a bicycle network that connects major destinations, including commercial
areas, employment centers, and residential neighborhoods.

Policy 2.0: Eliminate first-mile/last-mile mobility gaps and barriers.

Policy 3.0: Maximize bicycle safety including providing separation between bicyclists and
motorists whenever feasible.

Transit Infrastructure Policies

Policy 1.0: Enhance safety, accessibility, and cleanliness at transit stops and routes.
Policy 2.0: Improve transit connections with local and regional destinations.
Policy 3.0: Ensure transit is reliable and provides high quality service to destinations.

Policy 4.0: The introduction of Bus Rapid Transit in the Media District will contribute to the
creation of the transit center cited in the Burbank2035 General Plan Mobility Element Policy 4.3:
“Improve and expand transit centers; create a new transit center in the Media District.”

Motor Vehicle Infrastructure Policies

Policy 1.0: Focus improvements within the City’s existing rights-of-way.
Policy 2.0: Ensure safe interaction between all modes of travel.

Policy 3.0: Enhance access to destinations and availability of curb space and avoid diverting traffic
to adjacent neighborhoods.

Parking Policies

Policy 7.1: Effectively manage citywide parking to improve convenience while maximizing use at
all times of the day.

Policy 7.2: Design commercial and residential parking standards to limit new vehicle trips,
incentivize transit use, and promote non- motorized transportation.

Policy 7.3: Reconfigure or remove underutilized street parking when needed to accommodate
safer bicycle travel, increase walkability, improve transit operation, or improve vehicle safety.

Infrastructure Policies

Public utility infrastructure policies outlined in the proposed Project provide clear expectations for
developers regarding fees, assuring residents of the reliability of utility services, and equipping
policymakers with the guidance needed to plan for and prioritize future infrastructure improvements.
The following policies are based on the goal of providing high quality infrastructure to accommodate
the growth allowed by the proposed Project.

Public Utility Infrastructure Policies

Policy 1.1: Ensure that any new development in the Media District has adequate water, sewer,
and drainage, in accordance Burbank Water and Power and the City’s Public Works Department.

Policy 1.2: Incorporate sustainable stormwater management features in new development and
public improvements, including bio-swales, permeable pavers, rainwater collection systems, and
other features to manage stormwater runoff.

Policy 1.3: Ensure that new development utilizes recycled water for landscaping.
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= Policy 1.4: Require new development to coordinate with the appropriate agency to provide
electric and gas service to the proposed site consistent with local regulations and plants.

2.6 Required Approvals

The proposed Project would require a recommendation from the Planning Commission to the City
Council, and would require the Planning Commission to consider and make a recommendation to the
Burbank City Council to adopt the proposed Project policy document, Environmental Impact Report,
and related Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The following discretionary approvals are
required prior to the proposed Project becoming effective:

= Resolution of the City Council adopting the Specific Plan policy document

= Certification of this EIR prepared for the proposed Project

= General Plan Amendment to amend the land use designations in the Land Use Element to
incorporate the proposed updates required by the proposed Media District Specific Plan

= Zone text amendment to Title 10 of the Burbank Municipal Code to incorporate by reference the
objective development and design standards established in the proposed Project for zones within
the Specific Plan Area
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6 Alternatives

As required by Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, this section of the Draft EIR examines a range
of reasonable alternatives to the proposed Project that would feasibly attain most of the basic Project
objectives but would avoid or substantially lessen the significant adverse impacts.

Project Objectives

As discussed in Section 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the following objectives detail how the
proposed Project would help achieve the vision for the Burbank Media District:

Emphasize Contextual Development

= Develop people-focused streetscapes and buildings that are sensitive to the surrounding
intensity and scale of surrounding development.

= Allow sufficient and balanced development opportunities for media, medical, and other
commercial establishments within the Media District.

= Encourage higher development intensity in the center of the Media District and transition as it
approaches existing low- and medium-scale residential areas.

Transit Oriented Growth

= Align and encourage residential and commercial growth near major transportation resources,
including new transit stops, corridors, and with major mobility centers.

= Ensure that non-vehicular infrastructure and public service improvements are designed to
accommodate the needs of all existing and future development.

=  Encourage more pedestrian and bicycle use through added infrastructure.

Facilitate Streamlined Housing Production

= Establish practical and objective design standards based on community feedback and best
practices to ensure neighborhood compatibility and development.

= Encourage affordable and workforce housing development in the center of the Media District.

=  Establish policies that will facilitate the streamlined development of a variety of housing in the
center of the Media District.

Alternatives Considered for Evaluation

As stated above, the intent of the alternatives is to avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of a project while still feasibly obtaining most of the basic project objectives. Alternatives have
been developed to provide a reasonable range of options to consider that would help decision makers
and the public understand the general implications of revising or eliminating certain components of
the proposed Project. Based on the analyses provided in Section 4, Environmental Impact Analysis, of
this Draft EIR, implementation of the proposed Project would result in significant and unavoidable
impacts related to the following issue areas: air quality, cultural resources (historical resources only),
land use and planning (policy consistency only), noise (construction noise only), transportation, and
utilities and service systems (wastewater facilities and wastewater capacity). The proposed Project
would also require implementation of mitigation for the following areas to avoid or reduce potentially
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significant impacts: biological resources (special-status species only), cultural resources
(archaeological resources only), geology and soils (paleontological resources only), hazards and
hazardous materials (hazardous materials sites only), tribal cultural resources, utilities and service
systems (wastewater facilities and wastewater capacity only), and wildfire (construction wildfire risk
only). Additionally, the analysis in Sections 4.1 through 4.18 determined that the proposed Project
would not result in a potentially significant impact related to the following issue areas: aesthetics,
energy, geology and soils, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, hydrology and water quality, population
and housing, public services, recreation, and utilities and service systems (all except wastewater).

Based on the significant environmental impacts identified for the Project, the basic objectives
established for the Project, and the feasibility of the alternatives considered, the following
alternatives are evaluated in this section:

= Alternative 1: No Project Alternative
= Alternative 2: Increased Growth Alternative
= Alternative 3: Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative

The description of each alternative and the potential environmental impacts of each alternative are
analyzed in Sections 6.1 through 6.3. In addition, a discussion of the alternatives that were considered
but rejected is provided in Section 6.4.

6.1  Alternative 1: No Project Alternative

6.1.1 Description

The No Project Alternative involves continued implementation of the 1991 Media District Specific
Plan, the 2021-2029 Burbank Housing Element, and the Burbank2035 General Plan. The No Project
Alternative would not expand the Specific Plan Area boundary to include the Warner Bros. Ranch
block located north of Oak Street, the Lakeside Shopping Center parcel, and Johnny Carson Park, as
included in the proposed Project. The No Project Alternative assumes the housing, commercial, and
general business development under the proposed Project would not occur, and other land use and
mobility strategies associated with the proposed Project would not be implemented. The No Project
Alternative assumes that the Burbank2035 General Plan and applicable policies would continue to
accommodate development in accordance with existing land use designations and zoning regulations.
The No Project Alternative would not involve modifications of allowed densities or floor area ratio
(FAR), as identified for the proposed Project. Thus, the existing density and FAR within the Specific
Plan Area would remain under this alternative. Because the opportunity sites under the proposed
Project were identified as having the most realistic redevelopment potential, these opportunity sites
are also anticipated to be utilized for development under the No Project Alternative but at lower
densities than the proposed Project. Table 6-1 shows the development potential that would be
provided under the No Project Alternative compared to the proposed Project.
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Table 6-1 Development Potential for the No Project Alternative Compared to the
Proposed Project

Residential Non-Residential Hospitality
Type of Site (units) (square footage) (rooms)
No Project Alternative 6,062 2,488,411 0
Proposed Project 9,702 3,986,207 400
Development Potential Compared to Proposed Project -3,640 -1,497,796 -400

As shown in Table 6-1, the No Project Alternative would allow for a total development potential of
6,062 residential units, 2,488,411 square feet of non.residential uses, and no hotel rooms within the
1991 Media District Specific Plan Area. Compared to the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative
would result in 3,640 fewer residential units, 1,497,796 fewer square feet of non-residential uses, and
400 fewer hotel rooms, as compared to a total proposed Project development potential of 9,702
residential units, 3,986,207 square feet of non-residential uses, and 400 hotel rooms within the
proposed Specific Plan Area.

The impact analysis for the No Project Alternative below focuses on the thresholds studied in
Sections 4.1 through 4.18 of the Draft EIR. Impacts analyzed in Section 4.19, Effects Found Not to be
Significant, were not analyzed below because the No Project Alternative would have the same level
or lesser impacts than the proposed Project as related to those impacts addressed in that section due
to less development under the No Project Alternative.

6.1.2 Impact Analysis

a. Aesthetics

As shown in Table 6-1, the No Project Alternative would result in less development generally within
the same Specific Plan Area and would introduce fewer light sources and reduced light and glare
impacts. Development under the No Project Alternative would be required to comply with the
development standards related to light and glare described in Chapter 3 of the 1991 Media District
Specific Plan, including requirements for building lighting design and limitations of the use of
reflective materials. Further, development under the No Project Alternative would be required to
comply with Burbank Municipal Code (BMC) regulations related to light and glare, including Section
10-1-628(W)(2), Chapter Section 10-1-628(W)(3), and Section 10-1-1153(A), as identified for the
proposed Project. Therefore, impacts related to aesthetics would be less than significant and less than
the proposed Project. (Less impact)

b. Air Quality

Under the No Project Alternative, fewer total residential units would be developed generally within
the same Specific Plan Area, which would result in a smaller anticipated population increase.
Operation of future development projects under the No Project Alternative would generate criteria
air pollutant emissions associated with area sources (e.g., fireplaces, architectural coatings, consumer
products, and landscaping equipment), energy sources (e.g., use of natural gas for space and water
heating and cooking), and mobile sources (e.g., vehicle trips to and from the project site) at a lesser
level than the proposed Project. Emissions associated with future development projects under the No
Project Alternative, depending on project type and size, could exceed project-specific thresholds
established by South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). However, such projects
would be required to undergo independent, project-level CEQA review and include mitigation

Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 6-3



City of Burbank
Burbank Media District Specific Plan Update

measures, if necessary, to address potentially significant impacts. Therefore, as the No Project
Alternative has the potential to cause or contribute to new violations, the No Project Alternative
would be inconsistent with Criterion 1, and impacts would be potentially significant and similar to the
proposed Project. No mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts related to Criterion 1 to a
less-than-significant level. The No Project Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable
impacts related to Criterion 1 but less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

Similar to the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would be consistent with Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP) control measures to reduce air pollution, but as further detailed below
under Section 6.1.2(l), the full buildout of the No Project Alternative would exceed the Southern
California Association of Governments’ (SCAG) 2035 housing forecast by 4,459 units, which is based
on Census forecasts and not City policies or Specific Plans. Thus, the No Project Alternative would be
inconsistent with the AQMP but to a lesser extent due to the reduced development. Impacts would
result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to Criterion 2 but less than the proposed Project.
(Less impact)

Construction and operational air quality impacts under the No Project Alternative would be less than
those of the proposed Project, as less development would occur. The construction of 6,062 units
would likely still cause potentially significant construction and operation air quality impacts. Future
discretionary projects in the Specific Plan Area, when proposed, would be required to undergo CEQA
analysis to the extent they are not otherwise exempt, including an analysis of air quality impacts.
Similar to the proposed Project, mitigation may be required to reduce air quality impacts during
construction and operation. However, specific reduction in emissions below the SCAQMD significance
thresholds cannot be demonstrated in the absence of specific project details to assess. It is reasonable
to assume that construction activities for a development project under the No Project Alternative
could generate emissions that would exceed the significance thresholds despite implementation of
mitigation measures, similar to the proposed Project. Thus, impacts would be significant and
unavoidable but similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

c. Biological Resources

Although the No Project Alternative would generally occur in the same urbanized Specific Plan Area
and would involve reduced development in comparison to the proposed Project, development under
the No Project Alternative could still potentially impact special-status species, nesting birds, and their
habitat. Similar to the proposed Project, development under the No Project Alternative would be
subject to the provisions of federal and State regulations protecting biological resources and would
be required to comply with the goals, policies, and requirements of the Burbank2035 General Plan to
reduce potential impacts to special-status species and their habitat. Nonetheless, construction of
future development under the No Project Alternative could potentially occur during the bird nesting
season, which is generally from March 1 through August 31 and begins as early as February 1 for
raptors. Future discretionary projects in the Specific Plan Area, when proposed, would be required to
undergo CEQA analysis to the extent they are not otherwise exempt, including an analysis of impacts
to biological resources. Similar to the proposed Project, mitigation may be required for individual
development projects under the No Project Alternative to reduce impacts to nesting birds, special-
status species, and their habitats during construction. As such, potential impacts would be mitigated
to a less-than-significant level, and impacts would be similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Additionally, similar to the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative could include the removal of
public trees. In the event that individual future development projects under the No Project Alternative
would include removal of public trees, the project applicant would be required to obtain permits for
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compliance with the requirements of Title 7 (Public Ways and Property), Chapter 4 (Trees and
Vegetation) of the BMC. Compliance with the BMC would ensure that there would be no impact
related to tree preservation ordinances, similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

d. Cultural Resources

While the No Project Alternative would result in less development than the proposed Project
generally within the same Specific Plan Area, the development that would occur could potentially
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource through the demolition,
construction, and reconstruction activities. Since the No Project Alternative would not expand the
Specific Plan Area, there would be slightly less ground disturbance under the No Project Alternative,
reducing the potential for a substantial adverse change to a historical resource. Development under
the No Project Alternative would comply with the City’s Historic Preservation Regulations and the
Burbank2035 General Plan Program LU-4: Historic Preservation Plan. Development under the No
Project Alternative would also be required to comply with the neighborhood protection programs for
development within the area between Olive Avenue/Alameda Avenue and Oak Street as described in
the 1991 Media District Specific Plan. The City’s regulations and programs would help mitigate
impacts to designated and eligible historical resources by requiring, in certain cases, adherence to the
standards and other requirements intended to preserve the character-defining features of individual
historical resources and historic districts that qualify them as historical resources pursuant to CEQA.
However, the City’s regulations do not in all cases prevent demolition or substantial alteration of
designated and eligible historical resources. As such, future discretionary projects in the Specific Plan
Area, when proposed, would be required to undergo CEQA analysis to the extent they are not
otherwise exempt, including an analysis of impacts to historic resources. Similar to the proposed
Project, mitigation may be required to reduce impacts during construction. Nonetheless, even with
implementation of mitigation measures, historical resources could still be materially impaired by
future development under the No Project Alternative, and the loss of historical fabric cannot be
readily compensated for. Therefore, impacts to historical resources would be significant and
unavoidable and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

While the No Project Alternative would result in less development than the proposed Project
generally within the same Specific Plan Area, the development that would occur could damage or
destroy previously unknown archaeological resources that may be present on or below the ground
surface. Since the No Project Alternative would not expand the Specific Plan Area, there would be
slightly less ground disturbance under the No Project Alternative, reducing the potential for damage
to a previously unknown archaeological resource. Development under the No Project Alternative
would comply with the City’s Historic Preservation Regulations and the Burbank2035 General Plan
Program LU-4: Historic Preservation Plan. However, the City’s regulations do not in all cases prevent
damage to previously unknown archaeological resources. Future discretionary projects in Specific
Plan Area, when proposed, would be required to undergo CEQA analysis to the extent they are not
otherwise exempt, including an analysis of impacts to cultural resources. Similar to the proposed
Project, mitigation may be required to reduce impacts during construction. As such, adherence to the
City’s regulations and implementation of mitigation would reduce potential impacts related to
archaeological resources to a less-than-significant level and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar
impact)

While the No Project Alternative would result in less development than the proposed Project
generally within the same Specific Plan Area, the development that would occur could disturb
unidentified human burials outside of formal cemeteries during construction activities. Since the No
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Project Alternative would not expand the Specific Plan Area, there would be slightly less ground
disturbance under the No Project Alternative, reducing the potential for disturbance of human
burials. Development under the No Project Alternative would also be required to comply with the
California Health and Safety Code (Sections 7050.5, 7051, and 7054), Public Resources Code (PRC)
Section 5097.98, City’s Historic Preservation Regulations, and the Burbank2035 General Plan Program
LU-4: Historic Preservation Plan. Adherence to existing State and local regulations would reduce
potential impacts related to unidentified human burials to a less-than-significant level and similar to
the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

e. Energy

As shown in Table 6-1, the No Project Alternative would result in less development generally within
the same Specific Plan Area which would result in the introduction of less construction and
operational energy demand. Development under the No Project Alternative would be required to
comply with the development standards related to energy conservation described in Chapter 3 of the
1991 Media District Specific Plan. The No Project Alternative would also comply with existing State
and local goals, policies, and regulations, which would ensure that development would not result in
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Similar to the proposed Project, development under the No Project Alternative would be required to
comply with the most recent Title 24 standards, including the California Green Building Standards
(CALGreen) Code, SCAG’s 2024-2050 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
(RTP/SCS), the Burbank2035 General Plan, and the 2022 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan (GGRP)
Update. Thus, the No Project Alternative would not conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for
renewable energy or energy efficiency, and impacts would be less than significant and similar to the
proposed Project. (Similar impact)

f. Geology and Soils

The No Project Alternative would generally occur within the same Specific Plan Area, which is within
the highly seismic Southern California region, where several fault systems are active or potentially
active. Similar to the proposed Project, future development projects under the No Project Alternative
may be subject to ground shaking in the event of an earthquake originating along one of the faults
designated as active or potentially active in the Southern California region. Ground shaking is common
throughout California, and, as such, future development projects under the No Project Alternative
would pose no greater risk to public safety or destruction of property than is already present
throughout the region. Compliance with applicable State and local regulations would ensure impacts
related to ground shaking would remain less than significant; however, the No Project Alternative
would introduce less development to the Specific Plan Area, reducing the number of people exposed
to ground shaking. Thus, impacts would be less than significant but less than the proposed Project.
(Less impact)

The No Project Alternative would generally occur within the same Specific Plan Area, which is within
a liquefaction hazard zone. Similar to the proposed Project, future development projects under the
No Project Alternative would not exacerbate liquefaction potential in the area than is already present
throughout the region. Compliance with applicable State and local regulations would ensure impacts
related to liquefaction would remain less than significant; however, the No Project Alternative would
introduce less development to the Specific Plan Area, reducing the number of people exposed to
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liquefaction. Thus, impacts would be less than significant but less than the proposed Project. (Less
impact)

Similar to the proposed Project, ground-disturbing activities associated with construction of
development projects under the No Project Alternative would have the potential to result in the
removal and erosion of topsoil during grading and excavation. Since the No Project Alternative would
not expand the Specific Plan Area, there would be slightly less ground disturbance under the No
Project Alternative, reducing the potential for soil erosion. Standard construction best management
practices (BMPs) would be implemented to avoid or minimize soil erosion associated with ground-
disturbing activities. Compliance with applicable State and local regulations would ensure impacts
related to soil erosion would remain less than significant but less than the proposed Project. (Less
impact)

As discussed above, the No Project Alternative would generally occur within the same Specific Plan
Area, which is within a liquefaction hazard zone and would be susceptible to lateral spreading.
However, the Specific Plan Area is not within a landslide hazard zone or area subject to land
subsidence and, as such, would not be susceptible to landslides or subsidence. Compliance with
applicable State and local regulations would ensure impacts related to unstable soils, including lateral
spreading, liquefaction, or collapse would remain less than significant; however, the No Project
Alternative would introduce less development to the Specific Plan Area, reducing the number of
people exposed to unstable soils. Thus, impacts would be less than significant but less than the
proposed Project. (Less impact)

While the No Project Alternative would result in less development than the proposed Project
generally within the same Specific Plan Area, the development that would occur could still impact
previously unidentified paleontological resources during ground disturbing activity. Since the No
Project Alternative would not expand the Specific Plan Area, there would be slightly less ground
disturbance under the No Project Alternative, reducing the potential for impacts to a previously
unidentified paleontological resource. Future discretionary projects in Specific Plan Area, when
proposed, would be required to undergo CEQA analysis to the extent they are not otherwise exempt,
including an analysis of impacts to paleontological resources. Similar to the proposed Project, project-
specific mitigation may be required to reduce impacts during construction related to paleontological
resources. As such, potential impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level, and impacts
would be less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

g. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Under the No Project Alternative, fewer residential units would be developed generally within the
same Specific Plan Area, which would result in a smaller anticipated population increase compared to
the proposed Project. Similar to the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would be consistent
with all applicable plans and policies, including the 2022 Scoping Plan, SCAG’s 2024-2050 RTP/SCS,
and the Burbank2035 GGRP. This alternative would result in lower GHG emissions than the proposed
Project due to the reduced amount of development. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant
and less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

h. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Although the No Project Alternative would result in less development than the proposed Project
generally within the same Specific Plan Area, the No Project Alternative could still result in an
incremental increase in the use of hazardous materials and/or the generation of hazardous materials
and could involve demolition of existing structures with lead and asbestos. Similar to the proposed
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Project, the No Project Alternative would comply with California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 8,
Section 1532.1 and Section 1529, which require testing, monitoring, containment, and disposal of
lead-based materials and asbestos-based materials such that exposure levels do not exceed California
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA) standards. Development under the No
Project Alternative would also comply with the regulations and standards of the Federal Clean Air Act,
SCAQMD Rule 1403, the Burbank2035 General Plan Land Use Element Policy 1.5, and the
Burbank2035 General Plan Safety Element Policies 8.1 through 8.8. Compliance with existing federal,
State, and local regulations, standards, and policies related to hazardous materials would reduce
potential impacts related to the use of hazardous materials and/or the generation of hazardous
materials to a less-than-significant level; however, the No Project Alternative would introduce less
development to the Specific Plan Area, reducing the number of people exposed to these hazardous
materials. Thus, impacts would be less than significant but less than the proposed Project. (Less
impact)

The No Project Alternative would occur generally within the same Specific Plan Area, which includes
three schools within the Specific Plan Area and within 0.25 mile of three schools. The Specific Plan
Area contains hazardous materials sites that are within 0.25 mile of existing schools; however, each
of those sites is closed and not expected to emit hazardous materials. Development under the No
Project Alternative would result in less development than the proposed Project. Because the areas of
development under the No Project Alternative have not been identified, the No Project Alternative
would result in a similar amount of opportunities for development to emit hazardous emissions within
0.25 mile of a school. Development under the No Project Alternative would be required to comply
with applicable regulations of the California Health and Safety Code, the California Environmental
Protection Agency (CalEPA), Cal/OSHA, the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), the City
Fire Code, and the BMC. Compliance with applicable State and local regulations would ensure impacts
would be less than significant, similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

The No Project Alternative would occur generally within the same Specific Plan Area which includes
hazardous materials sites, including an active cleanup site and closed cleanup sites, compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. A full list of these hazardous materials sites and their
clean up status can be reviewed in Appendix F. Although the No Project Alternative would result in
less development than the proposed Project, the reduction in development would be due to reduced
intensity, not fewer potential project sites. Thus, there would be a similar amount of opportunities
for development to be located on a hazardous materials site under the No Project Alternative
compared to the proposed Project. Although there would be fewer development activities under the
No Project Alternative, development could still potentially impact underground storage tanks (USTs).
Future discretionary projects in Specific Plan Area, when proposed, would be required to undergo
CEQA analysis to the extent they are not otherwise exempt, including an analysis of impacts
associated with hazardous materials sites. Similar to the proposed Project, mitigation may be required
to reduce impacts related to hazardous materials. As such, potential impacts would be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level; however, the No Project Alternative would introduce less development to
the Specific Plan Area, reducing the number of people exposed to these hazardous materials sites.
Thus, impacts would be less than significant but less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

Although the No Project Alternative would result in less development generally within the same
Specific Plan Area, with additional population growth that could result from implementation of the
No Project Alternative, plus regional growth, traffic conditions in and around the Specific Plan Area
could become more congested during emergency response or evacuation. However, no proposed
physical changes, such as roadway construction, would occur under the No Project Alternative that
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would interfere or impair emergency response or evacuation. Similar to the proposed Project, future
development under the No Project Alternative would be reviewed to ensure consistency with
applicable City and State design standards and emergency access requirements to ensure
development would not interfere with evacuation routes or evacuation plans. Thus, impacts would
be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

The No Project Alternative would occur within the generally same urbanized Specific Plan Area, which
includes a moderate fire hazard severity zone (FHSZ), high FHSZ, and very high FHSZ (VHFHSZ) in the
southern portion of the Specific Plan Area. Similar to the proposed Project, compliance with the
Burbank2035 General Plan Safety Element Policies 4.3, 4.4, 4.6, and 4.7 and the building standards of
the City of Burbank and the most recent CBC would reduce potential impacts related to wildland fires
under the No Project Alternative. Thus, impacts would be less than significant and similar to the
proposed Project. (Similar impact)

I. Hydrology and Water Quality

Although the No Project Alternative would result in less development generally within the same
Specific Plan Area than the proposed Project, development under the No Project Alternative would
incrementally increase demand for water during construction and operation, some of which would
derive from groundwater sources, since groundwater is a part of the supply mix for Burbank Water
and Power (BWP). The No Project Alternative would implement typical construction BMPs to prevent
contamination of stormwater during construction and would comply with requirements of the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit Order Number
R4-2012-0175 and the CBC to ensure that construction activities would not substantially deplete
groundwater supplies. Thus, impacts would be less than significant and similar to the proposed
project. (Similar impact)

The No Project Alternative would generally occur within the same Specific Plan Area; where there is
no groundwater sustainability agency with jurisdiction over the San Fernando Basin, and, thus, no
groundwater sustainability plan is in place. Similar to the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative
would be consistent with all applicable regulations, standards, and policies, including the NPDES
Construction General Permit, which would prevent violations of water quality standards and the
waste discharge requirements of the MS4 Permit and BMC that are set to maintain compliance with
the goals of the Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region. Thus, with compliance with all
applicable regulations, standards, and policies, impacts would be less than significant and similar to
the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

j. Land Use and Planning

The No Project Alternative involves the continued implementation of the 1991 Media District Specific
Plan, the 2021-2029 Burbank Housing Element, and the Burbank2035 General Plan potential buildout.
The No Project Alternative assumes that the proposed 9,702 housing sites and 3,986,207 square feet
commercial and general business development under the proposed Project would not be constructed,
and other land use and mobility strategies associated with the proposed Project would not be
implemented. Under the No Project Alternative, the 1991 Media District Specific Plan and the
Burbank2035 General Plan and applicable policies would continue to accommodate development in
accordance with existing land use designations and zoning regulations. Development under the No
Project Alternative would be required to comply with the goals and development standards described
throughout the 1991 Media District Specific Plan. The No Project Alternative, similar to the proposed
Project, would be inconsistent with the Burbank2035 General Plan policies regarding air quality and
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wastewater. The No Project Alternative would implement Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 to
reduce short-term and long-term criteria pollutants, but implementation would not reduce emissions
below SCAQMD regional significance thresholds. Additionally, the No Project Alternative would
implement Mitigation Measures UTIL-1a through UTIL-1e, UTIL-3a, and UTIL-3b to mitigate potential
impacts related to wastewater conveyance and capacity constraints, but complete implementation
of necessary mitigation measures is not likely to occur within the No Project Alternative planning
horizon. Thus, impacts related to a conflict with land use plans, policies, or regulations would remain
significant and unavoidable and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

k. Noise

The No Project Alternative would result in less development generally within the same Specific Plan
Area; however development under the No Project Alternative would still generate construction and
operational noise. While construction under this alternative would also comply with the allowed
daytime construction hours regulated by Section 9-1-1-105.10 of the BMC, larger developments could
still generate construction noise in excess of applicable noise limits. Development under the No
Project Alternative would be required to provide notice to nearby studios where activities would
occur which may create noise exceeding 90 decibels within 100 feet of certain studio property (e.g.,
Walt Disney Company, Warner Bros. Discovery, and Burbank Studios) in compliance with the noise
notification development standard described in Chapter 3 of the 1991 Media District Specific Plan.
Development under this alternative would be required to comply with the goals and policies from the
Burbank2035 General Plan and standards in the BMC, which would reduce potential noise impacts
during construction activities. However, as exact details of future project-specific construction
activities are unknown at this time, construction noise could still exceed the daytime significance
threshold or potentially need to occur during the more sensitive nighttime hours. Future discretionary
projects in the Specific Plan Area, when proposed under the No Project Alternative, would also be
required to undergo CEQA analysis to the extent they are not otherwise exempt, including an analysis
of noise impacts. Similar to the proposed Project, project-specific mitigation for any development
project under this alternative may be required to reduce noise impacts during construction.
Nonetheless, it cannot be guaranteed that construction noise impacts would be reduced to below the
daytime significance threshold of 80 dBA Lq (8-hour) at residential uses and other sensitive receptors
in all cases. Therefore, construction noise impacts associated with development under the No Project
Alternative would remain significant and unavoidable similar to the proposed Project. (Slightly less
impact)

Although operational noise associated with the No Project Alternative would still be regulated by
standards in the BMC, such noise sources would occur to a lesser degree than the proposed Project.
Section 4.11, Noise, of the Draft EIR, determined that increases in ambient noise levels associated
with implementation of the proposed Project would not exceed applicable standards, and impacts
would be less than significant. Because the No Project Alternative would involve less development,
operational noise impacts would also be less than significant. As detailed above, development under
the No Project Alternative would be required to provide notice to nearby studios (Walt Disney
Company, Warner Bros. Discovery, and Burbank Studios) where activities would occur which may
create excessive noise, in compliance with the noise notification development standard described in
Chapter 3 of the 1991 Media District Specific Plan. Operational noise impacts would be less than
significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Development under the No Project Alternative could also generate vibration exceeding thresholds for
building damage, particularly during construction. Although development would occur to a lesser
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degree than the proposed Project, future discretionary projects in the Specific Plan Area, when
proposed, would be required to undergo CEQA analysis to the extent they are not otherwise exempt,
including an analysis of vibrations impacts. Similar to the proposed Project, development under the
No Project Alternative would be required to provide notice to certain nearby studios (Walt Disney
Company, Warner Bros. Discovery, and Burbank Studios) where activities involving jackhammers or
similar equipment, which may create vibration within 500 feet of studio property. In addition, similar
to the proposed Project, project-specific mitigation for any development project under this
alternative may be required to reduce vibration impacts during construction. As such, potential
impacts would likely be less than significant with mitigation similar to the proposed Project.

Furthermore, as with the proposed Project, it is not anticipated that operation of development under
the No Project Alternative would involve activities that would result in substantial vibration levels,
such as use of heavy equipment. Accordingly, impacts would be less than significant and similar to
the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

|. Population and Housing

As shown in Table 6-1, the No Project Alternative would result in less development in the Specific Plan
Area and, therefore, would result in a smaller population increase than the proposed Project. Using
the California Department of Finance (DOF) persons per household ratio of 2.38, this alternative
would result in an estimated population increase of 14,428 people (2.38 x 6,062 units). This would
bring the population of Burbank from 105,603 to 120,031. At the City level, population forecasts are
not provided by SCAG, so the following analysis focuses on the potential impacts associated with
growth in housing and employment in the Specific Plan Area.

Housing

As detailed in Section 4.12, Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR, the anticipated number of
housing units under the Burbank 2021-2029 Housing Element is 10,011 units to accommodate the
City’s forecasted population growth under the Downtown Transit Oriented Development (TOD)
Specific Plan and the Golden State Specific Plan (GSSP), which contain the Housing Element
opportunity sites. However, the estimated growth under the analysis for the Housing Element EIR was
changed to 10,456 units to account for the 2029 interpolated housing growth assumed under the two
Specific Plans along with the City’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) allocation. The
addition of these units results in a total City-wide residential count of 55,525 units. As such, the 6,062
residential units under the No Project Alternative are not included in the City’s current Housing
Element. Under the Burbank2035 Land Use Element, the established City-wide cap on the number of
housing units is 61,647 units. This total of 61,647 units, minus the 55,525 units accounted for in the
2021-2029 Housing Element, allows for 6,122 units of growth that is not accounted for in the Housing
Element. Therefore, the addition of 6,062 units under the No Project Alternative would be within the
General Plan’s forecasted population growth. Table 6-2 shows the SCAG forecasts for population,
housing, and employment in Burbank and Los Angeles County. Table 6-3 shows the estimated
population and housing growth under the No Project Alternative in Burbank and Los Angeles County.
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Table 6-2 SCAG Population, Housing, and Employment Forecasts

2019 2035 2019-2035 Growth
City of Los Angeles City of Los Angeles City of Los Angeles
Burbank County Burbank County Burbank County
Population 107,800 10,046,000 N/A 10,449,000 N/A 4.0% (403,000)
Households 43,300 3,393,000 48,600 3,933,000 12.2% (5,300) 15.9% (540,000)
Employment 127,800 5,031,000 144,600 5,386,000 13.1% (16,800) 7.1% (355,000)

N/A — Not available
Source: SCAG 2024

Table 6-3  Population and Housing Growth Under the No Project Alternative

City of Burbank Los Angeles County

Population

Existing 105,603 9,824,091
No Project Alternative 14,428 14,428
New Total 120,031 9,838,519
Percent Increase 13.7% 0.15%
Housing

Existing 46,457 3,696,408
No Project Alternative 6,062 6,062
New Total 52,519 3,702,470
Percent Increase 13.0% 0.16%

Source: DOF 2024

As shown in Table 6-2, SCAG forecasts 48,600 housing units in Burbank in 2035 and as shown in
Table 6-3, implementation of the No Project Alternative would result in 52,519 total housing units in
Burbank. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would exceed SCAG’s 2035 housing forecast by
3,919 units.

Although development under the No Project Alternative would exceed SCAG’s estimated housing
growth, the 1991 Media District Specific Plan was intended as a growth control plan and designed to
dramatically reduce the amount of development that could occur within the Specific Plan Area.
Implementation of the 1991 Media District Specific Plan would result in less development compared
to the proposed Project, which would reduce the No Project Alternative’s impact related to
population growth. Therefore, future development under the No Project Alternative would not result
in unplanned population and housing growth, and impacts would be less than significant and would
be less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

Employment

Development under the No Project Alternative would result in up to 2,488,411 square feet of non-
residential uses and would result in approximately 4,870 new jobs, as shown in Table 6-4.
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Table 6-4  Estimated Employment Associated with the No Project Alternative

Retail 2,488,411 511 4,870

1Source: SCAG 2001 (Table 4B); the factor used for commercial space is the average of the factors for “Other Retail/Services” and “Low-
Rise Office.”

As shown in Table 6-2, SCAG forecasts approximately 144,600 jobs in Burbank in 2035 and as shown
in Table 6-3, implementation of the No Project Alternative would result in 4,870 new jobs in Burbank,
increasing the total jobs in Burbank from 127,800 to 132,670 jobs. Therefore, the No Project
Alternative would be within the SCAG employment forecast, resulting in a less than significant impact
and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

m. Public Services

The No Project Alternative would result in fewer residential units than the proposed Project generally
within the same Specific Plan Area. Development under the No Project Alternative would comply with
the same regulations as identified for the proposed Project for potential impacts related to fire and
police services, parks and recreation, and library facilities, including Policies 2.2, 2.4, and 3.1 through
3.6, and Program OSC-2 of the Burbank2035 General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element;
Program LU-8 of the Burbank2035 General Plan Land Use Element; Policies 2.1, 2.2, and 4.1 through
4.7 of the Burbank2035 Safety Element; and BMC Section 9-4-1-1103. Additionally, future
development under the No Project Alternative would pay similar development impact fees as
identified for the proposed Project to help fund additional facilities and equipment. These funds, in
addition to the General Fund from property and sales tax revenues, would help pay for costs
associated with the development of public services facilities, if needed, including any required
environmental analysis.

For potential impacts related to public schools, California Education Code Section 17620 authorizes
school districts to levy a fee against any development project for the construction or reconstruction
of school facilities, provided that the district can show justification for levying of fees. Pursuant to
Section 65995(h) of the California Government Code, the payment of such statutory fees is “deemed
to be full and complete mitigation of the impacts of any legislative or adjudicative act, or both,
involving, but not limited to, the planning, use, or development of real property, or any change in
governmental organization or reorganization.”

In the event that a new public services facility is constructed or an existing facility is physically altered,
a project-specific environmental analysis would be required under CEQA to address site-specific
environmental concerns. Because the No Project Alternative would result in fewer residential units
than the proposed Project, the increase in demand on public services, including police protection, fire
protection, schools, parks, and libraries, would be less than that of the proposed Project. Impacts
would remain less than significant and would be less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

n. Recreation

The No Project Alternative would result in fewer residential units than the proposed Project generally
within the same Specific Plan Area. Development under the No Project Alternative would comply with
the same regulations as identified for the proposed Project, including Policies 2.2, 2.4, and 3.1 through
3.6, and Program OSC-2 of the Burbank2035 General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element;
Program LU-8 of the Burbank2035 General Plan Land Use Element; and BMC Sections 9-4-1-1103 and
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10-1-2227. Additionally, development under the No Project Alternative would pay similar
development impact fees as identified for the proposed Project to help fund additional parks or
recreational facilities. These funds, in addition to the General Fund from property and sales tax
revenues, would help pay for costs associated with the development of parks or recreational facilities,
if needed, including any required environmental analysis. In the event that a new park or recreational
facility is constructed or an existing facility is physically altered, a project-specific environmental
analysis would be required under CEQA to address site-specific environmental concerns. Because the
No Project Alternative would result in fewer residential units than the proposed Project, the increase
in demand on parks and recreation services would be less than that of the proposed project. Impacts
would remain less than significant and would be less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

0. Transportation

As shown in Table 6-1, the No Project Alternative would result in less development in the Specific Plan
Area. Development under the No Project Alternative would be required to comply with the
development standards related to transportation demand management and public transit and would
pay the transportation mitigation fees described in Chapter 3 and Chapter 5 of the 1991 Media District
Specific Plan, respectively.

To evaluate potential VMT impacts under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b), the No Project
Alternative was assessed using three performance metrics: (1) home-based VMT per capita, (2) home-
based work VMT per employee, and (3) total VMT per service population. Each metric is compared to
a threshold requiring a 15-percent reduction below existing (2023) baseline VMT levels.

VMT modeling provides estimates for the population, employment, and service population in the
Specific Plan Area in 2035, as summarized in Table 6-5.1 Under the No Project Alternative, the Specific
Plan Area population in 2035 is estimated to be 22,737, which is estimated to produce 27,968 daily
vehicle trips and 241,167 daily VMT, with an average of 10.6 home-based VMT per capita. The 63,056
future employees under the VMT model in the Specific Plan Area are estimated to attract 77,187 daily
vehicle trips and 835,683 daily VMT, with an average of 13.3 home-based work VMT per employee.
The total 85,793 service population under the VMT model in the Specific Plan Area is estimated to
generate 221,780 daily vehicle trips and 1,924,031 daily VMT, with an average of 22.4 total VMT per
service population.

Table 6-5 No Project Alternative VMT Summary

Metric 2023 Baseline No Project Alternative Percent Difference
Total Daily VMT per Service Population 31.0 22.4 -27.5%
Home-Based Daily VMT per Capita 14.7 10.6 -27.9%
Home-Based Work Daily VMT per Employee 13.4 13.3 -1.0%

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2025

As summarized in Table 6-5, the No Project Alternative would reduce total VMT per service population
by 27.5 percent and home-based VMT per capita by 27.9 percent, which both would exceed the
required 15-percent reduction threshold. However, it would only reduce home-based work VMT per
employee by 1.0 percent, which falls short of the 15-percent target. Compared to the proposed

1 As discussed in the Technical Review of Modeling and VMT Methodology for Media District Specific Plan Traffic Study Report prepared for
the proposed Project (Appendix D), the VMT analysis used the City’s travel demand model, which has a 2023 base year and 2035 horizon
year. The incremental growth assumptions shown in the VMT analysis can differ from the growth assumptions shown elsewhere in this EIR
due to the inclusion of other cumulative growth within the Specific Plan Area.
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Project’s total daily VMT per service population of 21.0, home-based daily VMT per capita of 10.4,
and home-based work daily VMT per employee of 12.8, the total daily VMT per service population,
home-based daily VMT per capita, and home-based work daily VMT per employee generated by the
No Project Alternative would have a slightly lesser reduction in VMT, thus a slightly greater impact.
Potential mitigation measures described in Section 4.15, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, could be
applied at the project-specific level to future development under the No Project Alternative. However,
similar to the proposed Project, the mitigation measures are not feasible to apply at the program level
and are beyond the scope of this document.

As such, the No Project Alternative would not fully meet CEQA’s threshold of significance for VMT and
no feasible mitigation measures have been identified to reduce the VMT impact to a less-than-
significant level. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would result in a significant and unavoidable
impact and slightly greater than the proposed Project. (Slightly greater impact)

p. Tribal Cultural Resources

While the No Project Alternative would result in less development than the proposed Project
generally within the same Specific Plan Area, the development that would occur could adversely affect
unidentified subsurface archaeological resources that may qualify as tribal cultural resources during
construction. Since the No Project Alternative would not expand the Specific Plan Area, there would
be slightly less ground disturbance under the No Project Alternative, reducing the potential to
adversely affect an unidentified subsurface archaeological resource that may qualify as a tribal
cultural resource. Development under the No Project Alternative would comply with the City’s
Historic Preservation Regulations and the Burbank 2035 General Plan Program LU-4: Historic
Preservation Plan. However, the City’s regulations do not in all cases prevent impacts to tribal cultural
resources. Future discretionary projects in Specific Plan Area, when proposed, would be required to
undergo CEQA analysis to the extent they are not otherwise exempt, including an analysis of impacts
to tribal cultural resources and the Native American consultation process. Similar to the proposed
Project, mitigation would likely be required to reduce impacts during construction. As such,
adherence to the City’s regulations and mitigation would reduce potential impacts related to tribal
cultural resources to a less-than-significant level and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

g. Utilities and Service Systems

Water Supply

Similar to the proposed Project, future development under the No Project Alternative would increase
the demand for potable water during construction and operation. New water supply connections and
associated facilities would be required for future developments under the No Project Alternative to
convey potable water supply to future development projects. Such upgrades would occur within
existing and new utility easements and would be located underground, primarily within existing
roadways. Due to the built-up nature of the Specific Plan Area, there are substantial existing utility
rights-of-way previously established, largely within existing roadways, which are prevalent. New
water service connections that may be required for development associated with the No Project
Alternative would be conducted within previously disturbed areas and existing rights-of-way and
would be consistent with utility expansion in urbanized areas, such that minimal areas of new
disturbance would occur. Developers are responsible for funding any infrastructure improvements
that are required to mitigate project impacts and have not been previously identified as part of a
capital improvement program covered by the development impact fees. Consistent with applicable
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State law, the City’s development fees would ensure that the developers pay the cost attributable to
the increased demand for the affected public facilities reasonably related to the development project
in order to refurbish the existing facilities to maintain the existing level of service and achieve an
adopted level of service that is consistent with the City’s General Plan. The Water Supply Assessment
(WSA) prepared for the proposed Project (Appendix J) determined that forecasted growth from the
proposed Project was accounted for in the analysis of SCAG growth projects, and, thus, BWP would
have sufficient supply to meet the anticipated demand of the No Project Alternative. Additionally,
development under the No Project Alternative would result in a reduced operational water demand,
because it involves fewer residential units compared to the proposed Project. Therefore, the No
Project Alternative would not require the construction of new water facilities, and the No Project
Alternative would have sufficient supplies available to serve the alternative. Impacts would be less
than significant and less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

Wastewater

Similar to the proposed Project, future development under the No Project Alternative would require
new connections for wastewater conveyance. All sewer connections are subject to a Sewer Service
Charge (SSC). Development under the No Project Alternative would be required to comply with the
requirements of BMC Title 8, Chapter 1, Sewers, which establishes City standards related to
wastewater discharge, peak flow, and sewer capacity. New connections to the City sewer system,
including the construction of new laterals connecting to the sewer mainline, would be subject to
permitting approval by the City of Burbank Public Works Permit Section (City of Burbank 2026).
Although all parcels in Burbank have access to public utility infrastructure, in some cases, the
infrastructure is older and in need of replacement to meet the needs of a particular project. Pursuant
to Burbank2035 General Plan Land Use Policy 2.3, new development is required to pay for their share
of upgrading the utility infrastructure as needed to serve their project.

The Focused Sewer Capacity Analysis prepared for the proposed Project by the City of Burbank Public
Works Department in September 2025, analyzed the No Project Alternative under the assumption
that no development would occur in the Specific Plan Area, which does not provide an accurate
analysis of the No Project Alternative. It can be assumed that, while the No Project Alternative
includes less development than the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would introduce
development which would increase wastewater flows. The Burbank Water Reclamation Plan (BWRP)
currently has limited remaining capacity with the ability to treat sewer inflows at an average rate of
approximately 8.5 million gallons per day (MGD) (Appendix H). Thus, although the Focused Sewer
Capacity Analysis does not conclude that the No Project Alternative would result in additional
wastewater inflow to BWRP, it can be assumed that the No Project Alternative’s actual additional
wastewater inflows to BWRP would exceed the limited remaining capacity of BWRP. Similar to the
proposed Project, mitigation would likely be required to reduce impacts relating to the City’s
wastewater conveyance and treatment capacity constraints, however as further described in
Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, complete implementation of necessary improvements to
the wastewater infrastructure and treatment facilities to accommodate additional wastewater
inflows would not be practicable within the 10-year horizon due to high costs and operational
challenges. Therefore, impacts to wastewater would remain significant and unavoidable but would
be less than the proposed Project due to reduced development under the No Project Alternative.
(Less impact)
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Stormwater

Similar to the proposed Project, future development under the No Project Alternative would not
result in a substantial increase in impervious surfaces since it would be focused in urban infill areas
already largely covered with impervious surfaces. Because the No Project Alternative would not
expand the Specific Plan Area, the No Project Alternative would result in a slightly reduced increase
in impervious surfaces and thus, a slightly reduced increase in stormwater runoff. Compliance with
Sections 9-3-413 and 9-3-414 of the BMC would ensure that future development projects resulting
from the No Project Alternative would be implemented with appropriately sized and sited stormwater
conveyance facilities. Compliance with existing local regulations, BMPs, and standards would ensure
impacts related to relocation or construction of new stormwater facilities would be less than
significant; however, the No Project Alternative would introduce less impervious surfaces to the
Specific Plan Area, reducing the potential increase in stormwater runoff. Thus, impacts would be less
than significant but less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

Telecommunications

Similar to the proposed Project, future development under the No Project Alternative would increase
the demand for telecommunications connections. New connections for telecommunications would
be implemented on a project-by-project basis. New telecommunications service connections that
may be required for development under the No Project Alternative would be conducted within
previously disturbed areas and existing utility easements and would be consistent with utility
expansion in urbanized areas. Compliance with existing State regulations would ensure that impacts
related to telecommunications facilities would be less than significant and similar to the proposed
Project. (Similar impact)

Electricity

Similar to the proposed Project, electricity service for future development under the No Project
Alternative would be provided by BWP through new future connections that would be implemented
on a project-specific basis, and subject to the review and approval of BWP. New electricity service
connections that may be required for future development associated with the No Project Alternative
would be conducted within previously disturbed areas and existing rights-of-way and would be
consistent with utility expansion in urbanized areas. Project proponents would be responsible for
contributing their fair share of electrical facilities upgrades, as further described below.

BWP determined that buildout of the No Project Alternative would demand an additional 18
megawatts (MW) for residential development and 15 MW for commercial development, totaling 33
MW of additional electrical demand as compared to the 54 MW of total additional electricity demand
generated by the proposed Project. BWP has a limitation of 450 MW at the existing system
interconnection with Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP). BWP may also elect to
operate the 40-MW Lake Generating Unit? to serve system capacity needs, bringing the potential
available system capacity to 490 MW (Appendix K). Considering BWP’s all-time peak of 322 MW and
the additional forecasted load growth associated with Citywide planned development of 99 MW, BWP
is forecasting a new system peak of 421 MW. This would result in approximately 69 MW of remaining
capacity to serve developments under the No Project Alternative and any anticipated ambient

2 The Lake Generating Unit is typically relied upon during summer peak days or when the Magnolia Power Plant is down for maintenance.
Given that this generating unit is a tertiary backup to the Magnolia Power Plant and the LADWP interconnection, this generating capacity
can be relied upon to provide base capacity in BWP’s electric system. It should be noted that emissions limitations coupled with cost
limitations may impact the use of this generating unit.
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growth? prior to 2035, before additional interconnection capacity would be necessary. Therefore, the
No Project Alternative’s additional electrical demand of 33 MW would account for 48 percent of
BWP’s remaining electrical capacity and could require substantial system interconnection capacity
increase to accommodate this additional electricity demand.

Project proponents of individual development projects under the No Project Alternative would be
responsible for contributing their fair share of electrical on-site improvements, related off-site
improvements, and substation capacity based on the electrical demand for the specific development
projects, as required by BWP, Title 8, Chapter 2 of the BMC, and Burbank2035 Land Use Element
Policy 2.3. It is anticipated that installation of distribution substations and new sub-transmission and
distribution facilities would be subject to CEQA review at the time a specific design is proposed. Given
the City’s highly developed nature and the likelihood that these electricity facilities would be on an
infill site, potential impacts under that infrastructure project would likely be less than significant or
even exempt from CEQA review. Therefore, potential impacts associated with new or expanded
electrical facilities would be less than significant but less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

Natural Gas

Similar to the proposed Project, future development under the No Project Alternative would increase
the demand for natural gas connections. New connections for natural gas would be implemented on
a project-by-project basis. Similar to the proposed Project, all new development under the No Project
Alternative would be designed for consistency with the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)
mandates for implementing energy efficiency standards and practices. In addition, as further
described in Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, as development of additional renewable
energy sources for SoCalGas continues to expand, it is reasonably inferred that demand for natural
gas would decrease due to better energy efficiency and updated fuel substitution assumptions.
Therefore, although there would be additional natural gas connections under the No Project
Alternative, the per capita demand for natural gas in the City is expected to continue decreasing
through compliance with California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) mandates for energy efficiency
standards and practices and through the greater diversification of energy supplies to include a suite
of renewable energy sources in addition to natural gas. New natural gas service connections that may
be required for development under the No Project Alternative would be conducted within previously
disturbed areas and existing utility easements and would be consistent with utility expansion in
urbanized areas. Compliance with existing State regulations would ensure that impacts related to
natural gas facilities would be less than significant and less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

Solid Waste

Similar to the proposed Project, development accommodated by the No Project Alternative would
generate both construction and operational solid waste that would be disposed of at the Burbank
Landfill Site No. 3, Sunshine Canyon Landfill, Sunshine Canyon Landfill, Simi Valley Landfill & Recycling
Center, Antelope Valley Public Landfill, and other collection centers. As determined in Section 4.17,
Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR, solid waste generated by the proposed Project would
be accommodated by these landfills. Thus, as the No Project Alternative involves reduced
development compared to the proposed Project, it would result in reduced solid waste generated,
and, as such, the solid waste generated by the No Project Alternative would also be accommodated
by the landfills serving the Specific Plan Area. Similar to the proposed Project, development projects

3|t is anticipated that ambient growth from housing activity, which includes new single-family homes, and mixed-use developments outside
of the specific plans could be between 50 to 100 units per year or between 500 to 1,000 dwelling units.
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under the No Project Alternative would generate solid waste, including construction debris, which
would be subject to CALGreen Code requirements and the California Integrated Waste Management
Act of 1989 requirements for salvaging, recycling, and reuse of materials from construction activities.
In accordance with CALGreen Code requirements, development projects under the No Project
Alternative would be required to achieve a minimum of 65-percent diversion rate for construction
waste and would be required to comply with federal, State, and local statues and regulations related
to solid waste, such as the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 and the City’s
recycling programs. Therefore, potential impacts associated with solid waste facilities would be less
than significant but less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

r. Wildfire

The No Project Alternative would result in fewer residential units than the proposed Project generally
within the same Specific Plan Area. Under the No Project Alternative, the Burbank2035 General Plan
and applicable policies would continue to accommodate development in accordance with existing
land use designations and zoning regulations. Because the opportunity sites under the proposed
Project were identified as having the most realistic redevelopment potential, these opportunity sites
are also anticipated to be utilized for development under the No Project Alternative but at lower
densities than the proposed Project. As detailed in Section 4.18, Wildfire, of the Draft EIR, the Specific
Plan Area is not found within a state responsibility area (SRA); however, the majority of the Specific
Plan Area south of SR-134 is designated as a moderate FHSZ, high FHSZ, or VHFHSZ within a local
responsibility area (LRA). Some opportunity sites are located within the moderate FHSZ, high FHSZ, or
VHFHSZ portions of the Specific Plan Area, as shown in Figure 4.18-2 in Section 4.18, Wildfire.
Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that potential development under the No Project Alternative
would occur within the moderate FHSZ, high FHSZ, or VHFHSZ portions of the Specific Plan Area.

Similar to the proposed Project, it is not expected that buildout of the No Project Alternative would
contribute to the critical fire environment because it would not increase the length of the Wildland
Urban Interface (WUI). The No Project Alternative would not involve any changes or improvements
to designated evacuation routes within the Specific Plan Area, SR-134, and West Olive Avenue. Similar
to the proposed Project, development under the No Project Alternative would adhere to the fire
safety design standards and emergency access requirements in the California Building Standards Code
and the BMC. As part of standard development procedures, plans for future development projects
under the No Project Alternative would be submitted for review and approval to ensure that all new
development would comply with applicable fire safety and emergency access regulations and would
not impair or physically interfere with adopted emergency response or evacuation procedures.
Therefore, impacts related to adopted emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plans
would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Construction of individual projects under the No Project Alternative would result in a temporary
increase in human activity and potential ignition sources, including equipment that could create
spark, be a source of heat, or leak flammable materials within the Specific Plan Area, similar to the
proposed Project. The potential risk of wildfire ignition and spread associated with individual project
construction would be potentially significant, similar to the proposed Project. Future discretionary
projects in Specific Plan Area, when proposed, would be required to undergo CEQA analysis to the
extent they are not otherwise exempt, including an analysis of wildfire impacts. Similar to the
proposed Project, mitigation would likely be required to reduce impacts during construction. In
addition, the California Building Code (CBC), California Fire Code (CFC), and California WUI Code
include minimum fire hazard reduction requirements in the VHFHSZ for driveway widths, the creation
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and maintenance of wildfire buffers, sprinklers, and alarms. Compliance with these development
standards would further reduce the potential for increased wildfire risk or the uncontrolled spread of
wildfire in the Specific Plan Area. Therefore, impacts related to exacerbation of wildfire risks and
exposure of occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire would be less than significant with
mitigation incorporated and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

The No Project Alternative would result in fewer residential units than the proposed Project generally
within the same Specific Plan Area which is in an urbanized area of the City that includes existing
roads, pipelines, and overhead electrical infrastructure that serves surrounding commercial and
residential properties. As detailed in Section 4.18, Wildfire, the Specific Plan Area is not located within
a high-fire threat district designated by the CPUC, but the dense vegetated areas south of the Specific
Plan Area are designated as a Tier 2 (elevated risk of potential impacts to people and property) high-
fire threat district. BWP does not operate any facilities that could risk ignition (e.g., electrical
transmission, subtransmission, distribution lines, substations, or other facilities) within the Tier 2
high-fire threat district located south of the Specific Plan Area. Thus, BWP facilities and equipment
within the Specific Plan Area do not pose a direct wildfire hazard threat to the Tier 2 high-fire threat
district located south of the Specific Plan Area. Similar to the proposed Project, development under
the No Project Alternative would be served by existing roads and extensions of existing power lines,
water sources, and other utilities. The No Project Alternative in itself would not propose the
installation or maintenance of infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk. The potential extension or
improvement of infrastructure for future development projects under the No Project Alternative
would be implemented in accordance with all local and State regulations pertaining to power lines
and other related infrastructure and fire suppression requirements, which would include CBC, CFC,
CPUC, and WUI Code requirements for fire protection and future development projects would be
subject to review and approval by the BFD. Therefore, impacts related to installation or maintenance
of associated infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk would be less than significant and similar to
the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

The No Project Alternative would result in fewer residential units than the proposed Project generally
within the same Specific Plan Area which is generally characterized by flat terrain that is developed
and consists primarily of commercial and residential uses. The southern boundary of the Specific Plan
Area abuts Griffith Park and the Hollywood Hills, which include rugged hillsides, canyons, and
residential development typical of Southern California’s WUI zones with elevations ranging from
approximately 538 feet above mean sea level to nearby peaks reaching 1,634 feet. The Specific Plan
Area’s southern portion is designated as a VHFHSZ within an LRA. The nearby steep slopes and heavy
hillside vegetation contribute to wildfire risks due to the potential for downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. Similar to the proposed
Project, development under the No Project Alternative would conform to design requirements
associated with proper site preparation and grading practices and would implement surface drainage
improvements and erosion control measures as well as construction BMPs as specified in the
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to stabilize graded slopes and prevent excessive
runoff and erosion. With compliance with existing design requirements and construction BMPs, the
No Project Alternative would not expose people or structures to significant risks, including
downslopes or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or
drainage changes. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and similar to the proposed
Project. (Similar impact)
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6.1.3 Project Objectives Fulfilment

The No Project Alternative assumes that the proposed 9,702 housing sites and 3,986,207 square feet
commercial and general business development under the proposed Project would not be constructed,
and other land use and mobility strategies associated with the proposed Project would not be
implemented. Under the No Project Alternative, the 1991 Media District Specific Plan, the 2021-2029
Burbank Housing Element, and the Burbank2035 General Plan and other applicable city policies would
continue to accommodate development in accordance with existing land use designations and zoning
regulations. As such, the No Project Alternative would not meet the underlying purpose of the project
or meet several of the project objectives, as described below. The No Project Alternative would
partially meet the following objectives:

= Develop people-focused streetscapes and buildings that are sensitive to the surrounding
intensity and scale of surrounding development.

o The No Project Alternative would include recommendation from the 1991 Media District
Specific Plan regarding pedestrian scale, building massing, and pedestrian access to buildings.
However, there is no formal enforcement of these recommendations.

= Allow sufficient and balanced development opportunities for media, medical, and other
commercial establishments within the Media District.

@ The No Project Alternative would involve the development of 6,062 residential units and
2,488,411 square feet of non-residential uses within the Media District, providing balanced
development opportunities within the Media District.

=  Encourage more pedestrian and bicycle use through added infrastructure.

@ While some pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure already exists in the City, the No Project
Alternative would not facilitate additional streetscape improvements beyond what is
currently implemented. However, development under the No Project Alternative would be
subject to the 1991 Media District Specific Plan design standards and regulations for
pedestrian infrastructure and the goals and policies of the Burbank2035 General Plan related
to pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure.

= Establish practical and objective design standards based on community feedback and best
practices to ensure neighborhood compatibility and development.

o The No Project Alternative would not alter existing objective design standards or establish
new practical or objective design standards based on community feedback and best practices.
However, development under the No Project Alternative would occur in accordance with the
current standards under the 1991 Media District Specific Plan and Burbank2035 General Plan
which were created to ensure neighborhood compatibility and development.

= Encourage higher development intensity in the center of the Media District and transition as it
approaches existing low- and medium-scale residential areas.

@ Under the No Project Alternative, the Burbank2035 General Plan and applicable policies
would continue to accommodate development in accordance with existing land use
designations and zoning regulations. Because the opportunity sites under the proposed
Project were identified as having the most realistic redevelopment potential, these
opportunity sites are also anticipated to be utilized for development under the No Project
Alternative but at lower densities than the proposed Project. Thus, the No Project Alternative
would involve the development of 6,062 residential units and 2,488,411 square feet of non-
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residential uses in proximity to the major commercial corridors, but this development is not
formally planned within specific areas of the Specific Plan Area, such as the center of the
Specific Plan Area.

= Align and encourage residential and commercial growth near major transportation resources,
including new transit stops, corridors, and with major mobility centers.

o

Under the No Project Alternative, policies included in the 1991 Media District Specific Plan
and Burbank2035 General Plan would be applicable to development. The 1991 Media District
Specific Plan does not include policies that would focus potential growth near transportation
resources or promote additional public transportation resources. Policy 4.3 of the
Burbank2035 General Plan Mobility Element calls for creation of a new transit center in the
Media District.

The No Project Alternative would not meet the following objectives:

= Ensure that non-vehicular infrastructure and public service improvements are designed to
accommodate the needs of all existing and future development.

o

The No Project Alternative would not encourage infrastructure and public service
improvements further than the existing 1991 Media District Specific Plan guidelines. Further,
as described above under Section 6.1.2(qg), the No Project Alternative would not maintain
sufficient infrastructure for the existing or future development within the Media District, as
the development under the No Project Alternative would result in a significant and
unavoidable wastewater treatment capacity impact.

= Encourage affordable and workforce housing development in the center of the Media District.

o

Under the No Project Alternative, policies included in the 1991 Media District Specific Plan
and Burbank2035 General Plan would be applicable to development. The 1991 Media District
Specific Plan does not include policies that would facilitate and implement the creation of
affordable and workforce housing development in the Media District, and Policy 5.5 of the
Burbank2035 General Plan Land Use Element would encourage more people to live near work
and public transit by allowing higher residential densities in employment centers such as the
Media District.

= Establish policies that will facilitate the streamlined development of a variety of housing in the
center of the Media District.

o

6.2

6.2.1

Under the No Project Alternative, policies included in the 1991 Media District Specific Plan
and Burbank2035 General Plan would be applicable to development. The 1991 Media District
Specific Plan does not include policies that would facilitate the streamlined development of a
variety of housing in the center of in the Media District, and Policy 2.1 of the 2021-209
Housing Element would direct the majority of new residential development into Downtown
Burbank, the Golden State/Airport Area, and the Media District.

Alternative 2: Increased Growth Alternative

Description

The Increased Growth Alternative is included to assess the potential impacts if the updated Specific
Plan allows for maximum density under recent State housing laws. This alternative scenario would
allow increased density to the same opportunity sites and potential development sites in the Specific
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Plan Area that are considered under the proposed Project. Thus, the Increased Growth Alternative
would involve the same amount of potential ground disturbance as the proposed Project. Table 6-6
shows the net development potential that would be provided under the Increased Growth
Alternative. This growth would be in addition to what is already allowed under the existing Specific
Plan zoning and land use regulations.

Table 6-6 Development Potential for the Increased Growth Alternative Compared to
the Proposed Project

Residential Non-Residential Hospitality
Type of Site (units) (square footage) (rooms)
Increased Growth Alternative Development 14,312 7,265,850 400
Proposed Project Development 9,702 3,986,207 400
Development Potential Compared to Proposed Project 4,610 3,279,643 0

Compared to the proposed Project, the Increased Growth Alternative would result in a net increase
of 4,610 residential units and 3,279,643square feet of non-residential uses, for a total development
potential of 14,312 residential units, 7,265,850 square feet of non-residential uses, and 400 hotel
rooms. Ultimately, this alternative would exceed the State requirements regarding SCAG’s RHNA
allocation of 8,772 residential units.

Because of the increase in growth under this alternative in comparison to the proposed Project, the
following impact analysis includes a more comprehensive analysis than typically provided for a CEQA
alternatives analysis, which includes quantitative analysis, where necessary, to determine the
potential impacts, and the analysis addresses all impact thresholds under Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines.

6.2.2 Impact Analysis
a. Aesthetics

Scenic Vistas

As described in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, in Burbank, scenic vistas are limited to the
Verdugo Mountains and Santa Monica Mountains (City of Burbank 2013). The Verdugo Mountains
are located over 10 miles northeast of the Specific Plan Area and are not visible from the Specific Plan
Area due to distance and intervening development. The Santa Monica Mountains are located directly
south of the Specific Plan Area and, therefore, are visible from the Specific Plan Area with partial
obstruction due to existing development. The Increased Growth Alternative would involve growth on
the same opportunity sites identified for the proposed Project but at higher densities, and would
involve the development of taller buildings to accommodate these higher densities. However,
development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would not substantially alter views of
the Santa Monica Mountains due to the existing urbanized nature of the Specific Plan Area. Thus, the
Increased Growth Alternative would result in a less-than-significant impact and impacts would be
similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Scenic Resources Within a State Scenic Highway

As described in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, there are no existing or proposed county or State scenic
highways in or near the Specific Plan Area; therefore, future development project under the Increased
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Growth Alternative would not result in any damage to scenic resources within a State scenic highway.
Thus, no impact would occur, similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Consistency with Applicable Scenic Quality Regulations

Similar to the proposed Project, the Increased Growth Alternative would concentrate development
in areas with opportunities for infill and intensification in a highly urbanized area. Any development
project under the Increased Growth Alternative would be required to be consistent with City-related
plans, policies, and regulatory requirements. Thus, impacts related to consistency with applicable
regulations would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Light and Glare

As shown in Table 6-6, the Increased Growth Alternative would result in more development in the
Specific Plan Area, which would introduce additional light sources and increased light and glare
impacts. However, the Specific Plan Area is characterized by existing residential and commercial
development uses that already generate high ambient levels of nighttime lighting. Accordingly, any
additional lighting from new development under the Increased Growth Alternative would be
incremental. During design review, building materials would be reviewed to ensure consistency with
the overall vision for the Specific Plan Area. Additionally, development projects under the Increased
Growth Alternative would be required to comply with the BMC, which regulates the outdoor lighting
positioning to not shine or cause glare to right-of-way pedestrians or vehicles, and the light intensity
of signs that could impact neighboring light-sensitive uses through the following provisions:

= Section 10-1-628(W)(2). Outdoor lighting fixtures must be positioned and directed so as not to
shine or cause glare onto adjacent properties or public rights-of-way.

= Section 10-1-628(W)(3). Free-standing lighting fixtures must be no taller than eight (8) feet as
measured from the abutting ground surface or floor level.

= Section 10-1-1153(A). Building Elevations facing a residential zone with 50 percent or more of the
building surface in glass shall be limited to a maximum of 15 percent reflectivity for those
materials. Building elevations facing a residential zone with less than 50 percent of surface glass
shall be limited to a maximum of 20 percent reflectivity for those materials.

Glare is a common phenomenon throughout Burbank primarily due to the occurrence of a high
number of days per year with direct sunlight and the urbanized nature of the Specific Plan Area.
Daytime glare can result from sunlight reflecting off glass, other structural fixtures of buildings, and
windshields of parked and moving vehicles within the roadways in the Specific Plan Area. Future
development under the Increased Growth Alternative would be required to comply with BMC
standards and regulations for lighting and glare affecting sensitive residential uses. Therefore, impacts
related to increased light and glare under implementation of the Increased Growth Alternative would
be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

b. Air Quality

Consistency with Applicable Air Quality Plans

SCAQMD has established criteria for determining consistency with the currently applicable AQMP in
Chapter 12, 12.3 of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook. These criteria are as follows (SCAQMD
1993):
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=  Criterion 1: Whether the project will not result in an increase in the frequency or severity of
existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations, or delay timely attainment
of air quality standards or the interim emission reductions specified in the AQMP.

= Criterion 2: Whether the project will exceed the assumptions in the AQMP or increments based
on the year of project buildout and phase.

Criterion 1

To address the first criterion, four sample construction scenarios have been modeled and results may
be found in in Table 4.2-7 in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR. While these scenarios in
particular would not result in emissions that exceed the SCAQMD regional thresholds, construction
of individual projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would continue to have the potential
to exceed SCAQMD regional thresholds, similar to the proposed Project, especially for projects with
large amounts of soil movement or a large quantity of workers or equipment. In addition, an
operational scenario upon buildout of the Increased Growth Alternative was also modeled and results
may be found in Table 6-7 below. Operation of future development projects under the Increased
Growth Alternative would generate criteria air pollutant emissions associated with area sources (e.g.,
fireplaces, architectural coatings, consumer products, and landscaping equipment), energy sources
(e.g., use of natural gas for space and water heating and cooking), and mobile sources (e.g., vehicle
trips to and from the project site) at a greater level than the proposed Project. Emissions associated
with future development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative, depending on project type
and size, could exceed project-specific thresholds established by SCAQMD. However, such projects
would be required to undergo independent, project-level CEQA review and include mitigation
measures, if necessary, to address potentially significant impacts. Therefore, as the Increased Growth
Alternative has the potential to cause or contribute to new violations, the Increased Growth
Alternative would be inconsistent with Criterion 1, and impacts would be potentially significant,
similar to the proposed Project, but to a greater extent due to the increased emissions associated
with the Increased Growth Alternative. No mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts
related to Criterion 1 to a less-than-significant level. The Increased Growth Alternative would result
in significant and unavoidable impacts related to Criterion 1 but greater than the proposed Project.
(Greater impact)

Criterion 2

The Increased Growth Alternative would result in an increase in density in comparison to the
proposed Project, which would result in a greater anticipated population increase. Similar to the
proposed Project, the Increased Growth Alternative would be consistent with AQMP control
measures to reduce air pollution, but as detailed below under Section 6.2.2(k), the Increased Growth
Alternative would exceed SCAG’s 2035 housing forecast by 12,169 units. Thus, the Increased Growth
Alternative would be inconsistent with the AQMD, similar to the proposed Project, but to a greater
extent due to the increased development and increased emissions associated with the Increased
Growth Alternative. No mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts related to Criterion 2 to
a less-than-significant level. The Increased Growth Alternative would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts related to Criterion 2 but greater than the proposed Project. (Greater impact)

Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Criteria Pollutants

Similar to the proposed Project, development facilitated by the Increased Growth Alternative would
generate short-term air pollutant emissions associated with use of heavy-duty construction
equipment; truck trips hauling debris, soils, and construction materials; and fugitive dust from

Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 6-25



City of Burbank
Burbank Media District Specific Plan Update

demolition and grading. Additionally, long-term air pollutant emissions would result from mobile
sources (motor vehicle exhaust), energy use (natural gas combustion), and area sources, such as
hearths, landscaping equipment, consumer products, and architectural coatings. As described below,
the Increased Growth Alternative would generate long-term operational emissions that exceed the
SCAQMD regional thresholds and would contribute to a cumulatively considerable net increase of
criteria pollutants. Impacts would be potentially significant, but greater than the proposed Project,
as further described below under Operational Emissions. (Greater Impact)

Construction Emissions

The extent of daily emissions, particularly nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions, generated by construction
equipment, would depend on the equipment used and the hours of operation for each individual
development project. The extent of particulate matter with diameters of up to 2.5 microns (PMys)
and up to ten microns (PMjo) emissions would depend upon the following factors: 1) the amount of
disturbed soils; 2) the length of disturbance time; 3) whether existing structures are demolished; 4)
whether excavation is involved; and 5) whether transporting excavated materials off site is necessary.
The extent of volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions would primarily depend on the square
footage of buildings being painted and asphalt surfaces being paved each day.*

As discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, the SCAQMD has not established plan-level significance
thresholds for construction air pollutant emissions. Given the programmatic nature of the proposed
Project and Increased Growth Alternative, sufficient detail (e.g., construction schedule, amount of soil
export, specific buildout parameters) of the future development projects under the Increased Growth
Alternative is not available to perform project-level analysis, and, thus, it would be speculative to
analyze project-level impacts. Therefore, a more qualitative approach to characterizing construction-
related air emissions has been employed for this analysis.

The Increased Growth Alternative would result in 14,312 residential units, 7,265,850 square feet of
non-residential uses, and 400 hotel rooms.> The estimated construction emissions scenarios
identified in the proposed Project, as shown in Table 4.2-7 in Section 4.2, Air Quality, would also apply
for the Increased Growth Alternative.

Results of the emissions modeling demonstrate that daily emissions of NOx from heavy-duty diesel
equipment and trucks during construction activities would approach but not exceed the SCAQMD
regional thresholds under reasonably expected circumstances for projects that involve the use of
15 pieces of equipment and 195 heavy truck trips per day. However, projects associated with the
Increased Growth Alternative with large amounts of soil import/export or smaller projects with a large
quantity of workers may result in larger emissions than those analyzed in Table 4.2-7 in Section 4.2,
Air Quality, and have the potential to exceed SCAQMD regional thresholds. Therefore, construction
activity accommodated under the Increased Growth Alternative would result in a potentially
significant impact related to regional construction emissions of NOy, similar to the proposed Project.
The impact includes potential exposure of sensitive receptors to high concentrations of NO,, which
may result in adverse health effects such as breathing difficulties.

4 The Increased Growth Alternative does not include any stationary sources of lead emissions, similar to the proposed Project, and would
not generate substantial sources of hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, or visibility reducing particles. Therefore, these pollutants are not
discussed further in this analysis.

5 Modeling assumed operation of 14,347 residential units, 600 hotel rooms, 11,789,900 square feet of office and retail use, and 63,400
square feet of school use based on the preliminary land use data from Fehr and Peers. Emissions estimates using this data set are
conservative.
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Similar to the proposed Project, future development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative
would be subject to compliance with applicable SCAQMD rules, including Rule 401 (Visible Emissions),
Rule 402 (Nuisance), Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), and Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings). Specifically,
Rule 403 requires the use of best available control measures for all construction activities to reduce
fugitive dust emissions. Rule 403 compliance by individual property owners, developers, and/or
contractors would reduce temporary construction-related air pollutant emissions of fugitive dust.
Furthermore, the following policies from the Burbank2035 General Plan Air Quality and Climate
Change Element aim to reduce air quality impacts associated with construction activities:

= Policy 1.5: Require projects that generate potentially significant levels of air pollutants, such as
landfill operations or large construction projects, to incorporate best available air quality and
greenhouse gas mitigation in project design.

= Policy 1.6: Require measures to control air pollutant emissions at construction sites and during
soil-disturbing or dust-generating activities (i.e., tilling, landscaping) for projects requiring such
activities.

Similar to the proposed Project, compliance with SCAQMD rules and Burbank2035 General Plan Air
Quality and Climate Change Element policies would reduce the overall level of air quality impacts
associated with construction activities facilitated by the Increased Growth Alternative. Moreover, any
future development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would be required to
implement additional mitigation if the project-specific analysis identifies a potential to exceed
SCAQMD’s regional thresholds for construction activities. Nonetheless, future development projects
under the Increased Growth Alternative with large amounts of equipment, large number of hauling
truck trips, or other unusual circumstances may generate criteria pollutant emissions that exceed the
SCAQMD thresholds. Therefore, construction-related impacts associated with large future
development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would be considered potentially
significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1, as identified for the proposed Project, would
require air quality analysis and appropriate emission reduction measures for projects that exceed the
screening criteria. However, specific reduction in emissions below the SCAQMD significance
thresholds cannot be demonstrated in the absence of specific project details to assess. It is reasonable
to assume that construction activities for a development project under the Increased Growth
Alternative could generate emissions that would exceed the significance thresholds despite
Mitigation Measure AQ-1, similar to the proposed Project. Therefore, construction impacts would be
significant and unavoidable and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Operational Emissions

The Increased Growth Alternative would result in 14,312 residential units, 7,265,850 square feet of
non-residential uses, and 400 hotel rooms, which would result in increased operational air quality
emissions compared to the proposed Project. As shown in Table 6-7, the buildout of the Increased
Growth Alternative, as with the proposed Project, would generate criteria pollutants in excess of the
SCAQMD operational regional significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants.
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Table 6-7 Operational Emissions under the Increased Growth Alternative

Mobile Sources 351 249 3,040 8 879 226
Area Sources 796 214 1,457 1 18 17
Energy Sources 5 85 51 1 7 7
Total 1,152 536 4,548 10 904 250
SCAQMD Regional Significance Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes

Note: number may not add up due to rounding.

Source: See Appendix C for modeling results and assumptions.

As SCAQMD regional significance thresholds are intended for assessment of individual development
projects, comparison of criteria pollutant emissions from buildout of all future development projects
under the Increased Growth Alternative to their respective thresholds is conservative.. However, as
with the proposed Project, modeling was performed to determine the largest individual project sizes
that would typically be anticipated to result in emissions that do not exceed SCAQMD thresholds.
These same scenarios apply to both the proposed Project and the Increased Growth Alternative.
Therefore, the Increased Growth Alternative would result in a potentially significant impact, similar
to the proposed Project but to a greater extent due to the increased emissions associated with the
Increased Growth Alternative. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-2, as identified for the
proposed Project, would require air quality analysis and appropriate air pollutant emissions reduction
measures for projects that exceed the screening criteria identified in Section 4.2, Air Quality, for large
projects. While implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-2 would reduce air pollutant emissions
associated with development under the Increased Growth, there would be no further feasible
mitigation to reduce VOC, NOx CO, PM1g, and PM;s to reduce these long-term emissions to a level
below SCAQMD significance thresholds. Therefore, impacts from operational emissions would be
significant and unavoidable but would be greater than the proposed Project.® (Greater impact)

Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations

Localized Emissions

SCAQMD has also developed specific Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs) to assess construction
and operational air quality impacts associated with individual development projects. The LST values
are specific to the source receptor area in which an individual project is located and based on
proximity to the nearest sensitive receptor(s).

A localized construction analysis would be speculative given the lack of constructions location and
construction activities under the Increased Growth Alternative, similar to the proposed Project. In
addition, each individual project under the Increased Growth Alternative would vary in size and
distance to sensitive receptors, which affects the applicable threshold each individual project would
be tied to for on-site emissions during operations. Thus, construction and operational LST emissions
were not quantified in this analysis since project-level data was not included for the Increased Growth

6 SCAQMD regional significance thresholds are intended for assessment of individual development projects. Therefore, comparison of
criteria pollutant emissions from buildout of all future development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative to their respective
thresholds is conservative.
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Alternative, similar to the proposed Project. However, it is reasonable to assume that some individual
projects developed under the Increased Growth Alternative would involve construction adjacent to
sensitive receptors (e.g., residences and schools). Under certain circumstances, unmitigated
equipment emissions combined with fugitive dust emissions associated with the development of
future development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative could potentially exceed the
LSTs for NOyx, carbon monoxide (CO), PMio and PM,s, similar to the proposed Project. As such,
development of individual projects under the Increased Growth Alternative could result in a
potentially significant impact related to localized construction and operational emissions of NOy, CO,
PMso, and PM,s. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1, as identified for the proposed Project,
would require air quality analysis and appropriate emission reduction measures for projects that
exceed the screening criteria. However, specific reduction in emissions below the SCAQMD
significance thresholds cannot be demonstrated in the absence of specific project details to assess. It
is reasonable to assume that construction and operational activities for a development project under
the Increased Growth Alternative could generate emissions that would exceed the LSTs despite
Mitigation Measure AQ-1 similar to the proposed Project. Therefore, impacts related to localized
emissions would be significant and unavoidable and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Carbon Monoxide Hotspots

A CO hotspot is a localized concentration of CO that is above a CO ambient air quality standard;
elevated CO levels can occur at roadway intersections that experience high traffic volumes and severe
vehicle congestion. Based on traffic volumes documented in Fehr & Peer’s Technical Review of
Modeling and VMT Methodology for Media District Specific Plan Traffic Study Report (see Appendix
D), any single intersectional volume in the Specific Plan Area is not expected to approach anywhere
near 400,000 vehicles per day. Furthermore, the Specific Plan Area does not have any intersections
that would foreseeably experience daily volumes exceeding 400,000 vehicles per day. Therefore,
buildout of the Increased Growth Alternative would not have potential to contribute to localized CO
concentrations at intersections that exceed State CO standards and similar to the proposed Project.
(Similar impact)

Toxic AIR CONTAMINANTS CONSTRUCTION

Construction would result in various toxic air contaminants (TACs) associated with equipment exhaust
and off-gassing from various materials applied during construction, such as architectural coatings,
similar to the proposed Project. Of these, the TAC of primary concern associated with construction
activities is diesel particulate matter (DPM), which may be released in substantial quantities by use of
heavy-duty equipment operations and truck traffic.

Similar to the proposed Project, the specific locations, amount of heavy-equipment use, and duration
of construction activity resulting from the Increased Growth Alternative are not currently known.
Health risks associated with construction-related diesel exhaust emissions would only have potential
to result in significant health risks for large projects with substantial heavy equipment use for a period
of several years in proximity to sensitive receptors.

Similar to the proposed Project, future development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative
would be required to implement compliance measures for California Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleet
Regulations and idling limits for diesel-fueled vehicles, which would reduce potential diesel exhaust
emissions from construction. Mitigation Measure AQ-1, as identified for the proposed Project, would
require air quality analysis and appropriate air pollutant emissions reduction measures for projects
with potential for construction to include activities that generate substantial diesel exhaust, such as
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demolition, grading, hauling, of heavy-duty equipment use. However, specific reduction in emissions
below the SCAQMD significance thresholds cannot be demonstrated in the absence of individual
project details. For these reasons, construction-related impacts associated with TAC emissions would
be potentially significant. It is reasonable to assume that construction activities for a development
project under the Increased Growth Alternative could generate TAC emissions that would exceed the
significance thresholds despite Mitigation Measure AQ-1. Therefore, the Increased Growth
Alternative would potentially expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations
during construction, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable and similar to the proposed
Project. (Similar impact)

OPERATION

Residential, commercial, hotel, and office land uses analyzed under the Increased Growth Alternative
are not considered land uses that generate substantial TAC emissions based on review of the air toxic
sources listed in SCAQMD’s and California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) guidelines. As with the
proposed Project, the Increased Growth Alternative also would not include substantial TAC sources
and is consistent with CARB and SCAQMD guidelines. Future development projects under the
Increased Growth Alternative are not anticipated to result in the exposure of off-site sensitive
receptors to significant amounts of carcinogenic contaminants or TACs. Impacts would be less than
significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

ON-SITE SENSITIVE RECEPTORS

Similar to the proposed Project, future development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative
would add new sensitive receptors in the Specific Plan Area. Although new residences would not
exacerbate health risks related to TACs, they could be exposed to such health risks. Such exposure
does not constitute a potential significant impact under CEQA, but the potential risks are provided for
informational purposes. An HRA was prepared to assess the potential health effects associated with
TAC emissions from SR-134 and associated ramps. For the roadways the primary concern is the effect
of diesel PM on the on-site sensitive receptors combined with the other vehicle exhaust pollutants.
An analysis using the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s the American Meteorological
Society/USEPA Regulatory Model (AERMOD) dispersion model and CARB’s Hotspots Analysis and
Reporting Program (HARP) risk analysis tool was used to determine the maximally exposed individual
receptors (MEIR) for SR-134. The potential health risks from SR-134 at the MEIR for the Increased
Growth Alternative are detailed in Table 4.2-9, Potential Health Risks from SR-134 at the MEIR, in
Section 4.2, Air Quality. The MEIR analysis conducted for the proposed Project conservatively
analyzed all potential opportunity sites, including those associated with the Increased Growth
Alternative. Thus, the MEIR analysis includes full analysis of the Increased Growth Alternative. As
presented in Table 4.2-9, with the application of MERV filtration, potential health risks to future
residences would not exceed the SCAQMD thresholds for cancer and hazard quotient values (chronic
and acute hazard risk). Thus, impacts would be similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Odor

Construction activities for any future development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative
may produce temporary odors from construction related activities, such as unburned hydrocarbons
from tailpipes of construction equipment and architectural coatings, similar to the proposed Project.
However, such odors would disperse rapidly from the respective construction sites, and construction
would be required to comply with the SCAQMD Rule 402, which regulates nuisance odors. With
respect to operation related activities, the Increased Growth Alternative would not include land uses
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associated with odor complaints, similar to the proposed Project. Therefore, impacts related to odor
would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

C. Biological Resources

Adverse Effect on Candidate, Sensitive, or Special-Status Species

As shown in Table 6-6, the Increased Growth Alternative would result in an increase in development
density in the Specific Plan Area in comparison to the proposed Project. Although the Increased
Growth Alternative would allow for increased densities, the potential development would occur
within the same urbanized Specific Plan Area and would involve similar amounts of ground
disturbance compared to the proposed Project. Thus, development under the Increased Growth
Alternative could impact special-status species, nesting birds, and their habitat. Similar to the
proposed Project, development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would be subject to
the provisions of federal and State regulations protecting biological resources. These regulations
include requirements for biological studies where potential habitat exists, and consultation with
applicable regulatory agencies where special-status resources are found. Nonetheless, construction
of future development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative could potentially occur
during the bird nesting season, which is generally from March 1 through August 31 and begins as early
as February 1 for raptors. Development under the Increased Growth Alternative would be required
to implement Mitigation Measure BIO-1, as identified for the proposed Project, which would require
project-specific pre-construction nesting bird surveys and nest avoidance. Similar to the proposed
Project, implementation of the Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would reduce the Increased Growth
Alternative’s potential impacts to special-status species, nesting birds, and their habitat to a less-than-
significant level. Impacts would be similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Adverse Effect on Riparian Habitat or Sensitive Natural Community

As described in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, the Specific Plan Area does not
include any documented sensitive natural communities, including wetlands or riparian habitats. The
0.11-mile-long portion of the Los Angeles River that occurs along the southern boundary of the
Specific Plan Area is channelized and not conducive to supporting riparian or wetland habitat. Any
future development project under the Increased Growth Alternative would occur in urbanized areas
and, therefore, would not directly or indirectly impact sensitive natural communities or riparian
habitat, similar to the proposed Project. Impacts would be less than significant and similar to the
proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Adverse Effect on Protected Wetlands

As described in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, the Specific Plan Area lies within an existing potential
habitat patch. A habitat patch is defined as an area that may provide habitat and water for species,
such as migratory birds, or is located near a strategic location, such as an existing habitat area buffer
or linkage or confluence (Los Angeles County 2022). However, the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service National Wetland Inventory does not indicate any additional aquatic resources within the
Specific Plan Area. Any future development project in the Specific Plan Area under this alternative
with potential to impact the Los Angeles River would be required to comply with Section 1602 of the
California Fish and Game Code (CFGC) and Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA).
Adherence to these regulations would mitigate substantial adverse impacts to the Los Angeles River
by requiring projects to obtain proper permitting and implement regulatory procedures. Therefore,
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impacts related to protected wetlands would be less than significant and similar to the proposed
Project. (Similar impact)

Interference with Wildlife Movement as described in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, the Specific
Plan Area is urbanized, and, as such, there are no known regional wildlife habitat linkages or described
wildlife movement within the Specific Plan Area. The Specific Plan Area’s urban environment generally
does not facilitate the movement of wildlife species that are not adapted to urban and suburban
areas. The Los Angeles River channel may act as an urban corridor for local wildlife movement, and
migratory birds could utilize water within the concrete-lined channels during migration. The
utilization of the Los Angeles River as an urban corridor or water source would not be affected by any
future development project under the Increased Growth Alternative because any development near
the already-disturbed Los Angeles River channel would adhere to CFGC and CWA requirements and
would not encroach into the Los Angeles River more than current conditions, similar to the proposed
Project. Therefore, impacts related to wildlife movement would be less than significant and similar to
the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Conflict with Local Policies or Ordinances Protecting Biological Resources

Similar to the proposed Project, development under the Increased Growth Alternative may involve
the removal of public trees. In the event that individual future development projects under the
Increased Growth Alternative would include removal of public trees, the project applicant would be
required to obtain permits for consistency with Title 7 (Public Ways and Property), Chapter 4 (Trees
and Vegetation) of the BMC. Compliance with the BMC would ensure the Increased Growth
Alternative would have no impact related to tree preservation ordinances, similar to the proposed
Project. (Similar impact)

Conflict with Adopted Habitat Conservation Plans

As described in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, the Specific Plan Area is not within an area subject
to an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved
conservation plans. Therefore, no impacts related to the provisions of a Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved conservation plan would occur, similar to
the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

d. Cultural Resources

Historical Resources

As shown in Table 6-6, the Increased Growth Alternative would result in increased density at the same
potential development sites and would involve similar amounts of ground disturbance in comparison
to the proposed Project, which could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource through the demolition, construction, and reconstruction activities. No designated
historic resources are included as opportunity sites for the proposed Project or Increased Growth
Alternative. Development under the Increased Growth Alternative would be required to comply with
the City’s Historic Preservation Regulations and the Burbank2035 General Plan Program LU-4: Historic
Preservation Plan. The City’s regulations and programs would help mitigate impacts to designated
and eligible historical resources by requiring, in certain cases, adherence to the standards and other
requirements intended to preserve the character-defining features of individual historical resources
and historic districts that qualify them as historical resources pursuant to CEQA. However, the City’s
regulations do not in all cases prevent demolition or substantial alteration of designated and eligible
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historical resources. Thus, the Increased Growth Alternative would implement Mitigation Measure
CUL-1, as identified for the proposed Project, which would require demonstration of historical
resources protection. While implementation of Burbank2035 General Plan Program LU-4 and
Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would reduce impacts related to historical resources, these measures
could not successfully mitigate impacts to a less-than-significant level; therefore, impacts to historical
resources would be significant and unavoidable and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Archaeological Resources

As shown in Table 6-6, the Increased Growth Alternative would result in increased density at the same
potential development sites and would involve similar amounts of ground disturbance in comparison
to the proposed Project, which could damage or destroy previously unknown archaeological
resources that may be present on or below the ground surface. Development under the Increased
Growth Alternative would comply with the City’s Historic Preservation Regulations and the
Burbank2035 General Plan Program LU-4: Historic Preservation Plan. However, the City’s regulations
do not in all cases prevent damage to previously unknown archaeological resources. Thus,
development under the Increased Growth Alternative would require implementation of Mitigation
Measures CUL-2(a) through CUL-2(c), as identified for the proposed Project, which would require
project-specific archaeological resources assessments and provides evaluation and treatment
standards for the unanticipated discovery of cultural resources. Adherence to the City’s regulations
and Mitigation Measures CUL-2(a) through CUL-2(c) would reduce potential impacts related to
archaeological resources to a less-than-significant level and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar
impact)

Human Remains

As shown in Table 6-6, the Increased Growth Alternative would result in increased density at the same
potential development sites and would involve similar amounts of ground disturbance in comparison
to the proposed Project, which could disturb unidentified human burials outside of formal cemeteries
during construction activities. Development under the Increased Growth Alternative would be
required to comply with the California Health and Safety Code (Sections 7050.5, 7051, and 7054), PRC
Section 5097.98, City’s Historic Preservation Regulations, and the Burbank2035 General Plan Program
LU-4: Historic Preservation Plan. Adherence to existing State and local regulations would reduce
potential impacts related to human remains to a less-than-significant level and similar to the
proposed Project. (Similar impact)

e. Energy

Wasteful, Inefficient, or Unnecessary Consumption of Energy Resources

Construction

As shown in Table 6-6, the Increased Growth Alternative would result in increased density at the same
potential development sites in comparison to the proposed Project. Future development under the
Increased Growth Alternative is anticipated to require more intense building construction, such as
increased heights, deeper subterranean activities, expanded architectural coating, more construction
traffic, and prolonged construction schedules in comparison to development under the proposed
Project. During construction, energy would be consumed in the form of petroleum-based fuels used
to power off-road construction vehicles and equipment on construction sites, construction worker
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vehicle travel to and from construction sites, and vehicles used to deliver materials to construction
sites.

Similar to the proposed Project, energy use during construction would be temporary in nature and
construction equipment used would be typical of similar-sized construction projects in the region. In
addition, construction contractors would be required to comply with the provisions of the CCR Title 13
Sections 2449 and 2485, which would minimize unnecessary fuel consumption by prohibiting diesel-
fueled commercial motor vehicles and off-road diesel vehicles from idling for more than five minutes.
Furthermore, per applicable regulatory requirements such as the 2025 CALGreen Code, future
development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would be required to comply with
construction waste management practices to divert a minimum of 65 percent of construction debris.
These practices would result in efficient use of energy necessary to construct future development
projects under the Increased Growth Alternative, similar to the proposed Project. In the interest of
cost-efficiency, construction contractors also would not utilize fuel in a manner that is wasteful or
unnecessary. Overall, construction for development under the Increased Growth Alternative would
be temporary and typical of that associated with development throughout the region. Therefore,
future development under the Increased Growth Alternative would not involve the inefficient,
wasteful, and unnecessary use of energy during construction, and the construction-phase impact
related to energy consumption would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project.
(Similar impact)

Operation

As shown in Table 6-6, the Increased Growth Alternative would result in more development in the
Specific Plan Area. Operation of future development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative
would contribute more to regional energy demand than the proposed Project by consuming
electricity, natural gas, and gasoline and diesel fuels. More natural gas and electricity may be used for
heating and cooling systems, lighting, and appliances, among other purposes, compared to the
proposed Project. Gasoline and diesel consumption would be associated with vehicle trips generated
by customers and employees.

Similar to the proposed Project, all new development in the Increased Growth Alternative would be
required to comply with all standards set in the latest iteration of the California Building Standards
Code (CCR Title 24), which would minimize the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of
energy resources by the built environment during operation. California’s CALGreen Code standards
(CCR Title 24, Part 11) require implementation of energy-efficient light fixtures and building materials
into the design of new construction projects. Furthermore, the 2025 Building Energy Efficiency
Standards (CCR Title 24, Part 6) require newly constructed buildings to meet energy performance
standards set by the California Energy Commission. These standards are specifically crafted for new
buildings to result in energy efficient performance so that the buildings do not result in wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy. Furthermore, the proposed land use changes
would increase housing density and encourage mixed-use development near existing commercial
uses and existing transit stops, which would facilitate the use of transit and alternative transportation
modes, such as walking and biking. According to the Technical Review of Modeling and VMT
Methodology for Media District Specific Plan Traffic Study Report prepared for the proposed Project,
the Increased Growth Alternative would produce 436,231 daily VMT, which would be an increase
from the proposed Project’s anticipated 343,134 daily VMT (Appendix D).As described above, the
Increased Growth Alternative would not result in potentially significant environmental effects due to
the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy; however, the increase in total daily
VMT would result in a greater fuel consumption associated with the Increased Growth Alternative.
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Thus, impacts would be less than significant the proposed Project, but greater than the proposed
Project. (Greater impact)

Conflict with Renewable Energy or Energy Efficiency Plan

Similar to the proposed Project, development under the Increased Growth Alternative would be
required to comply with the most recent Title 24 standards, including the CALGreen Code
requirements, applicable goals and policies of SCAG’s 2024-2050 RTP/SCS and the Burbank2035
General Plan, and applicable reduction measures of the City’s 2022 GGRP Update. Thus, the Increased
Growth Alternative would not conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy or
energy efficiency, and impacts would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project.
(Similar impact)

f. Geology and Soils

Fault Rupture

The Increased Growth Alternative would occur within the same Specific Plan Area, which is not
located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, and no active or potentially active faults with
the potential for surface fault rupture are known to pass directly beneath the Specific Plan Area. Since
there are no known active or potentially active faults passing through the Specific Plan Area, on-site
ground rupture due to movement of an underlying fault would not occur and impacts would be less
than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Ground Shaking

The Increased Growth Alternative would occur within the same Specific Plan Area, which is within the
highly seismic Southern California region, where several fault systems are active or potentially active.
Similar to the proposed Project, future development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative
may be subject to ground shaking in the event of an earthquake originating along one of the faults
designated as active or potentially active in the Southern California region. Ground shaking is common
throughout California, and, as such, future development projects under the Increased Growth
Alternative would pose no greater risk to public safety or destruction of property than is already
present throughout the region. Compliance with applicable State and local regulations would ensure
impacts related to ground shaking would remain less than significant; however, the Increased Growth
Alternative would introduce more development to the Specific Plan Area, increasing the number of
people exposed to ground shaking. Thus, impacts would be less than significant but greater than the
proposed Project. (Greater impact)

Liguefaction

The Increased Growth Alternative would occur within the same Specific Plan Area, which is within a
liquefaction hazard zone. Similar to the proposed Project, future development projects under the
Increased Growth Alternative would not exacerbate liquefaction potential in the area than is already
present throughout the region. Compliance with applicable State and local regulations would ensure
impacts related to liquefaction would remain less than significant; however, the Increased Growth
Alternative would introduce more development to the Specific Plan Area, increasing the number of
people exposed to liquefaction. Thus, impacts would be less than significant but greater than the
proposed Project. (Greater impact)
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Landslides

The Increased Growth Alternative would occur within the same Specific Plan Area, which is located in
an urbanized area that is relatively flat and no portion of the Specific Plan Area is located in a landslide
hazard zone designated by the Department of Conservation. Compliance with State and local
regulations would ensure that no landslide impacts would occur. Therefore, the proposed Project
would not directly or indirectly cause impacts related to landslides and impacts would be less than
significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Soil Erosion

Similar to the proposed Project, ground-disturbing activities associated with construction of
development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would have the potential to result in
the removal and erosion of topsoil during grading and excavation. Standard construction BMPs would
be implemented to avoid or minimize soil erosion associated with ground-disturbing activities.
Compliance with applicable State and local regulations would ensure impacts related to soil erosion
would remain less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Unstable Soils

The Increased Growth Alternative would occur within the same Specific Plan Area, which is within a
liquefaction hazard zone and would be susceptible to liquefaction and lateral spreading. However,
the Specific Plan Area is not within a landslide hazard zone or area subject to land subsidence and
would not be susceptible to landslides or subsidence. Compliance with applicable State and local
regulations would ensure impacts related to unstable soils, including lateral spreading, liquefaction,
or collapse would remain less than significant; however, the Increased Growth Alternative would
introduce more development to the Specific Plan Area, increasing the number of people exposed to
unstable soils. Thus, impacts would be less than significant but greater than the proposed Project.
(Greater impact)

Expansive Soils

The Increased Growth Alternative would occur within the same Specific Plan Area, which is located
on loamy and sandy soils that do not have a high clay content, decreasing chances of substantial risks
to life or property due to expansive soils. Similar to the proposed Project, new development under
the Increased Growth Alternative built on potentially expansive soils would be required to comply
with the CBC, which includes requirements to address soil-related hazards. Compliance with the
requirements of the CBC would ensure that impacts related to expansive soils would be less than
significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Septic Tanks

The Specific Plan Area is served by a community wastewater system. Per BMC Section 8-1-308, all
new development associated with the Increased Growth Alternative must be connected to the City’s
wastewater system, similar to the proposed Project. Therefore, there would be no impact related to
the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems, similar to the proposed Project.
(Similar impact)
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Paleontological Resources

As shown in Table 6-6, the Increased Growth Alternative would result in increased density at the same
potential development sites and would involve similar amounts of ground disturbance in comparison
to the proposed Project; thus, the alternative would result in more intense ground-disturbing
activities that may require deeper subterranean activities. As such, the potential to damage or destroy
previously unknown paleontological resources or unique geologic features that may be present on or
below the ground surface would be higher in comparison to the proposed Project. However, the
Increased Growth Alternative would implement Mitigation Measure GEO-1, as identified for the
proposed Project, which would require project-specific paleontological resources assessment.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would reduce the Increased Growth Alternative’s
potential impacts to paleontological resources to a less-than-significant level and similar to the
proposed Project. (Similar impact)

g. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

2022 Scoping Plan (SB 32 Implementation)

There are numerous State plans, policies, and regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions. The
principal policy and State plans are SB 32 and the State Scoping Plan that outlines the strategies for
reducing GHG emissions to meet the 2030 GHG reduction targets. The Scoping Plan measures that
are applicable to development projects under this alternative include energy efficiency measures,
water conservation and efficiency measures, and transportation and motor vehicle measures, as
discussed below.

Growth under the Increased Growth Alternative would be concentrated in locations where a majority
of the Specific Plan Area is within a transit priority area (TPA) under SCAG’s 2024-2050 RTP/SCS. TPA
refers to an area within 0.5 mile of a major transit stop that is existing or planned. By focusing future
development in areas with existing transit infrastructure, the Increased Growth Alternative would
minimize growth in low-density areas of the Specific Plan Area, which contributes to reducing reliance
on automotive travel, VMT, and associated emissions (SCAG 2024). Similar to the proposed Project,
the Increased Growth Alternative would be consistent with the goals and policies of the 2022 Scoping
Plan. Development under the Increased Growth Alternative would be required to comply with the
latest Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards (CCR Title 24, Part 6) and CALGreen Code standards
(CCR Title 24, Part 11), which would promote building decarbonization and maximizing recycling and
would comply with the Scoping Plan’s goals to decarbonize the built environment. Therefore, similar
to the proposed Project, the Increased Growth Alternative would not conflict with the 2022 Scoping
Plan and impacts would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

GHG Emissions Generation

Development accommodated under the Increased Growth Alternative would generate more GHG
emissions through the construction and operation of individual projects that would be higher in
density in comparison to the proposed Project. GHG emissions would specifically arise from direct
sources, such as motor vehicles, natural gas consumption, solid waste handling/treatment, and
indirect sources, such as electricity generation. However, development under this alternative would
be consistent with measures and GHG reduction strategies from the State Scoping Plan, and as
discussed below, would also be consistent with the goals of the 2024-2050 RTP/SCS and the City’s
GGRP Update. Therefore, similar to the proposed Project, impacts related to GHG emissions under
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the Increase Growth Alternative would be less than significant but greater than the proposed Project.
(Greater impact)

Table 6-8 shows the estimates for GHG emissions based on the increase in housing and the additional
commercial uses associated with the Increased Growth Alternative.

Table 6-8 GHG Emissions under the Increased Growth Alternative

Transportation 111.8 Million Residential VMT/year 137,896
142.91 Million Employment VMT/year

Area Sources - 3,421

Electricity 270 GWh/year?! 46,328

Natural Gas 329 Million kBTU/year?

Water Supply 5,133

Indoor Water 2,448 Million Gallons/year

Outdoor Water 34.8 Million Gallons/year

Solid Waste 22,212 tons 6,934

Refrigerant 2 kg 248

Construction Emissions (Amortized) - 2,798

Total - 101,603

1 Energy use estimates are conservative. Estimates do not account for energy efficiency measures required by the 2025 Title 24 energy
efficiency or potential energy efficiency measures required by subsequent Title 24 updates in 2028 and 2031.

VMT = Vehicle Miles Traveled; GWh = Gigawatt-hours: kBTU = kilo British Thermal Units: kg = kilograms

Source: Refer to Appendix C for modeling results.

SCAG’s 2024-2050 RTP/SCS (SB 32 Implementation) Consistency

The 2024-2050 RTP/SCS integrates land use and transportation strategies to help achieve a
coordinated and balanced regional transportation system. SCAG’s 2024-2050 RTP/SCS is a regional
plan intended to reduce GHG emission from automobiles and light trucks for the SCAG region to
19 percent below 2005 levels by 2035. The SCS implementation strategies include focusing growth
near destinations and mobility options, promoting diverse housing choices, leveraging technology
innovations, and supporting implementation of sustainability policies. As detailed below in Section
6.2.2(n), the Increased Growth Alternative would result in a greater reduction of VMT per service
population from the baseline 2023 conditions compared to the proposed Project.

Similar to the proposed Project, the Increased Growth Alternative would focus on developing and
implementing policies and programs to remove barriers to housing production, streamline the
permitting process, and introduce objective design standards for new development within the
Specific Plan Area. The City identified groupings of underutilized sites within the Specific Plan Area as
opportunities for infill and adaptive reuse. These sites are referred to as opportunity sites and would
assist in meeting the City’s goals of contextual development, transit-oriented growth, and streamlined
housing production. Therefore, similar to the proposed Project, the Increased Growth Alternative
would not conflict with SCAG’s 2024-2050 RTP/SCS. Impacts would be less than significant and similar
to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)
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Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan Consistency

The City of Burbank adopted the GGRP in 2013, which was updated in 2022. Guided by the framework
set forth in the Burbank2035 General Plan, the GGRP implements Goal 3 from the Air Quality and
Climate Change Element and associated Policies 3.1 and 3.2. Policy 3.1 establishes the target for
Burbank to reduce communitywide GHG emissions by at least 15 percent from 2010 baseline levels
by 2020; and Policy 3.2 establishes the goal to reduce emissions by at least 30 percent from 2010
baseline levels by 2035. Similar to the proposed Project, the Increased Growth Alternative would be
consistent with the goals and policies of the GGRP, and as such, there would not be a conflict with the
GGRP.

In summary, the Increased Growth Alternative would be consistent with all applicable plans and
policies, including the 2022 Scoping Plan, the 2024-2050 RTP/SCS, and the GGRP, similar to the
proposed Project. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and similar to the proposed
Project. (Similar impact)

h. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Routine Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous Materials

As described in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR, residential uses do
not utilize hazardous materials and, therefore, pose minimal risk of exposing the public to hazardous
materials; however, the introduction of commercial development may result in an incremental
increase in the use and generation of hazardous materials. As shown in Table 6-6, the Increased
Growth Alternative would result in increased development in comparison to the proposed Project;
thus, the alternative would result in an incremental increase in the routine transport, use, or disposal
of hazardous materials. All development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative that handle
or use hazardous materials would be required to comply with all applicable local, state and federal
laws related to storage, use, and disposal of hazardous materials, such as the Hazardous Materials
Transportation Act, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, the California Hazardous Material
Management Act, CCR Title 22, California Fire Code, and guidelines established by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency, similar to the proposed Project. Compliance with federal, State,
regional, and local regulations, standards, and guidelines related to hazardous materials would ensure
that impacts would remain less than significant; however, the Increased Growth Alternative would
introduce more development to the Specific Plan Area, increasing the number of people exposed to
these hazardous materials. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and similar to the
proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Release of Hazardous Materials

As shown in Table 6-6, the Increased Growth Alternative would result in an increase in density in
comparison to the proposed Project; thus, the alternative would result in an incremental increase in
the use of hazardous materials and/or the generation of hazardous materials. As with the proposed
Project, this alternative could involve demolition of existing structures with lead and asbestos. Similar
to the proposed Project, the Increased Growth Alternative would comply with CCR Title 8 Section
1532.1 and Section 1529, which require testing, monitoring, containment, and disposal of lead-based
materials and asbestos-based materials such that exposure levels do not exceed Cal/OSHA standards.
Development under the Increased Growth Alternative would also comply with the regulations and
standards of the Federal Clean Air Act, SCAQMD Rule 1403, and the Burbank2035 General Plan Safety
Element Policies 8.1 through 8.8. Compliance with federal, State, regional, and local regulations,
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standards, and guidelines related to the use of hazardous materials and/or the generation of
hazardous materials would ensure that impacts would remain less than significant; however, the
Increased Growth Alternative would introduce more development to the Specific Plan Area,
increasing the number of people potentially exposed to these hazardous materials. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Hazardous Materials Within 0.25-Mile of School

The Increased Growth Alternative would occur within the same Specific Plan Area. As shown in
Figure 4.8-1 in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, there are three schools within the
Specific Plan Area—Providence High School, Joyful Zen Preschool and Toluca Playhouse Preschool,
and three schools within 0.25 mile of the Specific Plan Area—R. L. Stevenson Elementary School, and
Saint Finbar School, and Rio Childcare. Accidental release or combustion of hazardous materials at
both existing and new commercial developments in the Specific Plan Area could risk exposure of the
schools listed above in the Specific Plan Area and the surrounding community to these substances.
Specifically, demolition, grading, and excavation activities associated with future construction may
result in emissions and transport of hazardous materials. The Increased Growth Alternative would
result in an increase in density at the same potential development sites as the proposed Project and,
thus, would result in an incremental increase in opportunities for development to emit hazardous
emissions within 0.25 mile of a school.

Similar to the proposed Project, implementation of the Increased Growth Alternative would prioritize
future development projects on infill sites in already developed areas of the Specific Plan Area. Similar
to the proposed Project, any future development project under the Increased Growth Alternative
would comply with the policies and goals of Burbank2035 General Plan. Specifically, Policy 2.7 of the
Burbank2035 General Plan Land Use Element requires that the land use policies are equitably
enforced to protect all people, including students of nearby schools, equally from adverse
environmental effects. Additionally, all businesses that handle or necessitate transport of hazardous
materials are required to comply with the provisions of the City’s Fire Code and any additional
provisions as required in the California Health and Safety Code Division 20, Chapter 6.95, Hazardous
Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory. Compliance with applicable State and local
regulations would ensure impacts would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project.
(Similar impact)

Hazardous Material Sites

The Increased Growth Alternative would occur within the same Specific Plan Area which includes
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5; a full list of these
sites and their clean up status can be reviewed in Appendix F. The Increased Growth Alternative would
result in an increase in density at the same potential development sites as the proposed Project and,
thus, would result in the same opportunities for development to be located on a hazardous materials
site, and development could potentially impact USTs. The Increased Growth Alternative would
implement Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, as identified for the proposed Project, which would require
project-specific pre-construction Phase | ESAs for project sites not listed in specified resources and
Phase Il ESAs for project sites listed in Appendix F. Implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1
would reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level and similar to the proposed Project.
(Similar impact)
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Airport Hazards

As described in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the Specific Plan Area is not within or
near any Airport Influence Area defined by the Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Plan, including
the Hollywood Burbank Airport. Therefore, development under the Increased Growth Alternative
would not be at risk of airport-related hazards or excessive noise, similar to the proposed Project.
Thus, impacts would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Interference With Emergency Response or Evacuation Plans

As shown in Table 6-6, the Increased Growth Alternative would result in more development than the
proposed Project. However, similar to the proposed Project, there are no proposed physical changes,
such as roadway construction, under the Increased Growth Alternative that would interfere or impair
emergency response or evacuation. The proposed Project would not result in changes to emergency
evacuation routes. Additionally, similar to the proposed Project, development facilitated by the
Increased Growth Alternative would be required to accommodate for transportation demands for
future development. Similar to the proposed Project, future development under the Increased
Growth Alternative would be reviewed to ensure consistency with applicable City and State design
standards and emergency access requirements to ensure development would not interfere with
evacuation routes or evacuation plans. Thus, impacts would be less than significant and similar to the
proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Wildland Fires

The Increased Growth Alternative would occur within the same urbanized Specific Plan Area, which
includes a VHFHSZ in an LRA in the southern portion of the Specific Plan Area. Similar to the proposed
Project, compliance with the Burbank2035 General Plan Safety Element Policies 4.3, 4.4, 4.6, and 4.7
and the building standards of the City of Burbank and the most recent CBC would reduce potential
impacts related to wildland fires. Thus, impacts would be less than significant and similar to the
proposed Project. (Similar impact)

I. Hydrology and Water Quality

Degradation of Surface or Ground Water Quality

As shown in Table 6-6, the Increased Growth Alternative would result in increased density at the same
potential development sites and would involve similar areas of ground disturbance in comparison to
the proposed Project. While construction of future development under the Increased Growth
Alternative could impact surface or ground water quality due to erosion resulting from exposed soils
and the generation of water pollutants, adherence to applicable existing regulations would reduce
impacts to a less-than-significant level. Impacts would be less than significant and similar to the
proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Decreased Groundwater Supplies and Groundwater Recharge

Similar to the proposed Project, construction activities associated with future development under the
Increased Growth Alternative, such as excavation for subterranean parking lots and foundation-laying
for tall buildings, could potentially require dewatering and could extend into the underlying
groundwater table. Construction of development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative
would be required to comply with appropriate Dewatering Permit Requirements and groundwater
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contamination BMPs, similar to the proposed Project. With implementation of appropriate
construction BMPs, impacts on groundwater resources would be minimized, and impacts related to
supply and recharge would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar
impact)

The Increased Growth Alternative would increase demand for water during construction and
operation, some of which would derive from groundwater sources since groundwater is a part of the
supply mix for BWP. The Increased Growth Alternative would implement typical construction BMPs
to prevent contamination of stormwater during construction and would comply with requirements of
the NPDES Construction General Permit Order Number R4-2012-0175 and the CBC to ensure that
construction activities would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies. Similar to the proposed
Project, groundwater use by future development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative
are not anticipated to cause significant impacts to groundwater levels because the San Fernando
Basin is determined to be a ‘very low’ priority basin by DWR under the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act (SGMA), is not in overdraft, and is utilized by numerous water agencies as only a
part of the supply mix for the area. Additionally, groundwater from other basins is not expected to be
utilized by projects carried out under the Increased Growth Alternative because existing supply is
more than adequate. Therefore, the Increased Growth Alternative would not substantially deplete
groundwater supplies and impacts would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project.
(Similar impact)

Alteration of the Existing Drainage Pattern

As identified in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, the opportunity sites for
development under the proposed Project and Increased Growth Alternative are primarily paved
and/or previously developed with structures. Therefore, although the Increased Growth Alternative
would result in an increase in density compared to the proposed Project, development under the
Increased Growth Alternative would not be anticipated to substantially alter drainage patterns or
alter drainage patterns to the extent that would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on-
or off-site. Furthermore, the uses associated with the Increased Growth Alternative (i.e., residential
and commercial) would not be sources of high levels of stormwater pollution upon operation. In
addition, the Specific Plan Area is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area, and the Increased
Growth Alternative would not place housing or structures such that flood flows would be impeded or
redirected, similar to the proposed Project. Therefore, future development projects under the
Increased Growth Alternative would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
Specific Plan Area in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site,
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff that would result in flooding on- or off-site, or impede
or redirect flood flows similar to the proposed Project. Impacts would be less than significant and
similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Release of Pollutants Due to Project Inundation

As identified in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, nearby enclosed bodies of water
surrounding the City are not considered large enough to result in considerable risk of inundation in
Burbank from failure of any of the facilities. Therefore, similar to the proposed Project, potential
impacts associated with flooding from a seismically induced seiche would not be significant under the
Increased Growth Alternative. Since Burbank is located over 15 miles inland from the Pacific Ocean,
tsunamis are not considered a hazard for the Specific Plan Area. Additionally, future development
projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would include residential and commercial uses,
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which are considered to be low risk regarding the storage or use of significant quantities of hazardous
materials, similar to the proposed Project. Therefore, risks related to the release of hazardous
materials due to inundation are minimal, and impacts would be less than significant and similar to
the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Obstruction of a Water Quality Control Plan or Sustainable Groundwater
Management Plan

Similar to the proposed Project and as described above, groundwater use by future development
projects under the Increased Growth Alternative are not anticipated to cause significant impacts to
groundwater levels because the San Fernando Basin is determined to be a ‘very low’ priority basin by
DWR under SGMA, is not in overdraft, and is utilized by numerous water agencies as only a part of
the supply mix for the area. There is no GSA with jurisdiction over the San Fernando Basin and thus,
no GSP isin place. Therefore, there is no sustainable groundwater management plan, which addresses
groundwater underlain by or used by the Specific Plan Area, and groundwater from other basins is
not expected to be utilized by projects carried out under the Increased Growth Alternative because
existing supply is more than adequate. Therefore, the Increased Growth Alternative would not conflict
with or obstruct a sustainable groundwater management plan and impacts would be less than
significant, and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

j. Land Use/Planning

Division of an Established Community

Similar to the proposed Project, implementation of the Increased Growth Alternative would prioritize
future development projects on infill sites in already developed areas of the Specific Plan Area. Since
the Specific Plan Area is built out, if new roads are required for future development projects under
the Increased Growth Alternative, they would either be short public roads to facilitate access to a site
or private streets within a proposed development project. Therefore, future development projects
under the Increased Growth Alternative are not anticipated to involve the construction of new roads,
railroads, or other features that may physically divide established communities in the Specific Plan
Area, similar to the proposed Project. No impact would occur, similar to the proposed Project. (Similar
impact)

Conflict with Land Use Plan, Policy, or Regulation

As shown in Table 6-6, the Increased Growth Alternative would result in more development in the
Specific Plan Area. Similar to the proposed Project, approval of the Increased Growth Alternative
would include a General Plan Amendment to amend the land use designations in the Land Use
Element, adoption of the Specific Plan, and a corresponding zoning text amendment to be consistent
with the General Plan. The Increased Growth Alternative, similar to the proposed Project, would be
consistent with the 2024-2050 SCAG RTP/SCS and BMC but would be inconsistent with the
Burbank2035 General Plan policies regarding air quality and wastewater. As described in Section
6.2.2(b) above, the Increased Growth Alternative’s impacts related to short-term and long-term
SCAQMD regional thresholds would remain significant and unavoidable, and similar to the proposed
Project. Thus, the Increased Growth Alternative’s inconsistency with the Burbank2035 General Plan
policies regarding air quality. Additional development resulting from the Increased Growth
Alternative would have an even greater impact related to wastewater treatment capacity, as
described below under Section 6.2.2(p). Although similar mitigation measures as identified in the
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proposed Project would be applied to the Increased Growth Alternative, implementation of necessary
upgrades to the wastewater treatment system would not be completed within the Increased Growth
Alternative planning horizon. Thus, impacts related to a conflict with land use plans, policies, or
regulations would be significant and unavoidable but greater than the proposed Project due to a
greater wastewater capacity impact. (Greater impact)

k. Noise

Construction Noise

As shown in Table 6-6, the Increased Growth Alternative would result in an increase in density at the
same potential development sites as the proposed Project. Future construction activity associated
with development within the Specific Plan Area under the Increased Growth Alternative scenario
would require the use of a variety of noise-generating equipment that would result in temporary
increases in ambient noise levels on an intermittent basis. Similar to noise generated by development
under the proposed Project scenario, noise levels produced by construction under the Increased
Growth Alternative would vary depending on the construction phase and types of equipment used,
the durations of use, distance between the noise source and surrounding receptors, and presence or
absence of noise-attenuation barriers.

Sensitive receptors are located throughout the Specific Plan Area and could be exposed to noise
associated with construction activities from future development under implementation of this
alternative. Because specific development projects have not yet been determined at individual sites,
this analysis assumes that construction activities would likely occur within 50 feet of sensitive
receptors throughout the course of a typical construction day. Because the Increased Growth
Alternative would result in a substantially higher net increase in development compared to the
proposed Project scenario (148 percent more residential units and 182 percent more non-residential
square footage), construction durations would likely also increase. While the Increased Growth
Alternative may result in increased exposure of sensitive receptors to construction noise (based on
greater net development and increased overall construction durations), individual projects under this
alternative are expected to utilize similar equipment types and would consist of similar activities;
therefore, the maximum noise levels resulting from construction would be similar to the proposed
Project. Based on the construction noise analysis completed for the proposed Project (Section 4.11,
Noise), a construction of a typical project is expected to generate noise levels up to 84 dBA Leq (8-
hour) at 50 feet away, potentially exceeding the daytime significance threshold of 80 dBA Leq (8-hour)
at residential land uses.

Compliance with Section 9-1-1-105.10 of the BMC would restrict the timing of construction activities
to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Mondays through Fridays, and 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on
Saturdays. No construction would be permitted on Sundays or City holidays. In addition,
implementation of and adherence to the following existing policies in the Burbank2035 General Plan
Noise Element would ensure continued application of the City’s existing timing restrictions on
construction activity, or modification of those standard restrictions as necessary to protect noise-
sensitive receptors. Similar to the proposed Project, development under the Increased Growth
Alternative would be required to comply with the following Burbank2035 General Plan Noise Element
policies:

= Policy 7.1: Avoid scheduling City maintenance and construction projects during evening,
nighttime, and early morning hours.
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= Policy 7.2: Require project applicants and contractors to minimize noise in construction activities
and maintenance operations.

=  Policy 7.3: Limit the allowable hours of construction activities and maintenance operations
located adjacent to noise-sensitive land uses.

Implementation of Policies 7.1 through 7.3 would reduce construction noise impacts associated with
future development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative scenario. However, project-
level details are not currently available for future development projects under the Increased Growth
Alternative scenario. Therefore, it is not possible to determine exact noise levels, locations, or time
periods for construction of such projects, or construction noise at adjacent properties. Construction
noise levels associated with future development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative
scenario may exceed the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) daytime construction noise limits;
therefore, temporary noise impacts associated with construction of development projects under the
Increased Growth Alternative scenario would be potentially significant, and mitigation would be
required. The Increased Growth Alternative would implement Mitigation Measures NOI-1a through
NOI-1j, as identified for the proposed Project, as well as implementation of goals and policies from
the Burbank2035 General Plan, which would reduce potential noise impacts during construction
activities.. Although implementation of Mitigation Measures NOI-1a through NOI-1j would reduce
construction noise impacts, it cannot be guaranteed that construction noise impacts would be
reduced to below the daytime significance threshold of 80 dBA L., (8-hour) at residential uses and
other sensitive receptors in all cases. Therefore, construction noise impacts associated with
development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would be significant and unavoidable
and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Operational Noise

Stationary Noise

Based on manufacturer’s specifications, a Carrier 38HDRO60 split system air conditioner with a sound
power level of 72 dBA would generate a noise level of approximately 57 dBA at a distance of seven
feet. As detailed in Section 4.11, Noise, of the Draft EIR, the ambient base noise level in Burbank is 55
dBA during the daytime and 45 dBA during the nighttime for residential-zoned areas. Therefore, in
the case where actual ambient conditions are not known, noise from heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning (HVAC) equipment could exceed the City’s presumed ambient noise conditions when
compared to a reference noise level 57 dBA at a distance of seven feet from the HVAC equipment
source. However, noise levels from HVAC equipment associated with new development under the
Increased Growth Alternative would be comparable to noise levels of HVAC equipment associated
with the existing urban environment. Furthermore, the design and placement of new HVAC
equipment would be required to comply with Section 9-3-208.A of the BMC, which prohibits noise
from any machinery, equipment, pump, fan, air conditioning apparatus from exceeding the ambient
noise levels of adjacent noise-sensitive properties by more than 5 dBA. Additionally, onsite equipment
would be typically designed such that it would be shielded by sound barriers that block the line-of-
sight to sensitive receptors or would include installation of appropriate noise-muffling devices to
reduce noise. Therefore, operational noise impacts associated with on-site sources (such as HVAC
equipment) would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)
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Traffic Noise

Implementation of the Increased Growth Alternative would allow additional buildout of residential
and non-residential land uses, which would generate new vehicle trips that could incrementally
increase the exposure of land uses along roadways to traffic noise generated by future development
projects under the Increased Growth Alternative. According to the Technical Review of Modeling and
VMT Methodology for Media District Specific Plan Traffic Study Report prepared for the proposed
Project, the Increased Growth Alternative would produce 51,264 daily vehicle trips, which would be
an increase from the proposed Project’s anticipated 39,960 daily vehicle trips (Appendix D). Following
the methodology discussed in Section 4.11, Noise, traffic noise increases associated with the
Increased Growth Alternative scenario were estimated for roadways within the Specific Plan Area.
Table 6-9 presents a summary of segment volumes and associated noise increases on roadways within
the Specific Plan Area under the Increased Growth Alternative.
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Table 6-9 Traffic Volumes and Associated Noise Increases (Increased Growth Alternative Scenario)

N Hollywood Way

W Riverside Dr

W Alameda Ave

N Pass Ave

Between Magnolia Blvd and W Verdugo Ave

Between W Verdugo Ave and W Oak St

Between W Oak St and W Alameda Ave

Between W Alameda Ave and W Riverside Dr

Between W Riverside Dr and W Olive Ave

Between N Clybourn Ave and Evergreen St/W Alameda Ave
Between Evergreen St/W Alameda Ave and N Pass Ave
Between N Pass Ave and N Screenland Dr/SR-134 EB On-Ramp
Between N Screenland Dr/SR-134 EB On-Ramp and N Hollywood Way
Between N Hollywood Way and W Olive Ave

Between W Olive Ave and S California St

Between S California St and Bob Hope Dr

Between Bob Hope Dr and S Buena Vista St

Between Evergreen St/W Riverside Dr and N Pass Ave
Between N Pass Ave and N Hollywood Way

Between N Hollywood Way and SR-134 WB Ramps
Between SR-134 WB Ramps and Lima St

Between Lima St and W Olive Ave

Between W Olive Ave and Bob Hope Dr

Between Bob Hope Dr and S Buena Vista St

Between W Verdugo Ave and W Oak St

Between W Oak St and SR-134 EB Off-Ramp

Between SR-134 EB Off-Ramp and W Alameda Ave
Between W Alameda Ave and W Riverside Dr

Between W Riverside Dr and W Olive Ave

Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report

1,084
991
1,034
736
420
915
356
363
432
411
476
375
761
629
1,010
1,090
830
819
691
877
434
561
663
351
353

1,251
1,230
1,305
1,100
784
1,056
330
272
483
372
483
467
912
782
1,259
1,225
992
1,096
872
1,113
537
627
742
354
401

Alternatives

0.6
0.9
1.0
1.7
2.7
0.6
-0.3
-1.3
0.5
-0.4
0.1
1.0
0.8
0.9
1.0
0.5
0.8
13
1.0
1.0
0.9
0.5
0.5
<0.1
0.5
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Barham Blvd/W Olive Ave
W Olive Ave

W Verdugo Ave

Buena Vista St

Bob Hope Dr

Lima St
Oak St

Between Lakeside Plaza Dr/Forest Lawn Dr and Lakeside Dr

Between Lakeside Dr and N Pass Ave

Between N Pass Ave and N Hollywood Way
Between N Hollywood Way and W Riverside Dr
Between W Riverside Dr and Lima St

Between Lima St and S California St

Between S California St and W Alameda Ave
Between W Alameda Ave and Buena Vista St
Between Buena Vista St and Sparks St

Between N Clybourn Ave and N Pass Ave
Between N Pass Ave and N Hollywood Way
Between N Hollywood Way and N Buena Vista St
Between N Buena Vista St and W Olive Ave
Between Magnolia Blvd and W Verdugo Ave
Between W Verdugo Ave and W Olive Ave
Between W Olive Ave and W Alameda Ave
Between W Alameda Ave and W Riverside Dr
Between W Alameda Ave and Parkside Ave
Between Parkside Ave and SR-134 EB Off-Ramp
Between SR-134 EB Off-Ramp and W Riverside Dr
Between W Alameda Ave and W Olive Ave

Between N Pass Ave and N Hollywood Way

dBA = A-weighted decibel; CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level

Source: Fehr & Peers 2025.
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1,434
1,570
1,258
649
885
856
888
943
901
505
702
649
489
789
931
718
675
381
382
434
153
158

1,552
1,642
1,298
616
951
930
1,052
1,118
1,043
572
786
692
524
916
1,121
832
766
505
464
518
308
268

0.3
0.2
0.1
-0.2
0.3
0.4
0.7
0.7
0.6
0.5
0.5
0.3
0.3
0.6
0.8
0.6
0.5
1.2
0.8
0.8
3.0
2.3
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As shown in Table 6-9, traffic volumes associated with the Increased Growth Alternative scenario
would not result in noise increases above 3.0 dBA CNEL on any roadways within the Specific Plan Area.
Traffic noise increases would, therefore, not exceed the City’s traffic noise increase thresholds of 5
dBA CNEL/Lgn (for ambient noise levels below 60 dBA CNEL/Lgn) or 3 dBA CNEL/Lq, (for ambient noise
levels above 60 dBA CNEL/Lqn). Operational noise impacts associated with off-site noise sources (i.e.,
traffic) resulting from development under the Increased Growth Alternative site would be less than
significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Groundborne Vibration
Construction

BUILDING DAMAGE

Vibration impacts related to building damage would most commonly occur when a future
development project uses equipment that generates high vibration levels (e.g., pile drivers and/or
vibratory rollers) in close proximity to a historical resource constructed of fragile building materials.
These historic structures are typically more sensitive to vibration damage than structures that were
built using more modern building techniques and materials. The extent of vibration impacts
generated during construction generally depends on the specific construction equipment utilized, the
duration of equipment use, the proximity equipment is operated relative to nearby sensitive
receptors, and the type of building construction/structural integrity of affected structures.

Construction vibration is a localized event and is typically only perceptible to a receptor located in
close proximity to the vibration source. Construction for most developments would require heavy
equipment, especially on sites where certain geologic conditions require the use of pile driving. Such
heavy equipment may operate within 25 feet of nearby buildings, representing a high potential for
vibration impacts. The duration of construction for individual development projects under the
Increased Growth Alternative would likely be increased; however, equipment types would be similar
to those expected during construction of the proposed Project and as a result, vibration impacts
would be similar. Based on the vibration impact analysis completed for the proposed Project (Section
4.11, Noise), there is potential for certain equipment types to generate levels of vibration exceeding
applicable building damage thresholds if operated within specified distances of nearby structures.
Therefore, development accommodated under the Increased Growth Alternative could result in
potentially significant impacts related to construction vibration related to building damage similar to
the proposed Project. Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-2, as identified for the proposed
Project, would reduce these vibration building damage impacts to the greatest extent feasible. With
implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-2, impacts would be less than significant and similar to
the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

HUMAN ANNOYANCE CRITERIA

In addition to potential building damage, vibration generated during construction has the potential
to cause annoyance to human receptors if equipment is operated within certain proximities.
Construction of individual development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would result
in increased overall construction durations; however, the equipment types expected to be used
during construction would be similar to those used during proposed Project construction. Therefore,
vibration impacts related to human annoyance would be similar to those resulting from the proposed
Project. Based on the vibration impact analysis completed for the proposed Project (Section 4.11,
Noise), vibration impacts related to human annoyance would vary depending on the equipment types
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used and proximities between equipment and nearby sensitive receptors. If operated within certain
distances of nearby sensitive receptors, most equipment types would generate vibration levels
exceeding applicable human annoyance thresholds, especially if equipment is operated within 50 feet
of nearby sensitive receptors. Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-2, as identified for the
proposed Project, would reduce vibration human annoyance impacts to the greatest extent feasible.
With implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-2, impacts would be less than significant and similar
to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Operation

The primary source of operational vibration introduced by development under the proposed Project
would be vehicular traffic on local roadways, which may generate some level of groundborne
vibration. However, according to the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (FTA
2018) guidance document, rubber tires and suspension systems dampen vibration levels from trucks
to a level that is rarely perceptible. Therefore, groundborne vibration resulting from an increased
number of vehicles associated with new development under the Increased Growth Alternative would
generally not be perceptible by sensitive receptors, and impacts related to operational groundborne
vibration would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Public Airports

As described in Section 4.11, Noise, the Specific Plan Area is not within or near any Airport Influence
Area defined by the Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Plan, including the Hollywood Burbank
Airport (Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Commission 2004). Because the Specific Plan Area is not
located within any airport’s Airport Influence Area or the 65 CNEL or higher noise contours, future
development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would not expose people residing or
working in the Specific Plan Area to excessive noise levels. As such, no impact would occur, similar to
the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

|. Population and Housing

Unplanned Growth

As shown in Table 6-6, the Increased Growth Alternative would result in more development in the
Specific Plan Area. Using the DOF persons per household ratio of 2.38, this alternative would result in
an estimated population increase of 34,063 people (2.38 x 14,312 units). This would bring the
population of Burbank from 105,603 to 139,666. At the City level, population forecasts are not
provided by SCAG, so the following analysis focuses on the potential impacts associated with growth
in housing and employment in the Specific Plan Area.

Housing

As detailed in Section 4.12, Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR, the anticipated number of
housing units under the Burbank 2021-2029 Housing Element is 10,011 units to accommodate the
City’s forecasted population growth under the Downtown TOD Specific Plan and GSSP, which contain
the Housing Element opportunity sites. However, the estimated growth under the analysis for the
Housing Element EIR was changed to 10,456 units to account for the 2029 interpolated housing
growth assumed under the two Specific Plans along with the City’s RHNA allocation. The addition of
these units results in a total City-wide residential count of 55,525 units. As such, the 14,312 residential
units under the Increased Growth Alternative are not included in the City’s current Housing Element.
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Under the Burbank2035 Land Use Element, the established Citywide cap on the number of housing
units is 61,647 units. This total of 61,647 units, minus the 55,525 units accounted for under the 2021-
2029 Housing Element, allows for 6,122 units of growth that is not accounted for in the 2021-2029
Housing Element. Therefore, the addition of 14,312 units under the Increased Growth Alternative
would exceed the City’s estimated growth under the Housing Element. This exceedance of 8,190
housing units is a greater exceedance than the proposed Project and, thus, would result in a greater
impact.

As shown in Table 4.12-2 in Section 4.12, Population and Housing, SCAG forecasts 48,600 housing
units in Burbank in 2035 and as shown in Table 6-10, implementation of the Increased Growth
Alternative would result in 60,769 total housing units in Burbank. Therefore, the Increased Growth
Alternative would exceed SCAG’s 2035 housing forecast by 12,169 units, which is a greater
exceedance than the proposed Project and, thus, a greater impact.

Table 6-10 Population and Housing Growth Under the Increased Growth Alternative

Population

Existing (2024) 105,603 9,824,091
Increased Growth Alternative 34,063 34,063
New Total 139,666 9,858,154
Percent Increase 32.2% 0.35%
Housing

Existing (2024) 46,457 3,696,408
Increased Growth Alternative 14,312 14,312
New Total 60,769 3,710,720
Percent Increase 30.8% 0.39%

Source: DOF 2024

Although development under the Increased Growth Alternative would exceed the City’s and SCAG’s
estimated housing growth, the City’s overall vision for the Specific Plan Area is to address current
issues, such as housing supply and affordability, transportation infrastructure, and safety, by
encouraging contextual transit-oriented development in the center of the Specific Plan Area around
existing and future transit opportunities. The Increased Growth Alternative would support this vision
through the introduction of increased development on the opportunity sites identified for the
proposed Project, which are located near the center of the Specific Plan Area around existing and
future transit opportunities. In addition, the Increased Growth Alternative would guide land use and
development decisions through the objective design standards and implementation strategies.
Therefore, future development under the Increased Growth Alternative would not result in
unplanned population and housing growth. Impacts would be less than significant but greater than
the proposed Project. (Greater impact)

Employment

Development under the Increased Growth Alternative would result in up to 7,265,850 square feet of
non-residential uses and would result in approximately 14,219 new jobs, as shown in Table 6-11.
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Table 6-11 Estimated Employment Associated with the Increased Growth Alternative

Retail 7,265,850 511 14,219

1Source: SCAG 2001 (Table 4B); the factor used for commercial space is the average of the factors for “Other Retail/Services” and “Low-
Rise Office.”

As shown in Table 4.12-2, in Section 4.12, Population and Housing, SCAG forecasts approximately
144,600 jobs in Burbank in 2035, and as shown in Table 6-11, implementation of the Increased Growth
Alternative would result in 14,219 new jobs in Burbank, which would increase the total jobs in
Burbank from 127,800 to 142,019 jobs. Therefore, the Increased Growth Alternative would be within
the SCAG employment forecast and employment impacts would be similar to the proposed Project.
(Similar impact)

Displacement of Housing

Future development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would involve new residential,
hotel, and commercial uses on infill sites, which could potentially result in the displacement of some
existing housing units and residents. However, goals, policies, and objectives included in the Increased
Growth Alternative would aim to prevent displacement and promote housing stability and would
increase opportunities for housing by rezoning areas for higher density development. Additionally, it
is anticipated that any replacement housing need created by displacement of existing housing would
be offset through the implementation of the Increased Growth Alternative. Therefore, impacts would
be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

m. Public Services

As shown in Table 6-6, the Increased Growth Alternative would result in an increase in density in the
Specific Plan Area in comparison to the proposed Project, which would incrementally increase
demand for public services, including fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, and other
public facilities. The following is an analysis of the potential impacts to these resources under the
Increased Growth Alternative.

Fire Protection

Increased development, density, population, and traffic resulting from implementation of the
Increased Growth Alternative would increase calls for fire protection service throughout the Specific
Plan Area for issues, including, but not limited to, emergency medical service, structure fires, and
traffic collisions. The increase in calls for Burbank Fire Department (BFD) service directly affects the
use, lifespan, and deterioration of infrastructure, facilities, and equipment. Additionally, development
would increase the BFD’s staffing need to fulfill their obligations for fire prevention and safety, which
would include reviewing development plans to verify that development projects under the Increased
Growth Alternative comply with all applicable fire codes.

General Plan Safety Element Policies 4.1 through 4.20 are intended to reduce fire risk in the City by
allocating resources to meet projected demands and response times, maintaining adequate fire
resources in areas vulnerable to fires in VHFHSZ and dense urban areas, and coordinating firefighting
efforts with other local, State, and federal agencies. BFD receives its funding through property taxes,
development impact fees, fees for service, and grant funding and can fund expanded services as new
development occurs. Development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would be
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required to pay fire protection development impact fees to fund additional facilities and equipment.
These funds, in addition to the General Fund from property and sales tax revenues, would help pay
for costs associated with the development of new fire stations, if needed, including any required
project-level environmental analysis. This adherence to existing State and local regulations and
payment of City fees would ensure that development associated with the Increased Growth
Alternative would not adversely affect fire protection facilities or performance objectives. It is
anticipated that if it becomes necessary in the future to build a new fire station or expand an existing
station due to development under the Increased Growth Alternative, similar to the proposed Project,
the development would be subject to CEQA review at the time a site is identified and a specific design
proposed. Given the City's highly developed nature and the likelihood that a new fire station would
be on an infill site, potential impacts under that infrastructure project would likely be less than
significant or even exempt from CEQA review. Impacts would be less than significant and similar to
the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Police Protection

As described in Section 4.13, Public Services, of the Draft EIR, the Burbank Police Department (BPD)
provides police protection services within the City limits. BPD currently has 160 sworn officers (BPD
2026). Based on Burbank’s population of 105,603 in 2024, the BPD employs approximately 1.52
officers per 1,000 residents. The introduction of 34,063 residents resulting from the Increased Growth
Alternative would cause the Burbank Police Department (BPD) office/resident ratio to drop from
approximately 1.52 to approximately 1.15 sworn officers per 1,000 residents.

Policies 2.1 and 2.2 in the Burbank2035 General Plan Safety Element require the BPD to ensure that
there is adequate staffing, facilities, equipment, technology, and funding to meet existing services
demands and maintain an average response time of four minutes to emergency calls for service.
Additional demand for police service would be accommodated through the expansion of police
personnel and facilities to continue to meet the BPD’s service standards. To maintain the current
staffing proportions for the anticipated population growth associated with the Increased Growth
Alternative, BPD would require additional officers, civilian positions, vehicles, equipment, and
facilities, compared to the proposed Project. Police protection service levels would continue to be
evaluated and maintained by BPD in accordance with existing policies, procedures and practices as
development occurs over the lifetime of the Increased Growth Alternative. Future development
projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would be required to pay police protection
development impact fees to help fund additional facilities and equipment. These funds, in addition to
the General Fund from property and sales tax revenues, would help pay for costs associated with the
development of new police stations, if needed, including any required project-level environmental
analysis. This adherence to existing State and local regulations and payment of City fees would ensure
that development under the Increased Growth Alternative would not adversely affect police
protection services and facilities or performance objectives, similar to the proposed Project. It is
anticipated that if it becomes necessary in the future to build a new police station or expand an
existing station due to development under the Increased Growth Alternative, similar to the proposed
Project, it would be subject to CEQA review at the time a site is identified and a specific design
proposed. Given the City’s highly developed nature and the likelihood that a police station would be
on an infill site, potential impacts under that infrastructure project would likely be less than significant
or even exempt from CEQA review. Impacts would remain less than significant and similar to the
proposed project. (Similar impact)
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Schools

Development under the Increased Growth Alternative would not directly result in development of
local schools but would generate new students entering the Burbank Unified School District (BUSD).
Implementation of the Increased Growth Alternative would add an estimated 34,063 residents, and
some of those residents would be school-aged children. Based on student generation rates for the
BUSD, the Increased Growth Alternative could generate an estimated 3,220 students, which may
result in the following distribution between grades K-12: 1,324 elementary school students (grades K-
5); 773 middle school students (grade 6-8); and 1,123 high school students (grades 9-12).” The schools
that would serve the Specific Plan Area are Robert Louis Stevenson Elementary School, Dolores Huerta
Middle School, and Burroughs High School. As detailed in Section 4.13, Public Services, BUSD has a
remaining enrollment capacity of 1,550 students as of school years 2020 and 2021. Therefore, BUSD
would not adequately accommodate the 3,220 additional students assumed as part of the Increased
Growth Alternative. However, to offset a project’s potential impact to schools, California Education
Code 17620 establishes the base amount of allowable developer fees a school district can collect from
development projects located within its boundaries. The fees obtained by BUSD are used to maintain
the desired school capacity and the maintenance and/or development of new school facilities.
Development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would be subject to these State-
mandated school impact fees and collected at the time of building permit issuance. Pursuant to
Section 65995(h) of the California Government Code, the payment of statutory fees is “deemed to be
full and complete mitigation of the impacts of any legislative or adjudicative act, or both, involving,
but not limited to, the planning, use, or development of real property, or any change in governmental
organization or reorganization as defined in Section 56021 or 56073, on the provision of adequate
school facilities.”

Additionally based on information provided by BUSD in 2020, BUSD utilizes inter-district permits to
keep overall enrollment and average daily attendance numbers at levels sufficient to maintain the
level of funding necessary for ongoing operations of schools, including staffing, supplies, and
programming (BUSD 2020). Between 2021 and 2023, BUSD’s resident-based enrollment decreased by
approximately two percent (a decrease of 270 students); during the same period, there was an
increase in the number of inter-district permits that BUSD issued to address the decrease and sustain
necessary average daily attendance (California Department of Education 2023). BUSD would continue
to evaluate demand, capacity, and plans for facility needs as future development projects under the
Increased Growth Alternative are built out, including any required decreases to the number of inter-
district permits relative to new student population generated from additional housing development
in the City.

There are no planned improvements to add capacity through expansion. To accommodate additional
students from new housing development(s), BUSD would place students at other BUSD schools in the
event their home school enrollment was at capacity (Kukta 2021). It is important to note that student
daily attendance has a direct effect on State funds in the form of “average daily attendance numbers.”
The average daily attendance for individual schools and the district as a whole can affect the
availability of State money received to help fund daily operations that include school staffing needs.
In the event that BUSD constructs a new school or physically alters an existing facility, a project-
specific environmental analysis would be required under CEQA to address site-specific environmental
concerns. As described above, existing laws and regulations would require funding for the provision

7 Generation rates based on the 2022 Burbank Unified School District (BUSD) School Fee Justification Study. Generation rates for multi-
family residential units include: 0.0925 for elementary school students (grades K-5), 0.0540 for middle school students (grades 6-8), and
0.0748 for high school students (grades 9-12).
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or expansion of new school facilities to offset impacts from new residential development, and impacts
would remain less than significant and similar to the proposed project. (Similar impact)

Parks

The City contains 26 parks that total approximately 732 acres of parkland. Stough Canyon Park and
Wildwood Canyon Park are the two largest parks in the City. They each serve as recreational and
cultural focal points for the community at large. General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element
Policy 2.3 establishes a minimum level of three acres per 1,000 persons, with a goal of five acres per
1,000 persons. Implementation of the Increased Growth Alternative would add an estimated 34,063
residents to the City, increasing Burbank’s population from 105,603 residents to approximately
139,666 residents and would decrease the existing parkland ratio of 6.9 acres per 1,000 residents to
5.2 acres per 1,000 residents. However, service ratios would still be above the General Plan goal of
five acres per 1,000 persons. Therefore, the Increased Growth Alternative would maintain the General
Plan service ratio.

The following policies and programs from the Burbank2035 General Plan Land Use Element and
programs from the Open Space and Conservation Element and Land Use Element would require that
adequate parks and recreational facilities are provided to accommodate the anticipated increase in
new residents:

=  Policy 2.2 establishes a standard to provide a community or neighborhood park within 0.5-mile
of all residences in the City.

= Policy 2.4 encourages the City to provide additional types of park facilities such as pocket parks,
dog parks, athletic fields, amphitheaters, gardens, and shared facilities.

= Policies 3.1 through 3.6 provide specific guidance to the City to maintain existing parks and
recreation facilities by rehabilitating facilities, installing improvements (e.g., field lighting).

=  Program OSC-2 requires the development of a Park, Recreation, and Community Services Master
Plan, which would direct long-term acquisition, operation, management, and programming for
parks, open spaces, and recreation facilities. The Master Plan is intended to guide the in-lieu fee
structure for the acquisition and management of recreation land in connection with the
development review process.

=  Program LU-8 requires review and compliance with the community facilities fee program to
ensure that new development adequately offsets impacts related to recreational facilities.

Developers of the residential development projects associated with the Increased Growth Alternative
would also be required to pay the City’s park facility development fee as required by BMC
Section 9-4-1-1103.

These policies and programs are intended to maintain existing levels of service for park and recreation
facilities for both existing and new residents. Increased demand associated with an increase in
population would require development to pay the applicable park facility development fees that
support the construction of new parks or the expansion of existing parks. Therefore, impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered parks or the need for new or physically
altered parks would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Other Public Facilities

Development under the Increased Growth Alternative would not directly result in development of
public facilities, such as libraries, but would generate new visitors to local libraries.

Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 6-55



City of Burbank
Burbank Media District Specific Plan Update

As discussed in Section 4.13, Public Services, when compared to other libraries in similar communities
as Burbank (Glendale, Pasadena, Santa Monica, Thousand Oaks, Torrance), the Burbank Public Library
is low on space (ranks 5 of 6 at 0.74 square feet per capita) and is moderately well-staffed (ranks 3 of
6 at 0.60 full time equivalent staff per 1,000 population, slightly ahead of Thousand Oaks and
Torrance). Given that not all new residents would visit the library every month, it is unlikely that
expansion or construction of new library facilities would be required to accommodate for the increase
in population resulting from implementation of the Increased Growth Alternative.

Additionally, Program LU-8 in the Burbank2035 General Plan provides development impact fees for
libraries. Potential public facilities impacts from development would be offset by payment of
development impact fees in addition to property taxes and sales taxes to the City. Furthermore,
potential environmental impacts related to the construction of new or expanded library facilities
would be assessed on a project-specific level under CEQA. Therefore, impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered public facilities or the need for new or physically altered public
facilities would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

n. Recreation

Accelerated Physical Deterioration of Recreational Facilities

As identified in the Burbank2035 General Plan, the City contains 26 parks that total approximately
732 acres of parkland. Stough Canyon Park and Wildwood Canyon Park are the two largest parks in
the City. They each serve as recreational and cultural focal points for the community at large.
Implementation of the Increased Growth Alternative would add an estimated 34,063 residents to the
City, increasing Burbank’s population from 105,603 residents to approximately 139,666 residents and
would decrease the existing parkland ratio of 6.9 acres per 1,000 residents to 5.2 acres per 1,000
residents. However, service ratios would still be above the General Plan goal of five acres per 1,000
persons. In addition, the Burbank 2035 General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element
establishes a requirement of three acres of new parkland per 1,000 new residents. This requirement
applies to large residential developments and would result in parkland dedications, improvements,
or in-lieu payments if a project applicant is not able to dedicate land or the land is considered
unsuitable for park or recreation use.

Further, the Burbank2035 General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element and Land Use Element
include policies and programs that would require that adequate parks and recreational facilities are
provided to accommodate the anticipated increase in new residents (refer to the Parks discussion on
the preceding page).

These policies and programs are intended to maintain existing levels of service for park and recreation
facilities for both existing and new residents. Increased demand associated with a corresponding
increase in population may result in the physical deterioration of parks within the Specific Plan Area
or in the vicinity; however, development under the Increased Growth Alternative would be required
to pay the applicable park facility development fees pursuant to BMC Sections 9-4-1-1103, 9-4-1-
1104, and 10-1-2227, similar to the proposed Project. Payment of impact fees and the anticipated
enhancement or maintenance of facilities with funds provided by these fees would help offset the
deterioration of existing recreation facilities by providing funds for facility improvements and
replacement of deteriorating equipment. Compliance with the Burbank2035 General Plan policies and
programs and payment of park facility development fees as required by the BMC would ensure that
the Increased Growth Alternative’s potential impacts related to the deterioration of existing
recreation facilities would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)
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Requirement of the Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities

As described above, the anticipated population increase associated with the Increased Growth
Alternative would decrease the existing parkland ratio of 6.9 acres per 1,000 residents to 5.2 acres
per 1,000 residents. This ratio is a decrease from the current ratio; however, it would still meet the
City’s goal of five acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. BMC regulations and the Burbank2035
General Plan policies and programs described above, are intended to maintain existing levels of
service for park and recreation facilities for both existing and new residents. Increased demand
associated with a corresponding increase in population would not require construction of new or
expanded parks and recreation facilities because development would be required to pay the
applicable park facility development fees, which would fund future development of new or expanded
parks and recreation facilities. While impact fees are required for developers to support the addition
of recreational facilities such as parks, the Increased Growth Alternative would not directly introduce
or expand existing recreational facilities that would affect the environment. Therefore, impacts would
be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

0. Transportation

Consistency with Programs, Plans, or Policies Addressing the Circulation
System

As shown in Table 6-6, the Increased Growth Alternative would result in an increase in density in
comparison to development under the proposed Project. Due to the increased demand for
transportation infrastructure from future development under the Increased Growth Alternative, the
Increased Growth Alternative would include several policies that encourage multi-modal
transportation and improve safety features for pedestrians, which are identified for the proposed
Project and described in Section 4.19, Effects Found Not to be Significant, of the Draft EIR. These
policies align with the Burbank2035 Mobility Element, which requires the City to improve Burbank’s
alternative transportation access to local and regional destinations through land use decisions that
support multi-modal transportation. Therefore, conflicts with existing policies or ordinances related
to the City’s circulation system would not be anticipated, and impacts would be less than significant
and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Consistency CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b)

As shown in Table 6-6, the Increased Growth Alternative would result in an increase in density in
comparison to development under the proposed Project. Development under the Increased Growth
Alternative would be facilitated through a combination of infill, mixed-use development, and transit-
oriented growth strategies. These include identifying underutilized parcels as opportunity sites,
concentrating development along transit corridors, and improving pedestrian, bicycle, and non-
vehicular infrastructure.

To evaluate potential VMT impacts under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b), the Increased Growth
Alternative was assessed using three performance metrics: (1) home-based VMT per capita, (2) home-
based work VMT per employee, and (3) total VMT per service population. Each metric is compared to
a threshold requiring a 15 percent reduction below existing (2023) baseline VMT levels.
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The VMT modeling provides estimates for the population, employment, and service population in the
Specific Plan Area in 2035.8 Under the Increased Growth Alternative, the Specific Plan Area population
in 2035 is estimated to be 43,200, which is estimated to produce 51,264 daily vehicle trips and
436,231 daily VMT, with an average of 10.1 home-based VMT per capita. The 79,164 future
employees under the VMT model in the Specific Plan Area are estimated to attract 89,723 daily vehicle
trips and 970,088 daily VMT, with an average of 12.3 home-based work VMT per employee. The total
122,364 service population under the VMT model in the Specific Plan Area is estimated to generate
297,058 daily vehicle trips and 2,537,251 daily VMT, with an average of 20.7 total VMT per service
population.

As summarized in Table 6-12, the Increased Growth Alternative would reduce total VMT per service
population by 33.0 percent and home-based VMT per capita by 31.3 percent, which both would
exceed the required 15-percent reduction threshold. However, it would only reduce home-based
work VMT per employee by 8.4 percent, which falls short of the 15-percent target.

Table 6-12 Increased Growth Alternative VMT Summary

Total Daily VMT per Service Population 31.0 20.7 -33.0%
Home-Based Daily VMT per Capita 14.7 10.1 -31.3%
Home-Based Work Daily VMT per Employee 13.4 12.3 -8.4%

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2025

Although the Increased Growth Alternative would fail to meet the 15-percent reduction target for
home-based work VMT per employee, the total daily VMT per service population, home-based daily
VMT per capita, and home-based work daily VMT per employee generated by the Increased Growth
Alternative would have a slightly greater reduction (less than one percent difference) in VMT than the
proposed Project, thus a slightly lesser impact.

While the Increased Growth Alternative promotes infill development, multimodal access, and
proximity to existing and future transit infrastructure -- all of which are consistent with best practices
for VMT reduction -- these measures are not sufficient to achieve a significant enough reduction in
home-based work VMT per employee. This shortfall likely reflects the regional commuting patterns
and land use mix in the Specific Plan Area, where job density outpaces housing development despite
efforts to streamline residential production. As such, the Increased Growth Alternative would not fully
meet CEQA threshold of significance for VMT and would, therefore, result in a significant and
unavoidable impact but less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

Increased Hazards due to a Geometric Design Feature

Similar to the proposed Project, development under the Increased Growth Alternative would be
consistent with the existing residential and non-residential land uses, while aiming to achieve the
three overarching goals identified by the community, which include increased housing production,
transit-oriented growth, and contextual development. The Increased Growth Alternative would
encourage building designs that are human scaled, provide interest at the ground floor, and provide
easy access from the sidewalk to encourage walkability and activate the Specific Plan Area’s public

8 As discussed in the Technical Review of Modeling and VMT Methodology for Media District Specific Plan Traffic Study Report prepared for
the proposed Project (Appendix D), the VMT analysis used the City’s travel demand model, which has a 2023 base year and 2035 horizon
year. The incremental growth assumptions shown in the VMT analysis can differ from the growth assumptions shown elsewhere in this EIR
due to the inclusion of other cumulative growth within the Specific Plan Area.
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realm. Therefore, the Increased Growth Alternative would not introduce new uses that would result
in hazards due to incompatible use, similar to the proposed Project. The roadways adjacent to the
Specific Plan Area are part of the urban roadway network and contain no sharp curves or dangerous
intersections. Nonetheless, the Increased Growth Alternative would allow for roadway improvements
for vehicles and pedestrians, which could introduce hazards and conflicts between pedestrians and
vehicles during construction, similar to the proposed Project. There are no planned bike lanes within
the Specific Plan Area, so conflicts between vehicles and bicyclists would not be anticipated.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Inadequate Emergency Access

Similar to the proposed Project, the Increased Growth Alternative would improve connectivity and
mobility throughout the Specific Plan Area through implementation of policies and actions, including
policies directly or indirectly related to emergency access, which are identified for the proposed
Project, as described in Section 4.19, Effects Found Not to be Significant. These policies and the
improved connectivity and mobility the policies would help create would contribute to improving
emergency access throughout the Specific Plan Area. In addition, emergency access associated with
future development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would be analyzed and
evaluated in detail through the City review process for those individual projects. The City’s emergency
access standards would apply to all future development projects under the Increased Growth
Alternative, similar to the proposed Project. Plans for future development projects under the
Increased Growth Alternative would also be subject to the BFD review for adequate fire access.
Therefore, with respect to inadequate emergency access, impacts related to implementation of the
Increased Growth Alternative would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project.
(Similar impact)

p. Tribal Cultural Resources

As shown in Table 6-6, the Increased Growth Alternative would result in increased density at the same
potential development sites and would involve similar amounts of ground disturbance in comparison
to the proposed Project, which could adversely affect unidentified subsurface archaeological
resources that may qualify as tribal cultural resources during construction. Development under the
Increased Growth Alternative would comply with the City’s Historic Preservation Regulations and the
Burbank2035 General Plan Program LU-4: Historic Preservation Plan. However, the City’s regulations
do notin all cases prevent impacts to tribal cultural resources. Thus, the Increased Growth Alternative
would implement Mitigation Measure TCR-1, as identified for the proposed Project, which provides
disposition and treatment standards for the inadvertent discovery of tribal cultural resources. The
Increased Growth Alternative would also implement Mitigation Measures CUL-2(a) and CUL-2(b), as
identified for the proposed Project. Adherence to the City’s regulations and Mitigation Measures TCR-
1, CUL-2(a), and CUL-2(b) would reduce potential impacts related to tribal cultural resources to a less-
than-significant level and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

g. Utilities/Service Systems

As shown in Table 6-6, the Increased Growth Alternative would result in an increase in density in
comparison to development under the proposed Project and would incrementally increase demand
for utilities and facilities, including water, wastewater, stormwater, natural gas, electricity,
telecommunications, and solid waste. The following is an analysis of the potential impacts to utilities
and service systems under the Increased Growth Alternative.
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Water Facilities

Similar to the proposed Project, construction activities associated with future development under the
Increased Growth Alternative would require recycled water for dust suppression, concrete
manufacturing, and such activities as washing wheels and equipment. Temporary construction
recycled water would be trucked to active construction sites or produced from existing fire hydrants
near the applicable site(s), with City approval. Temporary construction water demands would not
require new connections or conveyance facilities, as existing or mobile facilities would be used.

New water supply connections and associated facilities would be required for future development
projects under the Increased Growth Alternative to convey potable water supply to future
development. Such upgrades would occur within existing and new utility easements and would be
located underground, primarily within existing roadways. Similar to the proposed Project, housing
development under the Increased Growth Alternative would be located in previously developed areas
that are either currently zoned for residential development or would be rezoned for residential
development under this alternative. Similarly, commercial and hotel development under the
Increased Growth Alternative would be located in previously developed areas that are either currently
zoned for commercial or hotel development, respectively, or would be rezoned for commercial or
hotel development under the Increased Growth Alternative. Due to the built-up nature of the Specific
Plan Area, there are substantial existing utility easements previously established, largely within
existing roadways, which are prevalent. New water service connections that may be required for
development associated with the Increased Growth Alternative would be conducted within previously
disturbed areas and existing rights-of-way and would be consistent with utility expansion in urbanized
areas, such that minimal areas of new disturbance would occur. Although all parcels in the Specific
Plan Area have access to public utility infrastructure, in some cases, the infrastructure is older and in
need of replacement or insufficient to meet the needs of a particular project. Pursuant to
Burbank2035 General Plan Land Use Policy 2.3, new development would be required to pay for their
fair share of upgrading the utility infrastructure as needed to serve their project. This may include
installing larger water mains, new water meters, and/or upgrades to existing facilities.

Developers are responsible for funding any infrastructure improvements that are required to mitigate
project impacts and that have not been previously identified as part of a capital improvement
program covered by the development impact fees. Consistent with applicable State law, the City’s
development fees would ensure that the developers pay the cost attributable to the increased
demand for the affected public facilities reasonably related to the development project in order to
refurbish the existing facilities to maintain the existing level of service and achieve an adopted level
of service that is consistent with the City’s General Plan.

As development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative are proposed and considered for
approval by the City, project proponents would be required to demonstrate that any identified system
deficiencies reasonably related to the development project are adequately addressed by the
responsible project proponent, and future upgrades are designed in accordance with the BMC and to
the satisfaction of BWP. In addition, the City requires applicants to coordinate with the Burbank Fire
Department and City of Burbank Building and Safety Division to ensure that existing and planned fire
hydrants provide sufficient fire flow pressure requirements. The City’s issuance of building permits is
contingent upon review, testing, and approval that sufficient fire flow pressure is provided for the
applicable site. Due to the existing built-up nature of the City, it is reasonably anticipated that future
improvements that need to be implemented to meet water supply and fire flow requirements would
not disturb previously undisturbed areas and would be situated within existing utility rights-of-way,
such as, but not limited to, within public roadways.
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Water supply for individual developments under the Increased Growth Alternative would be provided
by BWP, which purchases imported surface water supplies from the SWP and the Colorado Aqueduct
via Metropolitan, as well as local groundwater supplies which are pumped by the City in accordance
with groundwater credits consistent with the local Adjudication Judgment for the underlying
groundwater basin. The availability and reliability of water supply for the Increased Growth
Alternative is addressed below, under Water Supply. Potential impacts related to relocation or
construction of water supply facilities would be less than significant and similar to the proposed
Project. (Similar impact)

Wastewater Facilities

Similar to the proposed Project, future development under the Increased Growth Alternative would
require new connections for wastewater conveyance. Public Works is responsible for the
maintenance of the City’s sewer mainlines, while individual property owners are responsible for the
maintenance of the sewer laterals that connect buildings to mainlines. All structures producing
sewage or liquid waste in the City of Burbank must be connected to the sewer system mainline by
sewer lateral lines, which require issuance of an excavation permit and a sewer connection permit
from the Public Works Permit Section (City of Burbank 2026). All sewer connections are subject to an
SSC. The majority of wastewater generated in the City is conveyed to the BWRP for treatment prior
to discharge in accordance with an existing NPDES permit. The Increased Growth Alternative’s
impacts related to wastewater treatment capacity at BWRP are discussed below under Wastewater
Capacity.

Development under the Increased Growth Alternative would occur in compliance with the
requirements of BMC Title 8, Chapter 1, Sewers, which establishes City standards related to
wastewater discharge, peak flow, and sewer capacity. New connections to the City sewer system,
including the construction of new laterals connecting to the sewer mainline, would be subject to
permitting approval by the Public Works Permit Section (Burbank 2021). New wastewater conveyance
connections are allowed and would be the responsibility of the private property owner to connect
their private sewer lateral to the City sewer main provided that the appropriate permits are obtained,
and sufficient capacity exists prior to construction. Although all parcels in Burbank have access to
public utility infrastructure, in some cases, the infrastructure is older and in need of replacement to
meet the needs of a particular project. Pursuant to Burbank2035 General Plan Land Use Policy 2.3,
new development is required to pay for their share of upgrading the utility infrastructure as needed
to serve their project. Based on project-specific conditions and Burbank2035 General Plan Land Use
Policy 2.3, a project-specific sewer capacity analysis would be required for individual projects under
the Increased Growth Alternative to determine the applicable development fees and any physical
improvements that would be needed to ensure the City’s wastewater system can adequately
accommodate these future development projects. Based on the results of the project-specific sewer
capacity analysis, these improvements may include, but are not limited to, installing new or larger
sewer lines and/or upgrading existing facilities.

According to the Focused Sewer Capacity Analysis, the Increased Growth Alternative would result in
approximately 4.5 miles of gravity mains that would require upsizing to accommodate the City’s
planned growth (Appendix H). The BWRP currently has limited remaining capacity with the ability to
treat sewer inflows at an average rate of approximately 8.5 MGD. The Focused Sewer Capacity
Analysis also determined that development under the Increased Growth Alternative would result in
approximately 5.2 MGD of additional wastewater inflows to the BWRP, which would account for
approximately 61 percent of the current BWRP average daily rate of 8.5 MGD. Therefore, the
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Increased Growth Alternative would result in additional wastewater flows that would account for the
majority of the existing average daily rate of the BWRP and would exceed the existing limited
remaining capacity, which would require substantial facility improvements to accommodate this
additional wastewater flow. Compared to the proposed Project, this alternative would result in
greater wastewater flows generated and would require a greater amount of facility improvements to
accommodate the additional wastewater flow.

As described below under Wastewater Capacity, potential future improvements to increase the
treatment capacity of the BWRP would require upgrades to the headworks, the addition of new
primary clarifiers, modifications to the secondary treatment process, and expansion of the
equalization basins (beyond the near-term 10-year planning horizon). Additionally, BWRP expansion
would likely require the City to acquire new land to build some of these improvements due to limited
space in the current BWRP property. Details of construction (i.e., timing, equipment, location of land
acquisitions) of these future wastewater treatment improvements to increase the wastewater
treatment capacity are not available at the time of preparation of this EIR. Implementation of
Mitigation Measures UTIL-1a through UTIL-1e would address potential impacts from the Increased
Growth Alternative to the City’s wastewater conveyance and treatment system, however these
mitigation measures would not reduce potential impacts to a level of less than significant due to the
exceedance of the available wastewater treatment capacity at BWRP associated with future
development under the Increased Growth Alternative. Until all capital improvements required to
upgrade the City’s wastewater conveyance and treatment systems are implemented, the
environmental impacts of the wastewater treatment facilities improvements will remain significant
and unavoidable but would be greater than the proposed Project. (Greater impact)

Stormwater

Similar to the proposed Project, future development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative
would not result in a substantial increase in impervious surfaces since they would be focused in urban
infill areas already largely covered with impervious surfaces. Compliance with Sections 9-3-413 and
9-3-414 of the BMC would ensure that future development projects resulting from the Increased
Growth Alternative would be implemented with appropriately sized and sited stormwater
conveyance facilities. In the long-term, redevelopment of properties in the Specific Plan Area is
anticipated to improve the quality and reduce the amount of stormwater runoff by replacing older
development with new development that incorporates low impact development (LID) methods. LID
methods include features, such as stormwater detention basins and vegetated swales, that slow the
velocity of surface runoff and filter some water quality constituents before the runoff percolates to
the underlying groundwater system or is conveyed through the City’s or Los Angeles County Flood
Control District’s (LACFCD) stormwater infrastructure. In accordance with the BMC, post-construction
stormwater runoff from new projects must be captured and used to the maximum extent practicable,
including through the implementation of on-site BMPs for stormwater management. Therefore,
similar to the proposed Project, future development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative
would include site-specific stormwater drainage and conveyance facilities, and such facilities would
be designed and built in accordance with the BMC and BMPs for stormwater management.
Compliance with existing local regulations, BMPs, and stormwater management standards would
ensure impacts related to relocation or construction of new stormwater facilities would be less than
significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)
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Natural Gas

Similar to the proposed Project, future development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative
would increase the demand for natural gas and associated connections. Natural gas is provided to the
Specific Plan Area by SoCalGas, which projects total gas demand to decline at an annual rate of
approximately 0.7 percent per year from 2020 through 2040 due to increased energy efficiency and
updated fuel substitution assumptions (SoCalGas 2024). Other factors that contribute to the
downward trend are tighter standards created by revised Title 20 and 24 requirements, a decline in
core commercial and industrial demand, and conservation savings linked to Advanced Metering
Infrastructure. Based on the 2024 California Gas Report, SoCalGas will meet its projected demand for
natural gas resources through at least 2040, as determined by modeled forecasts (SoCalGas 2024).

Although future development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would increase the
number of natural gas connections in the Specific Plan Area, all new development would be designed
for consistency with CPUC mandates for implementing energy efficiency standards and practices. In
addition, as development of additional renewable energy sources for the City continues to expand, it
is reasonably inferred that demand for natural gas will decrease due to increased energy efficiency
and updated fuel substitution assumptions. Therefore, although natural gas connections would likely
increase due to development under the Increased Growth Alternative, the per capita demand for
natural gas in the City is expected to continue decreasing through compliance with CPUC mandates
for energy efficiency standards and practices, and through the greater diversification of energy
supplies to include a suite of renewable energy sources in addition to natural gas. Compliance with
existing State regulations would ensure that impacts related to natural gas facilities would be less
than significant but greater than the proposed Project. (Greater impact)

Electricity

Electricity in the Specific Plan Area is provided by BWP, which maintains a fully functional system of
above-ground and underground electrical facilities, primarily found along roadways throughout the
Specific Plan Area. BWP’s electrical system includes high-voltage sub-transmission lines, electrical
substations, distribution circuits, transformers, and revenue meters. Electricity service for future
development under the Increased Growth Alternative would be provided by BWP through new future
connections that would be implemented on a project-specific basis, and subject to the review and
approval of BWP. New electricity service connections that may be required for future development
associated with the Increased Growth Alternative would be conducted within previously disturbed
areas and existing rights-of-way and would be consistent with utility expansion in urbanized areas.
Project proponents would be responsible for contributing their fair share of electrical facilities
upgrades, as further described below.

BWP determined that build out of the Increased Growth Alternative would demand an additional
43 MW for residential development and 45 MW for commercial development, totaling 88 MW of
additional electrical demand. BWP has a limitation of 450 MW at the existing system interconnection
with LADWP. BWP may also elect to operate the 40-MW Lake Generating Unit to serve system
capacity needs, bringing the potential available system capacity to 490 MW (BWP 2025). Considering
BWP’s all-time peak of 322 MW and the additional forecasted load growth associated with Citywide
planned development of 99 MW, BWP is forecasting a new system peak of 421 MW. This would result
in approximately 69 MW of remaining capacity to serve additional developments before additional
interconnection capacity would be necessary. Therefore, the Increased Growth Alternative’s
additional electrical demand of 88 MW would account for 128 percent of BWP’s remaining electrical
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capacity and would require substantial system interconnection capacity increase to accommodate
this additional electricity demand.

Future development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would be responsible for
contributing their fair share of electrical on-site improvements, related off-site improvements, and
substation capacity based on the electrical demand for the project, as required by BWP, Title 8,
Chapter 2 of the BMC, and Burbank2035 Land Use Element Policy 2.3. It is anticipated that installation
of distribution substations and new sub-transmission and distribution facilities would be subject to
CEQA review at the time a specific design proposed. Given the City’s highly developed nature and the
likelihood that these facilities would be on an infill site, potential impacts under that infrastructure
project would likely be less than significant or even exempt from CEQA review. Therefore, potential
impacts associated with new or expanded electrical facilities would be less than significant but greater
than the proposed Project. (Greater impact)

Telecommunications

The Specific Plan Area is highly urbanized with existing above- and below-ground telecommunications
infrastructure. Telecommunications services are provided by ONE Burbank, AT&T, EarthLink,
Spectrum, and other providers, at the discretion of current and future residents. Similar to the
proposed Project, reasonably foreseeable development under the Increased Growth Alternative
would increase demand for existing telecommunications in the Specific Plan Area. Individual
telecommunication providers implement planned improvements throughout their service areas on
an as-needed basis, which are typically limited to small-scale upgrades and new facilities in existing
developed areas. Telecommunications are generally available in the City, and substantial upgrades to
existing telecommunications facilities would not likely be necessary. Construction of additional
telecommunications facilities or upgrades to existing facilities to meet demands from the Increased
Growth Alternative would be undertaken by private telecommunication service providers in
accordance with applicable federal, State, and local regulations. No restrictions on the ability to
provide adequate telecommunication service are present or anticipated to occur as a result of the
Increased Growth Alternative. In addition, due to the built-up conditions in the Specific Plan Area, and
the nature of telecommunication upgrades being small-scale and sited within the development
footprint of new projects, potential impacts associated with new or expanded telecommunications
facilities would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Water Supply

UWMP Housing and Employment Projections

As shown in Table 6-6, the Increased Growth Alternative would involve the development of 14,312
residential units, 7,265,850 square feet of non-residential uses, and 400 hotel rooms. Table 4.17-2 in
Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR, provides an overview of housing and
employment growth projections from the City’s 2020 UWMP, which were used to inform water
demand and supply availability projections presented in the UWMP. As detailed in Section 4.17.2,
Regulatory Setting, BWP based its 2020 UWMP water demand forecasts on the City’s 2021-2029
Housing Element Update and the SCAG 2020-2045 RTP/SCS.

As shown in Table 4.17-2 in Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, the 2020 UWMP forecasted a
total housing supply in Burbank of 58,401 units by the Increased Growth Alternative’s horizon year of
2035. As described in Section 6.2.2(k), implementation of the Increased Growth Alternative would
result in 60,769 total housing units in Burbank. Therefore, the Increased Growth Alternative would
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exceed the UWMP’s 2035 housing forecast of 58,401 by 2,368 units, or four percent, and water
demand associated with future residential development under the Increased Growth Alternative is
not fully analyzed in the UWMP.

As with the residential components of the Increased Growth Alternative, the SCAG projections
assessed in the City’s 2020 UWMP account for future non-residential land uses that are also included
under the Increased Growth Alternative. As shown in Table 4.17-2 in Section 4.17, Utilities and Service
Systems, the 2020-2045 SCAG RTP/SCS forecasted a total of 134,669 jobs by the Increased Growth
Alternative’s horizon year of 2035. As described in Section 6.2.2(k), the Increased Growth Alternative
would result in 14,219 new jobs in Burbank, which would increase the total jobs in Burbank from
127,800 to 142,019 jobs in 2035. Thus, the jobs generated by the Increased Growth Alternative would
exceed the SCAG 2020-2045 RTP/SCS forecast by 7,350 jobs, or by five percent, and water demand
associated with future employment under the Increased Growth Alternative is not fully analyzed in
the UWMP.

UWMP Water Supply and Demand Analysis

As shown in Tables 4.17-2 through 4.17-8 in Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, BWP can
adequately meet water demands within its service area with identified supplies over a 20-year
planning horizon under normal-year, single dry-year, and multiple dry-year conditions. This is partly
due to the effectiveness of conservation programs implemented throughout the planning period. The
projections shown above for imported surface and ground water supply availability indicate that
sufficient supplies are available to meet the projected demands. These projections are based upon
the BWP 2020 UWMP, which reflects forecasted population growth, as detailed above, as well as
additional supplies associated with expansion of BWP’s current water supply portfolio through
increased conservation and conjunctive use management efforts. Because BWP water demands are
not fully accounted for in the supply availability projections identified above, it is not anticipated that
sufficient water supply is available for the Increased Growth Alternative demands.

As noted in the City’s UWMP, future development projects that meet the definition of “project” in
the California Water Code as amended by Senate Bill 610 are required to develop a project-specific
WSA. The proposed Project is subject to CEQA and includes more than 500 dwelling units; however,
as a planning document, not a development project, it does not directly trigger the need for a WSA
as defined by the California Water Code. Nonetheless, a WSA was prepared to analyze the potential
impacts associated with future development under the proposed Project and the Increased Growth
Alternative, and for the purpose of providing a well-informed analysis of potential impact of water
supply availability and reliability over the 2035 horizon year. The WSA, which was prepared by Rincon
Consultants in December 2025, in accordance with the California Water Code, is provided as
Appendix J. According to the WSA, the residential, non-residential, and hotel development under the
Increased Growth Alternative at buildout would result in an overall demand of approximately 2.9
million GPD, or 3,302 AFY. As discussed above, BWP’s 2020 UWMP does not fully account for the
water demands associated with future development under the Increased Growth Alternative.
Therefore, BWP may not have sufficient water supply available to meet the potential demands of the
proposed Project under normal year, single dry year, and multiple dry year conditions. No feasible
mitigation exists to reduce potential water supply exceedance impacts. Therefore, impacts to water
supply would be significant and unavoidable, which would be greater than the proposed Project.
(Greater impact)

Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 6-65



City of Burbank
Burbank Media District Specific Plan Update

Wastewater Capacity

As discussed above under Wastewater Facilities, all wastewater generated in the City of Burbank is
conveyed via sewer laterals to the sewer mainline, which conveys wastewater to the BWRP for
treatment and reuse as applicable. The BWRP currently has limited remaining capacity with the ability
to treat sewer inflows at an average rate of approximately 8.5 MGD. The Focused Sewer Capacity
Analysis (Appendix H) determined that development under the Increased Growth Alternative would
result in approximately 5.2 MGD of additional wastewater inflows to the BWRP, which would account
for approximately 61 percent of the current BWRP average daily rate of 8.5 MGD. Therefore, the
Increased Growth Alternative would result in additional wastewater flows that would account for the
majority of the existing average daily rate of the BWRP and would exceed the existing limited
remaining capacity, which would require substantial facility improvements to accommodate this
additional wastewater flow. Compared to the proposed Project, this alternative would result in
greater wastewater flows generated and would require a greater amount of facility improvements to
accommodate the additional wastewater flow.

Additional capital improvement projects would be required to increase BWRP capacity to handle the
majority of future flows from the Increased Growth Alternative. During certain periods when the
capacity enhancements would be constructed at BWRP, it may be necessary to divert flow to the City
of Los Angeles’ North Outfall Sewer pipeline (LA NOS). However, long-term diversion to the LA NOS is
not feasible due to regulatory and contractual constraints, as well as the increased diversion cost,
which would include both sewer facilities charges and annual charges and is estimated to be
approximately $60 million over ten years. Potential future improvements to increase the treatment
capacity of the BWRP to accommodate development under the Increased Growth Alternative would
require upgrades to the headworks, the addition of new primary clarifiers, modifications to the
secondary treatment process, and expansion of the equalization basins (beyond the near-term 10-
year planning horizon). Options for improving BWRP’s secondary treatment processes could include
either conversion to a membrane bioreactor or expansion of the BWRP’s conventional secondary
treatment facilities. BWRP’s tertiary sand filters and chlorine contact tanks have relatively more
capacity than the expansion processes listed above and are currently not the limiting processes in the
treatment train. Additionally, BWRP expansion would likely require the City to acquire new land to
build some of these improvements due to limited space in the current BWRP property.

In summary, as with the proposed Project, Public Works determined that these necessary
improvements to BWRP would not be feasible within the 10-year horizon due to high costs,
operational challenges during construction of improvements, and incompatibility with long-term
facility planning. Implementation of Mitigation Measures UTIL-3a and UTIL-3b would support these
longer-term upgrades to BWRP, however BWRP’s capacity will remain insufficient to support full
buildout of the Increased Growth Alternative until all capital improvement upgrades are completed.
Until such upgrades are implemented, impacts to wastewater treatment capacity from the Increased
Growth Alternative would remain significant and unavoidable but greater than the proposed Project.
(Greater impact)

Solid Waste

Similar to the proposed Project, development accommodated by the Increased Growth Alternative
would generate both construction and operational solid waste that would be disposed of at the
Burbank Landfill Site No. 3, Sunshine Canyon Landfill, Simi Valley Landfill & Recycling Center, Antelope
Valley Public Landfill, and other collection centers. The maximum daily throughputs and remaining
capacities of the landfills serving the Specific Plan Area are shown in Table 4.17-1 in Section 4.17,
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Utilities and Service Systems. Solid waste generated by the Increased Growth Alternative would
contribute to the overall capacity of these facilities. According to the CalEEMod results (Appendix C),
future development under the Increased Growth Alternative would generate approximately 28,212
tons of solid waste per year, or 108.6 tons per day on average.’®

The average daily solid waste generated by the Increased Growth Alternative would account for
approximately 45 percent of the maximum permitted daily intake of 240 tons per day for Burbank
Landfill Site No 3. The average daily solid waste generated by the Increased Growth Alternative would
account for less than one percent of the maximum permitted daily intake of 12,100 tons per day for
Sunshine Canyon Landfill. Additionally, the average daily solid waste generated by the Increased
Growth Alternative would account for less than 0.2 percent of the maximum permitted daily intake
of 64,750 tons per day for Simi Valley Landfill & Recycling Center. Finally, the average daily solid waste
generated by the Increased Growth Alternative would account for approximately two percent of the
maximum permitted daily intake of 5,548 tons per day for Antelope Valley Public Landfill. Therefore,
the Increased Growth Alternative would not account for a substantial portion of the maximum
permitted daily intakes of the landfills serving the City and the Increased Growth Alternative would
not result in the generation of solid waste in excess of the capacity of local solid waste infrastructure.

Based upon the existing capacity of landfills available to the City, the solid waste generated by future
development under the Increased Growth Alternative would not require the development of new or
expanded solid waste facilities but, over time, would contribute to the need as other municipalities
expand their residential and non-residential development. Similar to the proposed Project,
development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would generate solid waste, including
construction debris. The handling of all debris and waste generated during construction of
development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would be subject to CALGreen Code
requirements and the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) requirements
for salvaging, recycling, and reuse of materials from construction activities. In addition, development
projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would be required to comply with federal, State, and
local statues and regulations related to solid waste, such as AB 939 and the City’s recycling programs.
The Increased Growth Alternative would not generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards
or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals. Therefore, impacts to solid waste
would be less than significant but greater than the proposed Project. (Greater impact)

In compliance with State legislation, future development under the Increased Growth Alternative
would be required to implement a Solid Waste Diversion Program and divert at least 75 percent of
the solid waste generated from the applicable landfill site, similar to the proposed Project. Future
development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would also comply with federal, State,
and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste, such as the California Waste Integrated
Waste Management Act (AB 939), mandatory commercial recycling (AB 341, AB 1826), California State
SB 1383 (SB 1383), and the City’s recycling program. Since future development projects under the
Increased Growth Alternative would comply with applicable federal, State, and local regulations
involving solid waste, impacts related to conflict with statutes and regulations governing solid waste
would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

9 Average daily disposal quantities are based on 260 days (5 days per week, average, based on operational hours for the City’s solid waste
services).
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r. Wildfire

Emergency Response Plan or Emergency Evacuation Plan

Although the Increased Growth Alternative would introduce an increase in density to the Specific Plan
Area compared to the proposed Project, development would occur within the same opportunity sites
identified for the proposed Project. As detailed in Section 4.18, Wildfire, of the Draft EIR, the Specific
Plan Area is not found within an SRA; however, the majority of the Specific Plan Area south of SR-134
is designated as a VHFHSZ within an LRA. As with the proposed Project, the majority of the opportunity
sites included in the Increased Growth Alternative are located in the northern portion of the Specific
Plan Area, but some opportunity sites are located within the VHFHSZ portion of the Specific Plan Area,
as shown in Figure 4.18-2 in Section 4.18, Wildfire. Therefore, similar to the proposed Project, the
Increased Growth Alternative would result in development within the VHFHSZ portion of the Specific
Plan Area.

Similar to the proposed Project, it is not expected that buildout of the Increased Growth Alternative
would contribute to the critical fire environment because it would not increase the length of the WUI.
The Increased Growth Alternative would involve the same pedestrian intersection improvements
along West Olive Avenue at Riverside Drive, which include updating crosswalks, curb ramps, lighting,
landscaping, and curb extensions, as identified for the proposed Project. These improvements on
West Olive Avenue would occur within the existing right-of-way and would not result in temporary or
permanent road closures to impair an emergency evacuation plan. Similar to the proposed Project,
the Increased Growth Alternative does not include any changes or improvements to SR-134 and, thus,
would not result in temporary or permanent road closures to impair an emergency evacuation plan.

Similar to the proposed Project, development under the Increased Growth Alternative would adhere
to the fire safety design standards and emergency access requirements in the California Building
Standards Code and the BMC. As part of standard development procedures, plans for future
development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would be submitted for review and
approval to ensure that all new development would have adequate emergency access and escape
routes in compliance with applicable regulations.

With the additional population growth that would result from implementation of the Increased
Growth Alternative, the corresponding increase in traffic may impede the rate of evacuation for the
City’s residents in the event of a wildfire. Concurrently, the response times for emergency medical or
containment services could also be adversely affected by increased traffic. However, the Increased
Growth Alternative would not introduce any physical features or policies that would preclude
implementation of or alter existing emergency response procedures. Therefore, access for emergency
service providers and evacuation routes would be maintained during construction and operation
activities associated with development under the Increased Growth Alternative. Potential impacts
related to adopted emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plans would be less than
significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Exacerbation of Wildfire Risks and Exposure to Pollutant Concentrations

Construction of individual projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would result in a
temporary increase in human activity and potential ignition sources, including equipment that could
create sparks, be a source of heat, or leak flammable materials within the Specific Plan Area, similar
to the proposed Project. Heat or sparks from construction equipment, vehicles, and the use of
flammable hazardous materials have the potential to ignite adjacent vegetation and start a fire,
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especially during weather events that include low-humidity and high wind speeds. The potential risk
of wildfire ignition and spread associated with individual project construction would be potentially
significant, similar to the proposed Project. Therefore, during construction of individual projects
under the Increased Growth Alternative, Mitigation Measure W-1, described in Section 4.18, Wildfire,
would be implemented to reduce the risk of wildfire by requiring equipment spark arrestors, red-flag
restrictions, clear access roads, and fire protection and safety equipment. Therefore, potential
construction-related impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated and similar
to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

If wildfires occur nearby, there is potential for smoke to drift into the Specific Plan Area and increase
pollutant concentrations for residents. Due to the location of the Specific Plan Area in a heavily
urbanized area, the exposure of existing and future occupants of the Specific Plan Area to
uncontrolled spread of wildfire is low. Although the Specific Plan Area is located north of the
underdeveloped hillside terrain of Griffith Park and the Hollywood Hills, a natural and existing physical
barrier, the Los Angeles River, which functions as a concrete-lined drainage channel separates the
hillside from the Specific Plan Area. This barrier provides a buffer that reduces the potential for direct
wildfire spread from the adjacent hillside into the Specific Plan Area. Therefore, similar to the
proposed Project, the Increased Growth Alternative would not substantially exacerbate wildfire risks
or expose future occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or contribute to the
uncontrolled spread of wildfire. Potential impacts related to operation would be less than significant
and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Installation or Maintenance of Infrastructure

The Increased Growth Alternative would occur within the same Specific Plan Area as the proposed
Project. The Specific Plan Area is in an urbanized area of the City that includes existing roads, pipelines,
and overhead electrical infrastructure that serve surrounding commercial and residential properties.
Power poles, overhead lines, and pipelines traverse the Specific Plan Area, providing electrical,
telecommunications, water, and wastewater services to existing buildings and adjacent facilities.
These utilities are operated by BWP, a community-owned utility that supplies electricity and water
services throughout the City, along with private companies that provide telecommunication services.
As detailed in Section 4.18, Wildfire, the Specific Plan Area is not located within a high-fire threat
district designated by the CPUC, but the dense vegetated areas south of the Specific Plan Area are
designated as a Tier 2 (elevated risk of potential impacts to people and property) high-fire threat
district. BWP does not operate any facilities within the Tier 2 high-fire threat district located south of
the Specific Plan Area. Thus, BWP facilities and equipment and their maintenance within the Specific
Plan Area do not pose a direct wildfire hazard threat to the Tier 2 high-fire threat district located south
of the Specific Plan Area.

Future development under the Increased Growth Alternative within the Specific Plan Area would be
served by existing surrounding roads and extensions of existing power lines, water sources, and other
utilities. The Increased Growth Alternative in itself does not propose the installation or maintenance
of infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk. The extension or improvement of infrastructure for
future development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would be implemented in
accordance with all local and State regulations pertaining to power lines and other related
infrastructure and fire suppression requirements, which would include requirements from the
Uniform Building Code for fire protection and project would be subject to review and approval by the
Burbank Fire Department, similar to the proposed Project. Additionally, adherence to the strategies
and programs detailed in BWP’s 2024 Wildfire Mitigation Plan would minimize wildfire risk associated
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with the operation and maintenance of electrical infrastructure, including overhead powerlines within
and near the Specific Plan Area. Therefore, compliance with existing regulations would ensure that
potential impacts associated infrastructure improvements for development projects under the
Increased Growth Alternative would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project.
(Similar impact)

Exposure to Downslopes or Downstream Flooding or Landslides

Development under the Increased Growth Alternative would occur within the same Specific Plan Area
as the proposed Project. The Specific Plan Area is generally characterized by flat terrain that is
developed and consists primarily of commercial and residential uses. The southern boundary of the
Specific Plan Area abut Griffith Park and the Hollywood Hills, which include rugged hillsides, canyons,
and residential development typical of Southern California’s WUI zones with elevations ranging from
approximately 538 feet above mean sea level to nearby peaks reaching 1,634 feet. The Specific Plan
Area’s southern portion is designated as a VHFHSZ within an LRA. The nearby steep slopes and heavy
hillside vegetation contribute to wildfire risks due to the potential for downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes.

Similar to the proposed Project, the Increased Growth Alternative would conform to design
requirements associated with proper site preparation and grading practices and would implement
surface drainage improvements and erosion control measures as well as construction BMPs.
Construction BMPs would be implemented during grading operations, as specified in the SWPPP, to
stabilize graded slopes and prevent excessive runoff and erosion. During operation, development
under the Increased Growth Alternative would be located in a predominantly flat, urbanized setting
where post-fire erosion risks are minimal, similar to the proposed Project. Furthermore, development
under the Increased Growth Alternative would be subject to applicable building standards identified
in Section 4.18, Wildfire, which ensure long-term site stability and minimize the potential for post-fire
runoff or erosion impacts. As such, additional post-fire erosion control or slope stabilization measures
are not anticipated to be necessary. As discussed in Section 4.19.5, Geology and Soils, the Specific
Plan Area’s risk of landslide is low, as the Specific Plan Area is in an urbanized, relatively flat area of
the City. Thus, future development projects under the Increased Growth Alternative would not
directly or indirectly cause impacts related to landslides, similar to the proposed Project. The
Increased Growth Alternative would not expose people or structures to significant risks, including
downslopes or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or
drainage changes. Therefore, potential impacts would be less than significant and similar to the
proposed Project. (Similar impact)

6.2.3 Project Objectives Fulfilment

The Increased Growth Alternative would allow increased density to the opportunity sites,
development sites, and additional infill sites within the Specific Plan Area. The Increased Growth
Alternative would meet the following objectives:

= Develop people-focused streetscapes and buildings that are sensitive to the surrounding
intensity and scale of surrounding development.

o The Increased Growth Alternative would involve identifying underutilized parcels as
opportunity sites, concentrating development along transit corridors, and improving
pedestrian, bicycle, and non-vehicular infrastructure, similar to the proposed Project.
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Allow sufficient and balanced development opportunities for media, medical, and other
commercial establishments within the Media District.

@ The Increased Growth Alternative would involve the development of 7,265,850 square feet
of commercial space, which would allow for additional employment, entertainment, and
other neighborhood serving opportunities, similar to the proposed Project.

Encourage higher development intensity in the center of the Media District and transition as it
approaches existing low- and medium-scale residential areas.

@ The Increased Growth Alternative would involve the development of 14,312 residential units,
providing a greater contribution to the City’s RHNA goal to attain such goal, and
approximately 7,265,850 square feet of commercial space within the core of the Specific Plan
Area, similar to the proposed Project.

Align and encourage residential and commercial growth near major transportation resources,
including new transit stops, corridors, and with major mobility centers.

o The Increased Growth Alternative would involve identifying underutilized parcels as
opportunity sites, concentrating development along transit corridors, and improving
pedestrian, bicycle, and non-vehicular infrastructure, similar to the proposed Project.

Encourage more pedestrian and bicycle use through added infrastructure.

o The Increased Growth Alternative would involve identifying underutilized parcels as
opportunity sites, concentrating development along transit corridors, and improving
pedestrian, bicycle, and non-vehicular infrastructure, similar to the proposed Project.

Establish practical and objective design standards based on community feedback and best
practices to ensure neighborhood compatibility and development.

o The Increased Growth Alternative would involve updated objective design standards to
ensure future high-density development aligns with the neighborhood character and context.

Encourage affordable and workforce housing development in the center of the Media District.

o The Increased Growth Alternative would include policies that could facilitate and implement
the creation of workforce housing.

Establish policies that will facilitate the streamlined development of a variety of housing in the
center of the Media District.

@ The Increased Growth Alternative would include policies that could facilitate and implement
streamlined development of a variety of housing types in the center of the Media District.

The Increased Growth Alternative would partially meet the following objective:

Ensure that non-vehicular infrastructure and public service improvements are designed to
accommodate the needs of all existing and future development.

o The Increased Growth Alternative would involve identifying underutilized parcels as
opportunity sites, concentrating development along transit corridors, and improving
pedestrian, bicycle, and non-vehicular infrastructure, similar to the proposed Project. Further,
as described above under Section 6.2.2(q), the Increased Growth Alternative would not
maintain sufficient infrastructure for the existing or future development within the Media
District, as the development under the Increased Growth Alternative would result in a
significant and unavoidable wastewater treatment impacts.
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6.3 Alternative 3: Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative

6.3.1 Description

Due to several public comments of concern regarding the significant and unavoidable impacts under
the proposed Project associated with wastewater, as well as the cumulatively significant impacts
associated with water supply, wastewater facilities, and electricity, during the Draft EIR’s public
review period, additional analysis has been conducted to determine the maximum density within the
Specific Plan Area that could be accommodated by the City’s existing and planned utility infrastructure
and capacity. Based on the analysis, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative has been developed
which would decrease the number of redevelopment sites and reduce the proposed density at the
opportunity sites within the Specific Plan Area. Table 6-13 shows the development potential that
would be provided under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative.

Table 6-13 Net Development Potential for the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative

Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative 2,258 684,245 400
Proposed Project 9,702 3,986,207 400
Development Potential Compared to Proposed Project -7,444 -3,301,962 0

Compared to the proposed Project, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in a net
development decrease of 7,444 residential units and 3,301,962 square feet of non-residential uses,
for a total development potential of 2,258 residential units, 684,245 square feet of non-residential
uses, and 400 hotel rooms. As such, the following impact analyses assume a decrease in overall
development compared to the proposed Project due to reduced development potential at individual
sites within the Specific Plan Area which would result in less intense construction activities and
decreased construction timelines for future projects under this alternative.

Because the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative analyzes the maximum development potential
that can be accommodated by existing and planned utility infrastructure, which supports the City’s
goal of sustainable development, the following impact analysis includes a more comprehensive
analysis than typically provided for a CEQA alternatives analysis, which includes quantitative analysis,
where necessary, to determine the potential impacts, and the analysis addresses all impact thresholds
under Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.

6.3.2 Impact Analysis
a. Aesthetics

Scenic Vistas

As described in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, scenic vistas in the City of Burbank are limited
to the Verdugo Mountains and the Santa Monica Mountains (City of Burbank 2013). The Verdugo
Mountains are located over 10 miles northeast of the Specific Plan Area and are not visible from the
Specific Plan Area due to distance and intervening development. The Santa Monica Mountains are
located directly south of the Specific Plan Area and are partially visible, though existing urban
development already obstructs portions of these views. The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative
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would introduce new development on the same opportunity and redevelopment sites as the
proposed Project but at reduced densities (only 23 percent of the proposed Project’s residential
development and 17 percent of the proposed Project’s non-residential development) to match the
capacity of existing and planned utility infrastructure. The resulting buildings would generally be
lower in height and intensity than those envisioned under the proposed Project. Because the Specific
Plan Area is already highly urbanized and mountain views are limited, the lower development
intensity associated with this alternative would not substantially obstruct or alter views of the
Verdugo Mountains or Santa Monica Mountains. Reduced height and massing relative to the
proposed Project would maintain existing view corridors to a similar or greater degree. Therefore, the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in a less than significant impact and less than the
proposed Project. (Less impact)

Scenic Resources Within a State Scenic Highway

As described in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, there are no existing or proposed State or
county scenic highways in or near the Specific Plan Area. Because no officially designated or eligible
scenic highways occur in the vicinity, development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative
would not result in damage to scenic resources within a State scenic highway. No impact would occur
under this alternative, similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Consistency with Applicable Scenic Quality Regulations

Similar to the proposed Project, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would focus development
within existing urbanized areas and on sites identified for infill and redevelopment. Any development
occurring under this alternative would remain subject to applicable City plans, policies, and regulatory
requirements related to scenic quality and visual character, similar to the proposed Project. Because
this alternative would introduce less overall development than the proposed Project, it would not
create any new conflicts with scenic quality regulations. Therefore, impacts related to consistency
with applicable scenic quality regulations would be less than significant and less than the proposed
Project since development would be substantially reduced. (Less impact)

Light and Glare

As shown in Table 6-13, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in less development
in the Specific Plan Area compared to the proposed Project. With fewer new buildings and reduced
development intensity, this alternative would introduce fewer new light sources and would generate
less potential for light and glare than the proposed Project. The Specific Plan Area is already a highly
urbanized environment with elevated ambient nighttime lighting from existing commercial and
residential uses; therefore, any additional lighting associated with this alternative would be
incremental and similar to existing conditions. Glare can be experienced in the Specific Plan Area due
to the urban setting, building materials, and the high number of sunny days in Burbank. Future
development under this alternative would be required to comply with all applicable BMC standards
to minimize lighting spillover, glare from reflective surfaces, and impacts on light sensitive uses.

Additionally, as with the proposed Project, all development under the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would be subject to City design review, including the review of building materials to
ensure consistency with the Specific Plan’s urban design vision and to avoid excessive reflectivity.
Future development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would also be required
to comply with applicable provisions of the BMC regulating outdoor lighting and building reflectivity,
including:
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= Section 10-1-628(W)(2): Outdoor lighting fixtures must be directed to avoid shine or glare onto
adjacent properties and public rights-of-way.
= Section 10-1-628(W)(3): Freestanding lighting fixtures may not exceed 8 feet in height.

= Section 10-1-1153(A): Reflective building materials on building elevations facing residential zones
are limited to 15-20% reflectivity, depending on the amount of glass on the elevation.

Given the reduced development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative and mandatory
compliance with City lighting and reflectivity standards, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative
would result in less than significant impacts but less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

b. Air Quality

Consistency with Applicable Air Quality Plans

SCAQMD has established criteria for determining consistency with the currently applicable AQMP in
Chapter 12, 12.3 of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook. These criteria are as follows (SCAQMD
1993):

=  Criterion 1: Whether the project will not result in an increase in the frequency or severity of
existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations, or delay timely attainment
of air quality standards or the interim emission reductions specified in the AQMP.

= Criterion 2: Whether the project will exceed the assumptions in the AQMP or increments based
on the year of project buildout and phase.

Criterion 1

To address the first criterion, four sample construction scenarios were modeled for the proposed
Project and also apply to the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative; results may be found in
Table 4.2-7 in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of this Draft EIR.X° While these scenarios in particular would not
result in emissions that exceed the SCAQMD regional thresholds, construction of individual projects
under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would continue to have the potential to exceed
SCAQMD regional thresholds, similar to the proposed Project, especially for projects with large
amounts of soil movement or a large quantity of workers or equipment. As such, construction
emissions under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative may be potentially significant. In addition,
an operational scenario upon buildout of the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative was also modeled
and results may be found in Table 6-14 below. Operation of future development projects under the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would generate criteria air pollutant emissions associated with
area sources (e.g., architectural coatings, consumer products, and landscaping equipment), energy
sources (e.g., use of natural gas for space and water heating and cooking), and mobile sources (e.g.,
vehicle trips to and from the project site). Emissions associated with future development projects
under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative, depending on project type and size, could exceed
project-specific thresholds established by SCAQMD. However, such projects would be required to
undergo independent, project-level CEQA review and include mitigation measures, if necessary, to
address potentially significant impacts. Therefore, as the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative has

10 The four sample construction scenarios include use of six pieces of heavy duty equipment and 50 truck trips daily, eight pieces of heavy
duty equipment and 100 truck trips daily, 12 pieces of heavy duty equipment and 150 truck trips daily, and 15 pieces of heavy duty
equipment and 195 truck trips daily. For the purposes of this analysis, all construction scenarios assumed construction of 9,600-square feet
of mid-rise apartment space and an architectural coating duration of 5 days. It is possible that a small project can exceed thresholds based
on a variety of factors, including a longer duration of architectural coating (i.e., greater number of hours per day) or a larger surface area
(i.e., greater than 9,600-square feet) painted.
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the potential to cause or contribute to new violations, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative
would be inconsistent with Criterion 1, and impacts would be potentially significant, similar to the
proposed Project, but to a lesser extent due to the lower intensity of development associated with
the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative. No mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts
related to Criterion 1 to a less-than-significant level. The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would
result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to Criterion 1 but less than the proposed Project.
(Less impact)

Criterion 2

The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in a lower density in comparison to the
proposed Project, which would result in a smaller anticipated population increase. Similar to the
proposed Project, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be consistent with AQMP control
measures to reduce air pollution, but as shown in Table 6-17 under Section 6.3.2(l), the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative would exceed SCAG’s 2035 housing forecast by 115 units. Similar to the
proposed Project, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be inconsistent with the SCAQMD
requirements, but to a lesser degree due to its reduced scale of development and the lower emissions
generated. No identified mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts related to Criterion 2
to a less-than-significant level. The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in significant
and unavoidable impacts related to Criterion 2 but less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Criteria Pollutants

Similar to the proposed Project, development facilitated by the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative
would generate short-term air pollutant emissions associated with use of heavy-duty construction
equipment; truck trips hauling debris, soils, and construction materials; and fugitive dust from
demolition and grading. Additionally, long-term air pollutant emissions would result from mobile
sources (motor vehicle exhaust), energy use (natural gas combustion), and area sources, such as
hearths, landscaping equipment, consumer products, and architectural coatings. As described below,
the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would generate long-term operational emissions that
exceed the SCAQMD regional thresholds and would contribute to a cumulatively considerable net
increase of criteria pollutants. Impacts would be potentially significant, but less than the proposed
Project, as further described below under Operational Emissions. (Less Impact)

Construction Emissions

The extent of daily emissions, particularly nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions, generated by construction
equipment, would depend on the equipment used and the hours of operation for each individual
development project. The extent of particulate matter with diameters of up to 2.5 microns (PMzs)
and up to ten microns (PMjo) emissions would depend upon the following factors: 1) the amount of
disturbed soils; 2) the length of disturbance time; 3) whether existing structures are demolished; 4)
whether excavation is involved; and 5) whether transporting excavated materials off site is necessary.
The extent of volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions would primarily depend on the square
footage of buildings being painted and asphalt surfaces being paved each day.*

As discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, the SCAQMD has not established plan-level
significance thresholds for construction air pollutant emissions. Given the programmatic nature of the

1 The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative does not include any stationary sources of lead emissions, similar to the proposed Project, and
would not generate substantial sources of hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, or visibility reducing particles. Therefore, these pollutants are
not discussed further in this analysis.
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proposed Project and Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative, sufficient detail (e.g., construction
schedule, amount of soil export, specific buildout parameters) of the future development projects
under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative is not available to perform project-level analysis, and,
thus, it would be speculative to analyze project-level impacts. Therefore, a more qualitative approach
to characterizing construction-related air emissions has been employed for this analysis.

The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in 2,258 residential units, 684,245 square feet
of non-residential uses, and 400 hotel rooms. The estimated construction emissions scenarios
identified in the proposed Project, as shown in Table 4.2-7 in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR,
would also apply for the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative.

Results of the emissions modeling demonstrate that daily emissions of NOx from heavy-duty diesel
equipment and trucks during construction activities would approach but not exceed the SCAQMD
regional thresholds under reasonably expected circumstances for projects that involve the use of
15 pieces of equipment and 195 heavy truck trips per day. However, projects associated with the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative with large amounts of soil import/export or smaller projects
with a large quantity of workers may result in larger emissions than those analyzed in Table 4.2-7 in
Section 4.2, Air Quality, and have the potential to exceed SCAQMD regional thresholds. Therefore,
construction activity facilitated by the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in a
potentially significant impact related to regional construction emissions of NOyx, similar to the
proposed Project. The impact includes potential exposure of sensitive receptors to high
concentrations of NO,, which may result in adverse health effects such as breathing difficulties.

Similar to the proposed Project, future development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would be subject to compliance with applicable SCAQMD rules, including Rule 401 (Visible
Emissions), Rule 402 (Nuisance), Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), and Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings).
Specifically, Rule 403 requires the use of best available control measures for all construction activities
to reduce fugitive dust emissions. Rule 403 compliance by individual property owners, developers,
and/or contractors would reduce temporary construction-related air pollutant emissions of fugitive
dust. Furthermore, the following policies from the Burbank2035 General Plan Air Quality and Climate
Change Element aim to reduce air quality impacts associated with construction activities:

= Policy 1.5: Require projects that generate potentially significant levels of air pollutants, such as
landfill operations or large construction projects, to incorporate best available air quality and
greenhouse gas mitigation in project design.

= Policy 1.6: Require measures to control air pollutant emissions at construction sites and during
soil-disturbing or dust-generating activities (i.e., tilling, landscaping) for projects requiring such
activities.

Similar to the proposed Project, compliance with SCAQMD rules and Burbank2035 General Plan Air
Quality and Climate Change Element policies would reduce the overall level of air quality impacts
associated with construction activities facilitated by the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative.
Moreover, any future development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would
be required to implement additional mitigation if the project-specific analysis identifies a potential to
exceed SCAQMD'’s regional thresholds for construction activities. Nonetheless, future development
projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative with large amounts of equipment, large
number of hauling truck trips, or other unusual circumstances may generate criteria pollutant
emissions that exceed the SCAQMD thresholds. Therefore, construction-related impacts associated
with large future development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be
potentially significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1, as identified for the proposed
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Project, would require air quality analysis and appropriate emission reduction measures for projects
that exceed the screening criteria. However, specific reduction in emissions below the SCAQMD
significance thresholds cannot be demonstrated in the absence of specific project details to assess. It
is reasonable to assume that construction activities for a development project under the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative could generate emissions that would exceed the significance thresholds
despite Mitigation Measure AQ-1, similar to the proposed Project. Therefore, construction impacts
would be significant and unavoidable and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Operational Emissions

The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in 2,258 residential units, 684,245 square feet
of non-residential uses, and 400 hotel rooms, which would result in fewer operational air quality
emissions compared to the proposed Project. As shown in Table 6-14, the buildout of the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative, as with the proposed Project, would generate criteria pollutants in excess
of the SCAQMD operational regional significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants.

Table 6-14 Operational Emissions under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative

Mobile Sources 208 148 1,819 5 528 136
Area Sources 102 35 198 <1 3 3
Energy Sources 1 15 10 <1 1 1
Total 311 197 2,026 5 532 140
SCAQMD Regional Significance Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes

Note: number may not add up due to rounding.

Source: See Appendix L for modeling results and assumptions.

As SCAQMD regional significance thresholds are intended for assessment of individual development
projects, comparison of criteria pollutant emissions from buildout of all future development projects
under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative to their respective thresholds is conservative.
However, as with the proposed Project, modeling was performed to determine the largest individual
project sizes that would typically be anticipated to result in emissions that do not exceed SCAQMD
thresholds. These same scenarios apply to both the proposed Project and the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative. Therefore, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in a
potentially significant impact, similar to the proposed Project but to a lesser extent due to the lower
intensity of development associated with the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative. Implementation
of Mitigation Measure AQ-2, as identified for the proposed Project, would require air quality analysis
and appropriate air pollutant emissions reduction measures for projects that exceed the screening
criteria identified in Section 4.2, Air Quality, for large projects. While implementation of Mitigation
Measure AQ-2 would reduce air pollutant emissions associated with development under the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative, there would be no further feasible mitigation identified to
reduce VOC, NOy CO, PMo, and PM3 s to reduce these long-term emissions to a level below SCAQMD
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significance thresholds. Therefore, impacts from operational emissions would be significant and
unavoidable but would be less than the proposed Project.? (Less impact)

Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations

Localized Emissions

SCAQMD has developed specific Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs) to assess construction and
operational air quality impacts associated with individual development projects. The LST values are
specific to the source receptor area in which an individual project is located and based on proximity
to the nearest sensitive receptor(s).

A localized construction analysis would be speculative given the lack of constructions location and
construction activities under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative, similar to the proposed
Project. In addition, each individual project under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would
vary in size and distance to sensitive receptors, which affects the applicable threshold each individual
project would be tied to for on-site emissions during operations. Thus, construction and operational
LST emissions were not quantified in this analysis since project-level data was not included for the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative, similar to the proposed Project. However, it is reasonable to
assume that some individual projects developed under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative
would involve construction adjacent to sensitive receptors (e.g., residences and schools). Under
certain circumstances, unmitigated equipment emissions combined with fugitive dust emissions
associated with the development of future development projects under the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative could potentially exceed the LSTs for NOyx, carbon monoxide (CO), PMyo and
PM,s, similar to the proposed Project. As such, development of individual projects under the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative could result in a potentially significant impact related to
localized construction and operational emissions of NOx, CO, PMyo, and PM,s. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure AQ-1, as identified for the proposed Project, would require air quality analysis
and appropriate emission reduction measures for projects that exceed the screening criteria.
However, specific reduction in emissions below the SCAQMD significance thresholds cannot be
demonstrated in the absence of specific project details to assess. It is reasonable to assume that
construction and operational activities for a development project under the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative could generate emissions that would exceed the LSTs despite Mitigation
Measure AQ-1 similar to the proposed Project. Therefore, impacts related to localized emissions
would be significant and unavoidable and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Carbon Monoxide Hotspots

A CO hotspot is a localized concentration of CO that is above a CO ambient air quality standard;
elevated CO levels can occur at roadway intersections that experience high traffic volumes and severe
vehicle congestion. Based on traffic volumes documented in Fehr & Peer’s Technical Review of
Modeling and VMT Methodology for Media District Specific Plan Traffic Study Report (see Appendix
M), any single intersectional volume in the Specific Plan Area is not expected to approach anywhere
near 400,000 vehicles per day. Furthermore, the Specific Plan Area does not have any intersections
that would foreseeably experience daily volumes exceeding 400,000 vehicles per day. Therefore,
buildout of the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would not have potential to contribute to

12 SCAQMD regional significance thresholds are intended for assessment of individual development projects. Therefore, comparison of
criteria pollutant emissions from buildout of all future development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative to their
respective thresholds is conservative.
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localized CO concentrations at intersections that exceed State CO standards and similar to the
proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Toxic AIR CONTAMINANTS CONSTRUCTION

Construction would result in various toxic air contaminants (TACs) associated with equipment exhaust
and off-gassing from various materials applied during construction, such as architectural coatings,
similar to the proposed Project. Of these, the TAC of primary concern associated with construction
activities is diesel particulate matter (DPM), which may be released in substantial quantities by use of
heavy-duty equipment operations and truck traffic.

Similar to the proposed Project, the specific locations, amount of heavy-equipment use, and duration
of construction activity resulting from the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative are not currently
known. Health risks associated with construction-related diesel exhaust emissions would only have
potential to result in significant health risks for large projects with substantial heavy equipment use
for a period of several years in proximity to sensitive receptors.

Similar to the proposed Project, future development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would be required to implement compliance measures for California Off-Road Diesel-
Fueled Fleet Regulations and idling limits for diesel-fueled vehicles, which would reduce potential
diesel exhaust emissions from construction. Mitigation Measure AQ-1, as identified for the proposed
Project, would require air quality analysis and appropriate air pollutant emissions reduction measures
for projects with potential for construction to include activities that generate substantial diesel
exhaust, such as demolition, grading, hauling, of heavy-duty equipment use. However, specific
reduction in emissions below the SCAQMD significance thresholds cannot be demonstrated in the
absence of individual project details. For these reasons, construction-related impacts associated with
TAC emissions would be potentially significant. It is reasonable to assume that construction activities
for a development project under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative could generate TAC
emissions that would exceed the significance thresholds despite Mitigation Measure AQ-1. Therefore,
the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would potentially expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations during construction, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable and
similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

OPERATION

Residential, commercial, and hotel land uses analyzed under the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative are not considered land uses that generate substantial TAC emissions based on review of
the air toxic sources listed in SCAQMD’s and California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) guidelines. As
with the proposed Project, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative also would not include
substantial TAC sources and is consistent with CARB and SCAQMD guidelines. Future development
projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative are not anticipated to result in the exposure
of off-site sensitive receptors to significant amounts of carcinogenic contaminants or TACs. Impacts
would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

ON-SITE SENSITIVE RECEPTORS

Similar to the proposed Project, future development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would add new sensitive receptors in the Specific Plan Area. Although new residences
would not exacerbate health risks related to TACs, they could be exposed to such health risks. Such
exposure does not constitute a potential significant impact under CEQA, but the potential risks are
provided for informational purposes. A HRA was prepared to assess the potential health effects
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associated with TAC emissions from SR-134 and associated ramps. For the roadways the primary
concern is the effect of diesel PM on the on-site sensitive receptors combined with the other vehicle
exhaust pollutants. An analysis using the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s American
Meteorological Society/USEPA Regulatory Model (AERMOD) dispersion model and CARB’s Hotspots
Analysis and Reporting Program (HARP) risk analysis tool was used to determine the maximally
exposed individual receptors (MEIR) for SR-134. The potential health risks from SR-134 at the MEIR
for the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative are detailed in Table 4.2-8 in Section 4.2, Air Quality.
The MEIR analysis conducted for the proposed Project conservatively analyzed all potential
opportunity sites, including those associated with the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative. Thus,
the MEIR analysis includes full analysis of the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative. As presented in
Table 4.2-8, with the application of MERV filtration required for new residential uses, potential health
risks to future residences would not exceed the SCAQMD thresholds for cancer and hazard quotient
values (chronic and acute hazard risk). Thus, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation,
similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Odor

Construction activities for any future development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative may produce temporary odors from construction related activities, such as unburned
hydrocarbons from tailpipes of construction equipment and architectural coatings, similar to the
proposed Project. However, such odors would disperse rapidly from the respective construction sites,
and construction would be required to comply with the SCAQMD Rule 402, which regulates nuisance
odors. With respect to operation-related activities, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would
not include land uses associated with odor complaints, similar to the proposed Project. Therefore,
impacts related to odor would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar
impact)

C. Biological Resources

Adverse Effect on Candidate, Sensitive, or Special-Status Species

As shown in Table 6-13, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in reduced
development. This reduced development would result in reduced amounts of ground disturbance
compared to the proposed Project. Although the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would involve
less ground disturbance than the proposed Project, development under the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative could still impact special-status species, nesting birds, and their habitat, though at a lesser
level if we assume that less dense development would occur throughout the Specific Plan Area.
Similar to the proposed Project, development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would be subject to the provisions of federal and State regulations protecting biological
resources. These regulations include requirements for biological studies where potential habitat
exists, and consultation with applicable regulatory agencies where special-status resources are found.
Nonetheless, construction of future development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative could potentially occur during the bird nesting season, which is generally from March 1
through August 31 and begins as early as February 1 for raptors. Development under the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative would be required to implement Mitigation Measure BIO-1, as identified
for the proposed Project, which would require project-specific pre-construction nesting bird surveys
and nest avoidance. Similar to the proposed Project, implementation of the Mitigation Measure BIO-
1 would reduce the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative’s potential impacts to special-status
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species, nesting birds, and their habitat to a less-than-significant level. Impacts would be less than
the proposed Project. (Less impact)

Adverse Effect on Riparian Habitat or Sensitive Natural Community

As described in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, the Specific Plan Area does not
include any documented sensitive natural communities, including wetlands or riparian habitats. The
0.11-mile-long portion of the Los Angeles River that occurs along the southern boundary of the
Specific Plan Area is channelized and not conducive to supporting riparian or wetland habitat. Similar
to the proposed Project, any future development project under the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would occur in urbanized areas and, therefore, would not directly or indirectly impact
sensitive natural communities or riparian habitat, similar to the proposed Project. Impacts would be
less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Adverse Effect on Protected Wetlands

As described in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, the Specific Plan Area lies within an
existing potential habitat patch. A habitat patch is defined as an area that may provide habitat and
water for species, such as migratory birds, or is located near a strategic location, such as an existing
habitat area buffer or linkage or confluence (Los Angeles County 2022). However, the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetland Inventory does not indicate any additional aquatic
resources within the Specific Plan Area. Similar to the proposed Project, any future development
project in the Specific Plan Area under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative with potential to
impact the Los Angeles River would be required to comply with Section 1602 of the CFGC and Sections
401 and 404 of the CWA. Adherence to these regulations would mitigate substantial adverse impacts
to the Los Angeles River by requiring projects to obtain proper permitting and implement regulatory
procedures. Therefore, impacts related to protected wetlands would be less than significant and
similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Interference with Wildlife Movement

As described in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, the Specific Plan Area is urbanized; as such, there
are no known regional wildlife habitat linkages or described wildlife movement within the Specific
Plan Area. The Specific Plan Area’s urban environment generally does not facilitate the movement of
wildlife species that are not adapted to urban and suburban areas. The Los Angeles River channel may
act as an urban corridor for local wildlife movement, and migratory birds could utilize water within
the concrete-lined channels during migration. The utilization of the Los Angeles River as an urban
corridor or water source would not be affected by any future development project under the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative because any development near the already-disturbed Los
Angeles River channel would adhere to CFGC and CWA requirements and would not encroach into
the Los Angeles River more than current conditions, similar to the proposed Project. Therefore,
impacts related to wildlife movement would be less than significant and similar to the proposed
Project. (Similar impact)

Conflict with Local Policies or Ordinances Protecting Biological Resources

Similar to the proposed Project, development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative may
involve the removal of public trees. In the event that individual future development projects under
the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would include removal of public trees, the project applicant
would be required to obtain permits for consistency with Title 7 (Public Ways and Property), Chapter
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4 (Trees and Vegetation) of the BMC. Compliance with the BMC would support the finding that
development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would have no impact related to tree
preservation ordinances, similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Conflict with Adopted Habitat Conservation Plans

As described in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, the Specific Plan Area is not within an area subject
to an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved
conservation plans. Therefore, no impacts related to the provisions of a Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved conservation plan would occur under the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative, similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

d. Cultural Resources

Historical Resources

As shown in Table 6-13, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in less development
in the Specific Plan Area. As such, the potential for a substantial adverse change in the significance of
a historical resource through the demolition, construction, and reconstruction activities under the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be lower in comparison to the proposed Project.
Development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be required to comply with the
City’s Historic Preservation Regulations and the Burbank2035 General Plan Program LU-4: Historic
Preservation Plan. The City’s regulations and programs would help mitigate impacts to designated
and eligible historical resources by requiring, in certain cases, adherence to the standards and other
requirements intended to preserve the character-defining features of individual historical resources
and historic districts that qualify them as historical resources pursuant to CEQA. However, the City’s
regulations do not in all cases prevent demolition or substantial alteration of designated and eligible
historical resources. Thus, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would implement Mitigation
Measure CUL-1, as identified for the proposed Project, which would require demonstration of
historical resources protection. While implementation of Burbank2035 General Plan Program LU-4
and Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would reduce impacts related to historical resources, these measures
could not successfully mitigate impacts to a less-than-significant level; therefore, impacts to historical
resources would be significant and unavoidable and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Archaeological Resources

As shown in Table 6-13, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in less development
in the Specific Plan Area. This reduced development would result in less intense ground-disturbing
activities that may involve shallower subterranean activities. As such, the potential to damage or
destroy previously unknown archaeological resources that may be present on or below the ground
surface would be lower in comparison to the proposed Project. Development under the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative would comply with the City’s Historic Preservation Regulations and the
Burbank2035 General Plan Program LU-4: Historic Preservation Plan. However, the City’s regulations
do not in all cases prevent damage to previously unknown archaeological resources. Thus,
development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would require implementation of
Mitigation Measures CUL-2(a) through CUL-2(c), as identified for the proposed Project, which would
require project-specific archaeological resources assessments and provides evaluation and treatment
standards for the unanticipated discovery of cultural resources. Adherence to the City’s regulations
and Mitigation Measures CUL-2(a) through CUL-2(c) would reduce potential impacts related to
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archaeological resources to a less-than-significant level but less than the proposed Project. (Less
impact)

Human Remains

As shown in Table 6-13, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in reduced potential
development in the Specific Plan Area. This reduced development would result in less intense ground-
disturbing activities that may involve shallower subterranean activities. As such, the potential to
disturb unidentified human burials outside of formal cemeteries during construction activities would
be lower in comparison to the proposed Project. Development under the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would be required to comply with the California Health and Safety Code (Sections 7050.5,
7051, and 7054), PRC Section 5097.98, City’s Historic Preservation Regulations, and the Burbank2035
General Plan Program LU-4: Historic Preservation Plan. Adherence to existing State and local
regulations would reduce potential impacts related to human remains to a less-than-significant level
and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

e. Energy

Wasteful, Inefficient, or Unnecessary Consumption of Energy Resources

Construction

During construction, energy would be consumed in the form of petroleum-based fuels used to power
off-road construction vehicles and equipment on construction sites, construction worker vehicle
travel to and from construction sites, and vehicles used to deliver materials to construction sites. As
shown in Table 6-13, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in less development
within the same potential development sites in comparison to the proposed Project. Thus, future
development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative is anticipated to be less intense than
the proposed Project development.

Similar to the proposed Project, energy use during construction would be temporary in nature and
construction equipment used would be typical of similar-sized construction projects in the region. In
addition, construction contractors would be required to comply with the provisions of the CCR Title 13
Sections 2449 and 2485, which would minimize unnecessary fuel consumption by prohibiting diesel-
fueled commercial motor vehicles and off-road diesel vehicles from idling for more than five minutes.
Furthermore, per the applicable regulatory requirements such as the 2025 CALGreen Code, future
development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be required to comply
with construction waste management practices to divert a minimum of 65 percent of construction
debris. These practices would result in efficient use of energy necessary to construct future
development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative, similar to the proposed
Project. In the interest of cost-efficiency, construction contractors also would not utilize fuel in a
manner that is wasteful or unnecessary. Overall, construction for development under the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative would be temporary and typical of that associated with development
throughout the region. Therefore, future development under the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would not involve the inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary use of energy during
construction, and the construction-phase impact related to energy consumption would be less than
significant and less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)
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Operation

Operation of future development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would
consume natural gas and electricity for heating and cooling systems, lighting, and appliances, among
other purposes. Gasoline and diesel consumption would be associated with vehicle trips generated
by customers and employees. As shown in Table 6-13, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative
would result in less development in the Specific Plan Area. Therefore, operation of future
development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would consume less
electricity, natural gas, and gasoline and diesel fuels than under the proposed Project.

Similar to the proposed Project, all new development in the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative
would be required to comply with all standards set in the latest iteration of the California Building
Standards Code (CCR Title 24), which would minimize the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources by the built environment during operation. California’s CALGreen
Code standards (CCR Title 24, Part 11) require implementation of energy-efficient light fixtures and
building materials into the design of new construction projects. Furthermore, the 2025 Building
Energy Efficiency Standards (CCR Title 24, Part 6) require newly constructed buildings to meet energy
performance standards set by the California Energy Commission. These standards are specifically
crafted for new buildings to result in energy efficient performance so that the buildings do not result
in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy. Furthermore, the proposed land use
changes would increase housing density and encourage mixed-use development near existing
commercial uses and existing transit stops, which would facilitate the use of transit and alternative
transportation modes, such as walking and biking. According to the Technical Review of Modeling and
VMT Methodology for Media District Specific Plan Traffic Study Report prepared for the proposed
Project, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would produce 300,710 daily VMT, which would be
a reduction in VMT from the proposed Project’s anticipated 343,134 daily VMT (Appendix M). As
described above, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would not result in potentially significant
environmental effects due to the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy. Thus,
impacts would be less than significant and less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

Conflict with Renewable Energy or Energy Efficiency Plan

Similar to the proposed Project, development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would
be required to comply with the most recent Title 24 standards, including the CALGreen Code
requirements, applicable goals and policies of SCAG’s 2024-2050 RTP/SCS and the Burbank2035
General Plan, and applicable reduction measures of the City’s 2022 GGRP Update. Thus, the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would not conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for
renewable energy or energy efficiency, and impacts would be less than significant and similar to the
proposed Project. (Similar impact)

f. Geology and Soils

Fault Rupture

The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would occur within the same Specific Plan Area, which is
not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone and does not contain known active or
potentially active faults capable of surface rupture. Similar to the proposed Project, since there are
no known active or potentially active faults passing through the Specific Plan Area, on-site ground
rupture due to movement of an underlying fault would not occur. Thus, impacts would be less than
significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)
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Ground Shaking

The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would occur within the same Specific Plan Area, which is
within the highly seismic Southern California region, where several fault systems are active or
potentially active. Similar to the proposed Project, future development projects under the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative may be subject to ground shaking in the event of an earthquake originating
along one of the faults designated as active or potentially active in the Southern California region,
including the Hollywood Fault located approximately three miles south of the Specific Plan Area.
Ground shaking is common throughout California, and, as such, future development projects under
the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would pose no greater risk to public safety or destruction
of property than is already present throughout the region. Compliance with applicable State and local
regulations would ensure impacts related to ground shaking would remain less than significant;
however, because this alternative accommodates less overall development than the proposed
Project, fewer people and structures would be exposed to seismic shaking. Thus, impacts would be
less than significant but less than the proposed Project. (Less Impact)

Liguefaction

The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would occur within the same Specific Plan Area, which is
within a mapped liquefaction hazard zone. Similar to the proposed Project, future development
projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would not exacerbate liquefaction potential
in the area than is already present throughout the region. Compliance with applicable State and local
regulations would ensure impacts related to liquefaction would remain less than significant; however,
the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative includes fewer new structures and residents and workers
compared to the proposed Project, decreasing the number of people exposed to liquefaction hazards.
Thus, impacts would be less than significant but less than the proposed Project. (Less Impact)

Landslides

The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would occur within the same Specific Plan Area, which is
located in an urbanized area that is relatively flat and no portion of the Specific Plan Area is located
in a landslide hazard zone designated by the Department of Conservation. Compliance with State and
local regulations would reduce potential impacts related to landslides. Therefore, the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative would not directly or indirectly cause impacts related to landslides and
impacts would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Soil Erosion

As shown in Table 6-13, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in reduced
development within the Same Specific Plan Area. This reduced development would result in reduced
amounts of ground disturbance compared to the proposed Project. Similar to the proposed Project,
ground-disturbing activities associated with construction of development projects under the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would have the potential to result in the removal and erosion
of topsoil during grading and excavation. Standard construction BMPs would be implemented to avoid
or minimize soil erosion associated with ground-disturbing activities. Compliance with applicable
State and local regulations would ensure impacts related to soil erosion would remain less than
significant but less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)
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Unstable Soils

The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would occur within the same Specific Plan Area, which is
within a liquefaction hazard zone and would be susceptible to liquefaction and lateral spreading.
However, the Specific Plan Area is not within a landslide hazard zone or area subject to land
subsidence and would not be susceptible to landslides or subsidence. Compliance with applicable
State and local regulations would ensure impacts related to unstable soils, including lateral spreading,
liquefaction, or collapse would remain less than significant; however, the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would introduce less development to the Specific Plan Area, reducing the number of
people exposed to unstable soils. Thus, impacts would be less than significant but less than the
proposed Project. (Less impact)

Expansive Soils

The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would occur within the same Specific Plan Area, which is
located on loamy and sandy soils that do not have a high clay content, decreasing chances of
substantial risks to life or property due to expansive soils. Similar to the proposed Project, new
development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative built on potentially expansive soils
would be required to comply with the CBC, which includes requirements to address soil-related
hazards. Compliance with the requirements of the CBC would ensure that impacts related to
expansive soils would remain less than significant; however, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative
would introduce less development to the Specific Plan Area, which would reduce the number of
structures exposed to expansive soils. Thus, impacts would be less than significant and less than the
proposed Project. (Less impact)

Septic Tanks

The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would occur within the same Specific Plan Area, which is
served by a community wastewater system. Per BMC Section 8-1-308, all new development
associated with the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative must be connected to the City’s
wastewater system. Therefore, there would be no impact related to the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems, similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Paleontological Resources

As shown in Table 6-13, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in reduced
development within the same Specific Plan Area. This reduced development potential would result in
less intense ground-disturbing activities that may involve shallower subterranean activities. As such,
the potential to damage or destroy previously unknown paleontological resources or unique geologic
features that may be present on or below the ground surface would be slightly lower in comparison
to the proposed Project. However, for development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative that have the potential to impact previously undisturbed sediments greater than five feet
below the surface under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative, implementation of Mitigation
Measure GEO-1a would be required for a project-specific paleontological resources assessment, along
with implementation of Mitigation Measures GEO-1b and 1c, as necessary. Implementation of these
measures would reduce the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative’s potential impacts to
paleontological resources to a less-than-significant level and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar
impact)
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g. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

2022 Scoping Plan (SB 32 Implementation)

There are numerous State plans, policies, and regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions. The
principal policy and State plans are SB 32 and the State Scoping Plan that outlines the strategies for
reducing GHG emissions to meet the 2030 GHG reduction targets. The Scoping Plan measures that
are applicable to development projects under this alternative include energy efficiency measures,
water conservation and efficiency measures, and transportation and motor vehicle measures, as
discussed below.

Growth under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be concentrated in locations where a
majority of the Specific Plan Area is within a transit priority area (TPA) under SCAG’s 2024-2050
RTP/SCS. TPA refers to an area within 0.5 mile of a major transit stop that is existing or planned. By
focusing future development in areas with existing transit infrastructure, the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative would minimize growth in low-density areas of the Specific Plan Area, which
contributes to reducing reliance on automotive travel, VMT, and associated emissions (SCAG 2024).
Under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative, fewer residential units would be developed
generally within the same Specific Plan Area, which would result in a smaller anticipated population
increase compared to the proposed Project. Similar to the proposed Project, the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative would be consistent with the goals and policies of the 2022 Scoping Plan.
Development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be required to comply with the
latest Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards (CCR Title 24, Part 6) and CALGreen Code standards
(CCR Title 24, Part 11), which would promote building decarbonization and maximizing recycling and
would comply with the Scoping Plan’s goals to decarbonize the built environment. Therefore, similar
to the proposed Project, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would not conflict with the 2022
Scoping Plan, and impacts would be less than significant and less than the proposed Project. (Less
impact)

GHG Emissions Generation

Development facilitated by the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would generate fewer GHG
emissions through the construction and operation of individual projects, which would be lower in
density in comparison to the proposed Project. GHG emissions would specifically arise from direct
sources, such as motor vehicles, natural gas consumption, solid waste handling/treatment, and
indirect sources, such as electricity generation. Development under this alternative would be
consistent with measures and GHG reduction strategies from the State Scoping Plan, and as discussed
below, would also be consistent with the goals of the 2024-2050 RTP/SCS and the City’s GGRP Update.
Therefore, similar to the proposed Project, impacts related to GHG emissions under the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative would be less than significant and less than the proposed Project. (Less
impact)

Table 6-15 shows the estimates for GHG emissions based on the increase in housing and the
additional commercial uses associated with the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative as compared
to existing conditions.
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Table 6-15 GHG Emissions under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative

Transportation 62.3 Million Residential VMT/year 82,724
102.8 Million Employment VMT/year

Area Sources - 550
Electricity 23 GWh/year? 5,629
Natural Gas 59 Million kBTU/year!

Water Supply 306
Indoor Water 145 Million Gallons/year

Outdoor Water 5.5 Million Gallons/year

Solid Waste 2,607 tons 814
Refrigerant 2 kg 154
Construction Emissions (Amortized) - 360
Total - 90,536

1 Energy use estimates are conservative. Estimates do not account for energy efficiency measures required by the 2025 Title 24 energy
efficiency or potential energy efficiency measures required by subsequent Title 24 updates in 2028 and 2031.

MTCOze = Metric Tons of COz equivalents; VMT = Vehicle Miles Traveled; GWh = Gigawatt-hours: kBTU = kilo British Thermal Units: kg =
kilograms

Source: Refer to Appendix L for modeling results.

SCAG’s 2024-2050 RTP/SCS (SB 32 Implementation) Consistency

The 2024-2050 RTP/SCS integrates land use and transportation strategies to help achieve a
coordinated and balanced regional transportation system. SCAG’s 2024-2050 RTP/SCS is a regional
plan intended to reduce GHG emission from automobiles and light trucks for the SCAG region to
19 percent below 2005 levels by 2035. The SCS implementation strategies include focusing growth
near destinations and mobility options, promoting diverse housing choices, leveraging technology
innovations, and supporting implementation of sustainability policies. As detailed below in Section
6.3.2(0), the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in a reduction of VMT per service
population from the baseline 2023 conditions but would offer less reductions than from the proposed
Project.

Similar to the proposed Project, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would focus on developing
and implementing policies and programs to remove barriers to housing production, streamline the
permitting process, and introduce objective design standards for new development within the
Specific Plan Area. The City identified groupings of underutilized sites within the Specific Plan Area as
opportunities for infill and adaptive reuse. These sites are referred to as opportunity sites and would
assist in meeting the City’s goals of contextual development, transit-oriented growth, and streamlined
housing production. Therefore, similar to the proposed Project, the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would not conflict with SCAG’s 2024-2050 RTP/SCS. Impacts would be less than significant
and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan Consistency

The City of Burbank adopted the GGRP in 2013, which was updated in 2022. Guided by the framework
set forth in the Burbank2035 General Plan, the GGRP implements Goal 3 from the Air Quality and
Climate Change Element and associated Policies 3.1 and 3.2. Policy 3.1 establishes the target for
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Burbank to reduce communitywide GHG emissions by at least 15 percent from 2010 baseline levels
by 2020; and Policy 3.2 establishes the goal to reduce emissions by at least 30 percent from 2010
baseline levels by 2035. Similar to the proposed Project, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative
would be consistent with the goals and policies of the GGRP, and as such, there would not be a conflict
with the GGRP.

In summary, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be consistent with all applicable plans
and policies, including the 2022 Scoping Plan, the 2024-2050 RTP/SCS, and the GGRP, similar to the
proposed Project. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and similar to the proposed
Project. (Similar impact)

h. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Routine Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous Materials

As described in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR, residential uses do
not involve the routine use of hazardous materials and therefore pose minimal risk of exposing the
public to hazardous materials; however, the introduction of non-residential development may result
in an incremental increase in the use and generation of hazardous materials. As shown in Table 6-13,
the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in reduced development in comparison to the
proposed Project; thus, this alternative would result in a reduced potential for the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials.

Furthermore, all future development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative that involves
the handling or storage of hazardous materials would be required to comply with applicable federal,
State, and local regulations, including the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act, Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act, California Hazardous Materials Management Act, California Code of
Regulations Title 22, the California Fire Code, and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
requirements, similar to the proposed Project. Compliance with federal, State, regional, and local
regulations, standards, and guidelines related to hazardous materials would ensure that impacts
would remain less than significant; however, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would
introduce less development to the Specific Plan Area compared to the proposed Project, reducing the
number of people exposed to these hazardous materials. Therefore, impacts related to the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant and less than the
proposed Project. (Less impact)

Release of Hazardous Materials

The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in reduced development within the same
Specific Plan Area; thus, this alternative would result in a reduced potential for the use of hazardous
materials and/or the generation of hazardous materials. As with the proposed Project,
redevelopment activities under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative could involve demolition of
existing buildings that may contain lead-based paint or asbestos-containing materials. Any demolition
or renovation under this alternative would be required to comply with CCR Title 8 Sections 1532.1
and 1529, which mandate testing, monitoring, containment, and proper disposal of lead- and
asbestos-containing materials to ensure exposure remains below Cal/OSHA limits. Development
would also be required to comply with the Federal Clean Air Act, SCAQMD Rule 1403, and the
Burbank2035 General Plan Safety Element Policies 8.1 through 8.8. Compliance with federal, State,
regional, and local regulations, standards, and guidelines related to the use of hazardous materials
and/or the generation of hazardous materials would confirm that impacts would remain less than

Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 6-89



City of Burbank
Burbank Media District Specific Plan Update

significant; however, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would introduce less development to
the Specific Plan Area, which would reduce the number of people potentially exposed to hazardous
materials. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and less than the proposed Project. (Less
impact)

Hazardous Materials Within 0.25-Mile of School

The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would occur within the same Specific Plan Area. As shown
in Figure 4.8-1 in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, there are three schools within the
Specific Plan Area—Providence High School, Joyful Zen Preschool and Toluca Playhouse Preschool,
and three schools within 0.25-mile of the Specific Plan Area—R. L. Stevenson Elementary School, and
Saint Finbar School, and Rio Childcare. Accidental release or combustion of hazardous materials at
both existing and new non-residential developments in the Specific Plan Area could risk exposure of
the schools listed above in the Specific Plan Area and the surrounding community to these substances.
Specifically, demolition, grading, and excavation activities associated with future construction may
result in emissions and transport of hazardous materials. The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative
would involve demolition, grading, and excavation activities, similar to the proposed Project,
however, due to the development of fewer sites, this alternative would reduce the opportunities for
development to emit hazardous emissions within 0.25-mile of a school.

Similar to the proposed Project, implementation of the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would
prioritize future development projects on infill sites in already developed areas of the Specific Plan
Area. Any future development project under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would comply
with the policies and goals of Burbank2035 General Plan. Specifically, Policy 2.7 of the Burbank2035
General Plan Land Use Element requires that the land use policies are equitably enforced to protect
all people, including students of nearby schools, equally from adverse environmental effects.
Additionally, all businesses that handle or necessitate transport of hazardous materials are required
to comply with the provisions of the City’s Fire Code and any additional provisions as required in the
California Health and Safety Code Division 20, Chapter 6.95, Hazardous Materials Release Response
Plans and Inventory. Mandatory compliance with existing regulations would support finding that the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in less than significant impacts, but less than the
proposed Project. (Less impact)

Hazardous Material Sites

The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would occur within the same Specific Plan Area that
contains hazardous materials sites listed pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, as
documented in Appendix F. As with the proposed Project, some potential development sites may
overlap with properties that contain or previously contained hazardous materials, including USTs.
However, because this alternative would result in less overall development than the proposed
Project, there would be fewer opportunities for construction to occur on or near such sites.

Similar to the proposed Project, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would implement
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, which requires a project-specific Phase | ESA for sites not identified in
regulatory databases and a Phase Il ESA for any site listed in Appendix F. This measure requires
identification, evaluation, and appropriate remediation or management of hazardous materials prior
to construction activities. With implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ1 and compliance with
applicable State and local regulatory requirements, potential impacts associated with development
on hazardous materials sites would be reduced to a less-than-significant level and less than the
proposed Project. (Less impact)
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Airport Hazards

As described in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR, the Specific Plan Area
is not within or near any Airport Influence Area defined by the Los Angeles County Airport Land Use
Plan, including the Hollywood Burbank Airport. Therefore, development under the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative would not be at risk of airport-related hazards or excessive noise, similar to
the proposed Project. Thus, impacts would be less than significant and similar to the proposed
Project. (Similar impact)

Interference With Emergency Response or Evacuation Plans

The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would introduce less overall development than the
proposed Project. Similar to the proposed Project, this alternative does not include any physical
changes such as roadway reconfiguration or construction, that would interfere with adopted
emergency response or evacuation plans. The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would also not
alter designated evacuation routes within or around the Specific Plan Area. Additionally, similar to the
proposed Project, development facilitated by the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be
required to accommodate for transportation demands for future development. Future development
under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would continue to be reviewed for consistency with
applicable City and State emergency access standards, including requirements for fire access,
roadway widths, and emergency vehicle circulation. Compliance with these standards would require
that new development does not obstruct or impair emergency response operations or evacuation
procedures. Accordingly, impacts related to emergency response or evacuation plans would be less
than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Wildland Fires

The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would occur within the same urbanized Specific Plan Area,
which includes a VHFHSZ in an LRA in the southern portion of the Specific Plan Area. Similar to the
proposed Project, compliance with the Burbank2035 General Plan Safety Element Policies 4.3, 4.4,
4.6, and 4.7 and the building standards of the City of Burbank, which are legally acceptable and
approved by the State, and the most recent CBC would reduce potential impacts related to wildland
fires. Thus, impacts would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

I. Hydrology and Water Quality

Degradation of Surface or Ground Water Quality

As shown in Table 6-13, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in reduced
development within the Same Specific Plan Area. This reduced development would result in reduced
amounts of ground disturbance compared to the proposed Project. Construction of individual
development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative may be smaller in scope and
occur over fewer sites than under the proposed Project. While construction of future development
under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative could still impact surface or ground water quality due
to erosion resulting from exposed soils and the generation of water pollutants, compliance with the
NPDES Construction General Permit and BMP requirements (e.g., erosion controls, sediment barriers)
would prevent violations of water quality standards. Because construction related disturbance would
be reduced compared to the proposed Project, impacts would be less than significant but less than
the proposed Project. (Less Impact)
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Operational stormwater discharges would continue to be regulated under the MS4 Permit and BMC
stormwater regulations. Reduced intensity of redevelopment would produce less impervious surface
area compared to the proposed Project. LID features and required BMPs would be implemented for
all new development. Impacts would be less than significant and less than the proposed Project. (Less
Impact)

Decreased Groundwater Supplies and Groundwater Recharge

Similar to the proposed Project, construction activities associated with future development under the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative, such as excavation for subterranean parking lots and
foundation-laying for tall buildings, could potentially require dewatering and could extend into the
underlying groundwater table. As shown in Table 6-13, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative
would result in reduced development within the same Specific Plan Area, thereby reducing the
amount of potential dewatering to be required under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative.
Construction of future development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would
be required to comply with appropriate Dewatering Permit Requirements and groundwater
contamination BMPs, similar to the proposed Project. With implementation of appropriate
construction BMPs, impacts on groundwater resources would be minimized, and impacts related to
supply and recharge would be less than significant but less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would increase demand for water during construction and
operation compared to existing conditions but decrease demand for water compared to the proposed
Project. Similar to the proposed Project, some of the water demanded by the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative would derive from groundwater sources since groundwater is a part of the
supply mix for BWP. The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would implement typical construction
BMPs to prevent contamination of stormwater during construction and would comply with
requirements of the NPDES Construction General Permit Order Number R4-2012-0175 and the CBC
to ensure that construction activities would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies. Similar
to the proposed Project, groundwater use by future development projects under the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative are not anticipated to cause significant impacts to groundwater levels
because the San Fernando Basin is determined to be a ‘very low’ priority basin by DWR under SGMA,
is not in overdraft, and is utilized by numerous water agencies as only a part of the supply mix for the
area. Additionally, groundwater from other basins is not expected to be utilized by projects carried
out under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative because existing supply is more than adequate.
As shown in Table 6-13, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in less development
in the Specific Plan Area compared to the proposed Project (only 23 percent of the proposed Project’s
residential development and 17 percent of the proposed Project’s non-residential development).
Thus, the development included in the Sustainable Infrastructure would require substantially less
groundwater than the proposed Project. Therefore, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would
not substantially deplete groundwater supplies and impacts would be less than significant and less
than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

Alteration of the Existing Drainage Pattern

As shown in Table 6-13, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in reduced
development via reduced density within the same Specific Plan Area, thereby reducing the amount
of potential dewatering to be required under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative. As identified
in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, the Specific Plan Area is primarily paved
and/or previously developed with structures. Therefore, future development under the Sustainable
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Infrastructure Alternative would not be anticipated to substantially alter drainage patterns or alter
drainage patterns to the extent that would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on- or
off-site. Furthermore, the uses associated with the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative (i.e.,
residential and non-residential) would not be sources of high levels of stormwater pollution upon
operation. In addition, the Specific Plan Area is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area, and
the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would not place housing or structures such that flood flows
would be impeded or redirected, similar to the proposed Project. Therefore, future development
projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would not substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the Specific Plan Area in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site, increase the rate or amount of surface runoff that would result in flooding on-
or off-site, or impede or redirect flood flows similar to the proposed Project. Impacts would be less
than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Release of Pollutants Due to Project Inundation

As identified in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, nearby enclosed bodies of water
surrounding the City are not considered large enough to result in considerable risk of inundation in
Burbank from failure of any of the facilities. Therefore, similar to the proposed Project, potential
impacts associated with flooding from a seismically induced seiche would not be significant under the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative. Since Burbank is located over 15 miles inland from the Pacific
Ocean, tsunamis are not considered a hazard for the Specific Plan Area. Additionally, future
development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would include residential and
commercial uses, which are considered to be low risk regarding the storage or use of significant
quantities of hazardous materials, similar to the proposed Project. Therefore, risks related to the
release of hazardous materials due to inundation are minimal, and impacts would be less than
significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Obstruction of a Water Quality Control Plan or Sustainable Groundwater
Management Plan

Similar to the proposed Project and as described above, groundwater use by future development
projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative are not anticipated to cause significant
impacts to groundwater levels because the San Fernando Basin is determined to be a ‘very low’
priority basin by DWR under SGMA, is not in overdraft, and is utilized by numerous water agencies as
only a part of the supply mix for the area. There is no GSA with jurisdiction over the San Fernando
Basin and thus, no GSP is in place. Therefore, there is no sustainable groundwater management plan,
which addresses groundwater underlain by or used by the Specific Plan Area, and groundwater from
other basins is not expected to be utilized by projects carried out under the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative because existing supply is more than adequate. Therefore, the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would not conflict with or obstruct a sustainable groundwater management plan and
impacts would be less than significant, and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

j. Land Use/Planning

Division of an Established Community

Similar to the proposed Project, implementation of the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would
prioritize future development projects on infill sites in already developed areas of the Specific Plan
Area. Since the Specific Plan Area is built out, if new roads are required for future development
projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative, they would either be short public roads to
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facilitate access to a site or private streets within a proposed development project. Therefore, future
development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative are not anticipated to involve
the construction of new roads, railroads, or other features that may physically divide established
communities in the Specific Plan Area, similar to the proposed Project. No impact would occur, similar
to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Conflict with Land Use Plan, Policy, or Regulation

As shown in Table 6-13, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in less development
compared to the proposed Project. Similar to the proposed Project, approval of the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative would include a General Plan Amendment to amend the land use
designations in the Land Use Element, adoption of the Specific Plan, and a corresponding zoning text
amendment to be consistent with the General Plan. The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative, similar
to the proposed Project, would be consistent with the 2024-2050 SCAG RTP/SCS and BMC but would
be inconsistent with the Burbank2035 General Plan policies regarding air quality. As described in
Section 6.3.2(b) above, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative’s impacts related to short-term and
long-term SCAQMD regional thresholds would remain significant and unavoidable, and similar to the
proposed Project. Thus, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative’s inconsistency with the
Burbank2035 General Plan policies regarding air quality would remain significant and unavoidable,
similar to the proposed Project.

However, additional development resulting from the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would
have a lesser impact related to wastewater conveyance and treatment capacity, as described below
under Section 6.3.2(p). Mitigation measures UTIL-1a through UTIL-1e would be applied to the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative, similar to the proposed Project. As further described below
under Section 6.3.2(p), implementation of necessary upgrades to the wastewater conveyance
treatment systems would be able to be completed within the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative’s
planning horizon and would cost substantially less than the proposed Project. Thus, the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative’s consistency with the Burbank2035 General Plan policies regarding
wastewater treatment and conveyance would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated
and less than the proposed Project.

Although the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be consistent with the Burbank2035
General Plan policies regarding wastewater treatment and conveyance and would result in a less than
significant impact with mitigation incorporated, as concluded above, the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative’s inconsistency with Burbank2035 General Plan policies regarding air quality would
remain significant and unavoidable, similar to the proposed Project. Thus, impacts related to a conflict
with land use plans, policies, or regulations would remain significant and unavoidable but less than
the proposed Project. (Less impact)

k. Noise

Construction Noise

As shown in Table 6-13, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in a decrease in
development density compared to the proposed Project. Future construction activity associated with
development within the Specific Plan Area under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative scenario
would require the use of a variety of noise-generating equipment that would result in temporary
increases in ambient noise levels on an intermittent basis. Similar to noise generated by development
under the proposed Project scenario, noise levels produced by construction under the Sustainable
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Infrastructure Alternative would vary depending on the construction phase and types of equipment
used, the durations of use, distance between the noise source and surrounding receptors, and
presence or absence of noise-attenuation barriers.

Sensitive receptors are located throughout the Specific Plan Area and could be exposed to noise
associated with construction activities from future development under implementation of this
alternative. Because specific development projects have not yet been determined at individual sites,
this analysis assumes that construction activities would likely occur within 50 feet of sensitive
receptors throughout the course of a typical construction day. Because the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would result in a substantially lower net development intensity compared to the proposed
Project scenario (approximately 77 percent fewer residential units and approximately 83 percent less
non-residential square footage), overall construction duration and intensity would likely also
decrease. While the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative may result in decreased exposure of
sensitive receptors to construction noise (based on less net development and decreased overall
construction durations), individual projects under this alternative are expected to utilize similar
equipment types and would consist of similar activities; therefore, the average noise levels resulting
from construction would be similar to the proposed Project. Based on the construction noise analysis
completed for the proposed Project (Section 4.11, Noise, of the Draft EIR), a construction of a typical
project is expected to generate noise levels up to 84 dBA L (8-hour) at 50 feet away, potentially
exceeding the daytime significance threshold of 80 dBA Leq (8-hour) at residential land uses.

Compliance with Section 9-1-1-105.10 of the BMC would restrict the timing of construction activities
to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Mondays through Fridays, and 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on
Saturdays. No construction would be permitted on Sundays or City holidays. In addition,
implementation of and adherence to the following existing policies in the Burbank2035 General Plan
Noise Element would ensure continued application of the City’s existing timing restrictions on
construction activity, or modification of those standard restrictions as necessary to protect noise-
sensitive receptors. Similar to the proposed Project, development under the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative would be required to comply with the following Burbank2035 General Plan
Noise Element policies:

= Policy 7.1: Avoid scheduling City maintenance and construction projects during evening,
nighttime, and early morning hours.

= Policy 7.2: Require project applicants and contractors to minimize noise in construction activities
and maintenance operations.

= Policy 7.3: Limit the allowable hours of construction activities and maintenance operations
located adjacent to noise-sensitive land uses.

Implementation of Policies 7.1 through 7.3 would reduce construction noise impacts associated with
future development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative scenario. However,
project-level details are not currently available for future development projects under the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative scenario. Therefore, it is not possible to determine exact noise levels,
locations, or time periods for construction of such projects, or construction noise at adjacent
properties. Construction noise levels associated with future development projects under the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative scenario may exceed the daytime construction noise threshold
of 80 dBA Leq (8-hour) at residential land uses; therefore, temporary noise impacts associated with
construction of development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative scenario
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would be potentially significant, and mitigation would be required. The Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would implement Mitigation Measures NOI-1a through NOI-1j, as identified for the
proposed Project, as well as implementation of goals and policies from the Burbank2035 General Plan,
which would reduce potential noise impacts during construction activities. Although implementation
of Mitigation Measures NOI-1a through NOI-1j would reduce construction noise impacts, it cannot be
guaranteed that construction noise impacts would be reduced to below the daytime significance
threshold of 80 dBA Leq (8-hour) at residential uses and other sensitive receptors in all cases.
Therefore, construction noise impacts associated with development projects under the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative would be significant and unavoidable and similar to the proposed Project.
(Similar impact)

Operational Noise

Stationary Noise

Based on manufacturer’s specifications, a Carrier 38HDRO60 split system air conditioner with a sound
power level of 72 dBA would generate a noise level of approximately 57 dBA at a distance of seven
feet. As detailed in Section 4.11, Noise, of the Draft EIR, the ambient base noise level in Burbank is 55
dBA during the daytime and 45 dBA during the nighttime for residential-zoned areas. Therefore, in
the case where actual ambient conditions are not known, noise from heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning (HVAC) equipment could exceed the City’s presumed ambient noise conditions when
compared to a reference noise level 57 dBA at a distance of seven feet from the HVAC equipment
source. However, noise levels from HVAC equipment associated with new development under the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be comparable to noise levels of HVAC equipment
associated with the existing urban environment. Furthermore, the design and placement of new
HVAC equipment would be required to comply with Section 9-3-208.A of the BMC, which prohibits
noise from any machinery, equipment, pump, fan, air conditioning apparatus from exceeding the
ambient noise levels of adjacent noise-sensitive properties by more than 5 dBA. Additionally, onsite
equipment would be typically designed such that it would be shielded by sound barriers that block
the line-of-sight to sensitive receptors or would include installation of appropriate noise-muffling
devices to reduce noise. Therefore, operational noise impacts associated with on-site sources (such
as HVAC equipment) would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar
impact)

Traffic Noise

Implementation of the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would allow additional buildout of
residential and non-residential land uses, which would generate new vehicle trips that could
incrementally increase the exposure of land uses along roadways to traffic noise generated by future
development projects under this alternative. According to the Technical Review of Modeling and VMT
Methodology for Media District Specific Plan Traffic Study Report prepared for the proposed Project
(Fehr & Peers 2026), the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would produce 34,771 daily vehicle
trips, which would be a decrease from the proposed Project’s anticipated 39,960 daily vehicle trips
(Appendix M). Following the methodology discussed in Section 4.11, Noise, of the Draft EIR, traffic
noise increases associated with the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative scenario were estimated
for roadways within the Specific Plan Area. Table 6-16 presents a summary of segment volumes and
associated noise increases on roadways within the Specific Plan Area under the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative compared to existing conditions.

6-96



Table 6-16 Traffic Volumes and Associated Noise Increases (Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative)

N Hollywood Way

W Riverside Dr

W Alameda Ave

N Pass Ave

Between Magnolia Blvd and W Verdugo Ave

Between W Verdugo Ave and W Oak St

Between W Oak St and W Alameda Ave

Between W Alameda Ave and W Riverside Dr

Between W Riverside Dr and W Olive Ave

Between N Clybourn Ave and Evergreen St/W Alameda Ave
Between Evergreen St/W Alameda Ave and N Pass Ave
Between N Pass Ave and N Screenland Dr/SR-134 EB On-Ramp
Between N Screenland Dr/SR-134 EB On-Ramp and N Hollywood Way
Between N Hollywood Way and W Olive Ave

Between W Olive Ave and S California St

Between S California St and Bob Hope Dr

Between Bob Hope Dr and S Buena Vista St

Between Evergreen St/W Riverside Dr and N Pass Ave
Between N Pass Ave and N Hollywood Way

Between N Hollywood Way and SR-134 WB Ramps
Between SR-134 WB Ramps and Lima St

Between Lima St and W Olive Ave

Between W Olive Ave and Bob Hope Dr

Between Bob Hope Dr and S Buena Vista St

Between W Verdugo Ave and W Oak St

Between W Oak St and SR-134 EB Off-Ramp

Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report

1,084
991
1,034
736
420
915
356
363
432
411
476
375
761
629
1,010
1,090
830
819
691
877
434
561

1,176
1,124
1,205
1,015
735
955
330
276
424
331
420
428
858
698
1,205
1,142
954
929
794
1,026
486
552

Alternatives

0.4
0.5
0.7
1.4
24
0.2
-0.3
-1.2
-0.1
-0.9
-0.5
0.6
0.5
0.4
0.8
0.2
0.6
0.5
0.6
0.7
0.5
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Barham Blvd/W Olive Ave

W Olive Ave

W Verdugo Ave

Buena Vista St

Bob Hope Dr

6-98

Between SR-134 EB Off-Ramp and W Alameda Ave

Between W Alameda Ave and W Riverside Dr

Between W Riverside Dr and W Olive Ave

Between Lakeside Plaza Dr/Forest Lawn Dr and Lakeside Dr

Between Lakeside Dr and N Pass Ave

Between N Pass Ave and N Hollywood Way
Between N Hollywood Way and W Riverside Dr
Between W Riverside Dr and Lima St

Between Lima St and S California St

Between S California St and W Alameda Ave
Between W Alameda Ave and Buena Vista St
Between Buena Vista St and Sparks St

Between N Clybourn Ave and N Pass Ave
Between N Pass Ave and N Hollywood Way
Between N Hollywood Way and N Buena Vista St
Between N Buena Vista St and W Olive Ave
Between Magnolia Blvd and W Verdugo Ave
Between W Verdugo Ave and W Olive Ave
Between W Olive Ave and W Alameda Ave
Between W Alameda Ave and W Riverside Dr
Between W Alameda Ave and Parkside Ave
Between Parkside Ave and SR-134 EB Off-Ramp

Between SR-134 EB Off-Ramp and W Riverside Dr

663
351
353
1,434
1,570
1,258
649
885
856
888
943
901
505
702
649
489
789
931
718
675
381
382
434

654
361
402
1,480
1,590
1,267
568
896
917
1,009
1,037
964
550
747
670
512
857
1,049
837
718
472
427
506

-0.1
0.1
0.6
0.1
0.1
0.0

-0.6
0.1
0.3
0.6
0.4
0.3
0.4
0.3
0.1
0.2
0.4
0.5
0.7
0.3
0.9
0.5
0.7
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Lima St Between W Alameda Ave and W Olive Ave 153 290 2.8

Oak St Between N Pass Ave and N Hollywood Way 158 247 1.9

dBA = A-weighted decibel; CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level

Source: Appendix M
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As shown in Table 6-16, traffic volumes associated with the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative
scenario would not result in noise increases above 3.0 dBA CNEL on any roadways within the Specific
Plan Area. Traffic noise increases would, therefore, not exceed the City’s traffic noise increase
thresholds of 5 dBA CNEL/Lq, (for ambient noise levels below 60 dBA CNEL/Lgn) or 3 dBA CNEL/Lqn (for
ambient noise levels above 60 dBA CNEL/Lq,). Operational noise impacts associated with off-site noise
sources (i.e., traffic) resulting from development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative
would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Groundborne Vibration
Construction

BUILDING DAMAGE

Vibration impacts related to building damage would most commonly occur when a future
development project uses equipment that generates high vibration levels (e.g., pile drivers and/or
vibratory rollers) in close proximity to a historical resource constructed of fragile building materials.
These historic structures are typically more sensitive to vibration damage than structures that were
built using more modern building techniques and materials. The extent of vibration impacts
generated during construction generally depends on the specific construction equipment utilized, the
duration of equipment use, the proximity equipment is operated relative to nearby sensitive
receptors, and the type of building construction/structural integrity of affected structures.

Construction vibration is a localized event and is typically only perceptible to a receptor located in
close proximity to the vibration source. Construction for most developments would require heavy
equipment, especially on sites where certain geologic conditions require the use of pile driving. Such
heavy equipment may operate within 25 feet of nearby buildings, representing a high potential for
vibration impacts. The overall construction duration under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative
would likely be decreased; however, equipment types would be similar to those expected during
construction of the proposed Project and as a result, vibration impacts would be similar. Based on the
vibration impact analysis completed for the proposed Project (Section 4.11, Noise), there is potential
for certain equipment types to generate levels of vibration exceeding applicable building damage
thresholds if operated within specified distances of nearby structures. Therefore, development
accommodated under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative could result in potentially significant
impacts related to construction vibration related to building damage similar to the proposed Project.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-2, as identified for the proposed Project, would reduce
these vibration building damage impacts to the greatest extent feasible. With implementation of
Mitigation Measure NOI-2, impacts would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project.
(Similar impact)

HUMAN ANNOYANCE CRITERIA

In addition to potential building damage, vibration generated during construction has the potential
to cause annoyance to human receptors if equipment is operated within certain proximities. Overall
construction duration under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would likely be decreased,;
however, the equipment types expected to be used during construction would be similar to those
used during proposed Project construction. Therefore, vibration impacts related to human annoyance
would be similar to those resulting from the proposed Project. Based on the vibration impact analysis
completed for the proposed Project (Section 4.11, Noise), vibration impacts related to human
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annoyance would vary depending on the equipment types used and proximities between equipment
and nearby sensitive receptors. If operated within certain distances of nearby sensitive receptors,
most equipment types would generate vibration levels exceeding applicable human annoyance
thresholds, especially if equipment is operated within 50 feet of nearby sensitive receptors.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-2, as identified for the proposed Project, would reduce
vibration human annoyance impacts to the greatest extent feasible. With implementation of
Mitigation Measure NOI-2, impacts would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project.
(Similar impact)

Operation

The primary source of operational vibration introduced by development under the proposed Project
would be vehicular traffic on local roadways, which may generate some level of groundborne
vibration. However, according to the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (FTA
2018) guidance document, rubber tires and suspension systems dampen vibration levels from trucks
to a level that is rarely perceptible. Therefore, groundborne vibration resulting from vehicle trips
associated with new development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would generally
not be perceptible by sensitive receptors, and impacts related to operational groundborne vibration
would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Public Airports

As described in Section 4.11, Noise, the Specific Plan Area is not within or near any Airport Influence
Area defined by the Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Plan, including the Hollywood Burbank
Airport (Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Commission 2004). Because the Specific Plan Area is not
located within any airport’s Airport Influence Area or the 65 CNEL or higher noise contours, future
development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would not expose people
residing or working in the Specific Plan Area to excessive noise levels. As such, no impact would occur,
similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

|. Population and Housing

Unplanned Growth

As shown in Table 6-13, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in reduced
development compared to the proposed Project. Using the DOF persons per household ratio of 2.38,
this alternative would result in an estimated population increase of 5,375 people (2.38 x 2,258 units).
This would bring the population of Burbank from 105,603 to 110,978. At the City level, population
forecasts are not provided by SCAG, so the following analysis focuses on the potential impacts
associated with growth in housing and employment in the Specific Plan Area.

Housing

As detailed in Section 4.12, Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR, the anticipated number of
housing units under the Burbank 2021-2029 Housing Element is 10,011 units to accommodate the
City’s forecasted population growth under the Downtown TOD Specific Plan and GSSP, which contain
the Housing Element opportunity sites. However, the estimated growth under the analysis for the
Housing Element EIR was changed to 10,456 units to account for the 2029 interpolated housing
growth assumed under the two Specific Plans along with the City’s RHNA allocation. The addition of
these units results in a total City-wide residential count of 55,525 units. As such, the additional 2,258
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residential units under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative are fully accounted for in the City’s
current Housing Element. Under the Burbank2035 Land Use Element, the established Citywide cap on
the number of housing units is 61,647 units. This total of 61,647 units, minus the 55,525 units
accounted for under the 2021-2029 Housing Element, allows for 6,122 units of growth that is not
accounted for in the 2021-2029 Housing Element. Therefore, the addition of 2,258 units under the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be within the City’s estimated growth under the 2021-
2029 Housing Element. Therefore, unlike the proposed Project, the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would not result in a housing unit exceedance under the General Plan and thus would
result in a smaller impact than the proposed Project.

As shown in Table 4.12-2 in Section 4.12, Population and Housing, SCAG forecasts 48,600 housing
units in Burbank in 2035 and as shown in Table 6-17, implementation of the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would result in 48,715 total housing units in Burbank. Therefore, the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative would exceed SCAG’s 2035 housing forecast of 48,600 units by 115 units,
which is a substantially smaller exceedance than the proposed Project (an exceedance of 7,559 units)
and, thus, a smaller impact.

Table 6-17 Population and Housing Growth Under the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative

Population

Existing (2024) 105,603 9,824,091
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative 5,375 5,375
New Total 110,978 9,829,466
Percent Increase 5.1% 0.05%
Housing

Existing (2024) 46,457 3,696,408
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative 2,258 2,258
New Total 48,715 3,698,666
Percent Increase 4.9% 0.06%

Source: DOF 2024

Although development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would exceed SCAG’s
estimated housing growth, the City’s overall vision for the Specific Plan Area is to address current
issues, such as housing supply and affordability, transportation infrastructure, and safety, by
encouraging contextual transit-oriented development in the center of the Specific Plan Area around
existing and future transit opportunities, which would be implemented through the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative. In addition, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would guide land use
and development decisions through the same objective design standards and implementation
strategies identified in the proposed Project. Therefore, future development under the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative would not result in unplanned population and housing growth. Impacts
would be less than significant but less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

Employment

Development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in up to 684,245 square
feet of non-residential uses and would result in approximately 1,340 new jobs, as shown in Table 6-18.
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Table 6-18 Estimated Employment Associated with the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative

Retail 684,245 511 1,340

1Source: SCAG 2001 (Table 4B); the factor used for commercial space is the average of the factors for “Other Retail/Services” and “Low-
Rise Office.”

As shown in Table 4.12-2, in Section 4.12, Population and Housing, SCAG forecasts approximately
144,600 jobs in Burbank in 2035, and as shown in Table 6-18, implementation of the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative would result in 1,340 new jobs in Burbank, which would increase the total
jobs in Burbank from 127,800 to 129,140 jobs. Therefore, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative
would be within the SCAG employment forecast and employment impacts, but substantially lower
than the employment resulting from the proposed Project. Impacts would be less than significant but
less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

Displacement of Housing

As shown in Table 6-13, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in less development
in the Specific Plan Area. Similar to the proposed Project, future development projects under the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would involve new residential, hotel, and commercial uses on
infill sites, which could potentially result in the displacement of some existing housing units and
residents. However, goals, policies, and objectives included in the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative, similar to the proposed Project, would aim to prevent displacement and promote housing
stability and would increase opportunities for housing by rezoning areas for higher density
development. Additionally, it is anticipated that any replacement housing need created by
displacement of existing housing would be offset through the implementation of the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative. Because the Sustainable Infrastructure would result in less development
in the Specific Plan Area and would result in less displacement of existing housing, impacts would be
less than significant and less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

m. Public Services

As shown in Table 6-13, while the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in a decrease in
density in the Specific Plan Area in comparison to the proposed Project, the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would redevelop the Media District, which would incrementally increase demand for
public services, including fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, and other public facilities.
The following is an analysis of the potential impacts to these resources under the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative.

Fire Protection

As shown in Table 6-13, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in a decrease in
density in comparison to development under the proposed Project. Due to the decreased density in
the Specific Plan Area under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative, it is anticipated that demand
calls for fire protection service throughout the Specific Plan Area for issues, including, but not limited
to, emergency medical service, structure fires, and traffic collisions would decrease compared to the
proposed Project. Although demand calls for fire protection services would decrease compared to the
proposed Project, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would still result in an increase in calls
for BFD service compared to existing conditions, which directly affects the use, lifespan, and
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deterioration of infrastructure, facilities, and equipment. Additionally, development would increase
the BFD’s staffing need to fulfill their obligations for fire prevention and safety, which would include
reviewing development plans to verify that development projects under the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative comply with all applicable fire codes.

Burbank2035 General Plan Safety Element Policies 4.1 through 4.7 are intended to reduce fire risk in
the City by allocating resources to meet projected demands and response times, maintaining
adequate fire resources in areas vulnerable to fires in VHFHSZ and dense urban areas, and
coordinating firefighting efforts with other local, State, and federal agencies. BFD receives its funding
through property taxes, development impact fees, fees for service, and grant funding and can fund
expanded services as new development occurs. Development projects under the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative would be required to pay fire protection development impact fees to fund
additional facilities and equipment. These funds, in addition to the General Fund from property and
sales tax revenues, would help pay for costs associated with the development of new fire stations, if
needed, including any required project-level environmental analysis. This adherence to existing State
and local regulations and payment of City fees would ensure that development associated with the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would not adversely affect fire protection facilities or
performance objectives. It is anticipated that if it becomes necessary in the future to build a new fire
station or expand an existing station due to development under the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative, similar to the proposed Project, the development would be subject to CEQA review at the
time a site is identified and a specific design proposed. Given the City's highly developed nature and
the likelihood that a new fire station would be on an infill site, potential impacts under that
infrastructure project would likely be less than significant or even exempt from CEQA review. Impacts
would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Police Protection

As described in Section 4.13, Public Services, of the Draft EIR, the BPD provides police protection
services within the City limits. BPD currently has 160 sworn officers (BPD 2026). Based on Burbank’s
population of 105,603 in 2024, the BPD employs approximately 1.52 officers per 1,000 residents. The
introduction of 5,375 residents resulting from the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would cause
the BPD office/resident ratio to drop from approximately 1.52 to approximately 1.44 sworn officers
per 1,000 residents, which would be a smaller ratio reduction than that resulting from the proposed
Project (1.23 sworn officers per 1,000 residents under the proposed Project).

Policies 2.1 and 2.2 in the Burbank2035 General Plan Safety Element require the BPD to ensure that
there is adequate staffing, facilities, equipment, technology, and funding to meet existing services
demands and maintain an average response time of four minutes to emergency calls for service.
Additional demand for police service would be accommodated through the expansion of police
personnel and facilities to continue to meet the BPD’s service standards. To maintain the current
staffing proportions for the anticipated population growth associated with the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative, BPD would require fewer officers, civilian positions, vehicles, equipment,
and facilities, compared to the proposed Project. Police protection service levels would continue to
be evaluated and maintained by BPD in accordance with existing policies, procedures and practices
as development occurs over the lifetime of the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative. Future
development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be required to pay
police protection development impact fees to help fund additional facilities and equipment. These
funds, in addition to the General Fund from property and sales tax revenues, would help pay for costs
associated with the development of new police stations, if needed, including any required project-
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level environmental analysis. This adherence to existing State and local regulations and payment of
City fees would ensure that development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would not
adversely affect police protection services and facilities or performance objectives, similar to the
proposed Project. It is anticipated that if it becomes necessary in the future to build a new police
station or expand an existing station due to development under the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative, similar to the proposed Project, it would be subject to CEQA review at the time a site is
identified and a specific design proposed. Given the City’s highly developed nature and the likelihood
that a police station would be on an infill site, potential impacts under that infrastructure project
would likely be less than significant or even exempt from CEQA review. Impacts would remain less
than significant and similar to the proposed project. (Similar impact)

Schools

Development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would not directly result in
development of local schools but would generate new students entering the BUSD. Implementation
of the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would add an estimated 5,375 residents, and some of
those residents would be school-aged children. Based on student generation rates for the BUSD, the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative could generate an estimated 500 students, which may result in
the following distribution between grades K-12: 209 elementary school students (grades K-5); 122
middle school students (grade 6-8); and 169 high school students (grades 9-12).%® The schools that
would serve the Specific Plan Area are Robert Louis Stevenson Elementary School, Dolores Huerta
Middle School, and Burroughs High School. As detailed in Section 4.13, Public Services, BUSD has a
remaining enrollment capacity of 1,550 students as of school years 2020 and 2021. Therefore, BUSD
would adequately accommodate the 500 additional students assumed as part of the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative.

There are no planned improvements to add capacity through expansion. In the event that BUSD
constructs a new school or physically alters an existing facility, a project-specific environmental
analysis would be required under CEQA to address site-specific environmental concerns. As described
above, existing laws and regulations would require funding for the provision or expansion of new
school facilities to offset impacts from new residential development, and impacts would remain less
than significant but less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

Parks

The City contains 26 parks that total approximately 732 acres of parkland. Stough Canyon Park and
Wildwood Canyon Park are the two largest parks in the City. They each serve as recreational and
cultural focal points for the community at large. General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element
Policy 2.3 establishes a minimum level of three acres per 1,000 persons, with a goal of five acres per
1,000 persons. Implementation of the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would add an estimated
5,375 residents to the City, increasing Burbank’s population from 105,603 residents to approximately
110,978 residents and would decrease the existing parkland ratio of 6.9 acres per 1,000 residents to
6.6 acres per 1,000 residents. However, service ratios would still be above the General Plan goal of
five acres per 1,000 persons. Therefore, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would maintain the
General Plan service ratio.

13 Generation rates based on the 2022 BUSD School Fee Justification Study. Generation rates for multi-family residential units include:
0.0925 for elementary school students (grades K-5), 0.0540 for middle school students (grades 6-8), and 0.0748 for high school students
(grades 9-12).
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The following policies and programs from the Burbank2035 General Plan Land Use Element and
programs from the Open Space and Conservation Element and Land Use Element would require that
adequate parks and recreational facilities are provided to accommodate the anticipated increase in
new residents:

=  Policy 2.2 establishes a standard to provide a community or neighborhood park within 0.5-mile
of all residences in the City.

= Policy 2.4 encourages the City to provide additional types of park facilities such as pocket parks,
dog parks, athletic fields, amphitheaters, gardens, and shared facilities.

= Policies 3.1 through 3.6 provide specific guidance to the City to maintain existing parks and
recreation facilities by rehabilitating facilities, installing improvements (e.g., field lighting).

=  Program OSC-2 requires the development of a Park, Recreation, and Community Services Master
Plan, which would direct long-term acquisition, operation, management, and programming for
parks, open spaces, and recreation facilities. The Master Plan is intended to guide the in-lieu fee
structure for the acquisition and management of recreation land in connection with the
development review process.

=  Program LU-8 requires review and compliance with the community facilities fee program to
ensure that new development adequately offsets impacts related to recreational facilities.

Developers of the residential development projects associated with the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would also be required to pay the City’s park facility development fee as required by BMC
Section 9-4-1-1103.

These policies and programs are intended to maintain existing levels of service for park and recreation
facilities for both existing and new residents. Increased demand associated with an increase in
population would require development to pay the applicable park facility development fees that
support the construction of new parks or the expansion of existing parks. Therefore, because the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would involve less development and future residents utilizing
the City’s parks, impacts would be less than significant but less than the proposed Project. (Less
impact)

Other Public Facilities

Development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would not directly result in
development of public facilities, such as libraries, but would generate new visitors to local libraries.
As shown in Table 6-13, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in less development
in the Specific Plan Area, which would result in less new visitors to local libraries than under the
proposed Project. As discussed in Section 4.13, Public Services, when compared to other libraries in
similar communities as Burbank (Glendale, Pasadena, Santa Monica, Thousand Oaks, Torrance), the
Burbank Public Library is low on space (ranks 5 of 6 at 0.74 square feet per capita) and is moderately
well-staffed (ranks 3 of 6 at 0.60 full time equivalent staff per 1,000 population, slightly ahead of
Thousand Oaks and Torrance). Given that not all new residents would visit the library every month, it
is unlikely that expansion or construction of new library facilities would be required to accommodate
for the increase in population resulting from implementation of the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative.

Additionally, Program LU-8 in the Burbank2035 General Plan provides development impact fees for
libraries. Potential public facilities impacts from development would be offset by payment of
development impact fees in addition to property taxes and sales taxes to the City. Furthermore,
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potential environmental impacts related to the construction of new or expanded library facilities
would be assessed on a project-specific level under CEQA. Therefore, impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered public facilities or the need for new or physically altered public
facilities would be less than significant and less than the proposed Project, due to reduced
development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative. (Less impact)

n. Recreation

Accelerated Physical Deterioration of Recreational Facilities

The City contains 26 parks that total approximately 732 acres of parkland. Stough Canyon Park and
Wildwood Canyon Park are the two largest parks in the City. They each serve as recreational and
cultural focal points for the community at large. General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element
Policy 2.3 establishes a minimum level of three acres per 1,000 persons, with a goal of five acres per
1,000 persons. Implementation of the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would add an estimated
5,375 residents to the City, increasing Burbank’s population from 105,603 residents to approximately
110,978 residents and would decrease the existing parkland ratio of 6.9 acres per 1,000 residents to
6.6 acres per 1,000 residents. However, service ratios would still be above the General Plan goal of
five acres per 1,000 persons. In addition, the Burbank 2035 General Plan Open Space and Conservation
Element establishes a requirement of three acres of new parkland per 1,000 new residents. This
requirement applies to large residential developments and would result in parkland dedications,
improvements, or in-lieu payments if a project applicant is not able to dedicate land or the land is
considered unsuitable for park or recreation use.

Further, the Burbank2035 General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element and Land Use Element
include policies and programs that would require that adequate parks and recreational facilities are
provided to accommodate the anticipated increase in new residents (refer to the Parks discussion on
the preceding page).

These policies and programs are intended to maintain existing levels of service for park and recreation
facilities for both existing and new residents. Increased demand associated with a corresponding
increase in population may result in the physical deterioration of parks within the Specific Plan Area
or in the vicinity; however, development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be
required to pay the applicable park facility development fees pursuant to BMC Sections 9-4-1-1103,
9-4-1-1104, and 10-1-2227, similar to the proposed Project. Payment of impact fees and the
anticipated enhancement or maintenance of facilities with funds provided by these fees would help
offset the deterioration of existing recreation facilities by providing funds for facility improvements
and replacement of deteriorating equipment. Compliance with the Burbank2035 General Plan policies
and programs and payment of park facility development fees as required by the BMC would ensure
that the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative’s potential impacts related to the deterioration of
existing recreation facilities would be less than significant but less than the proposed Project. (Less
impact)

New or Expanded Recreational Facilities

As described above, the anticipated population increase associated with the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative would decrease the existing parkland ratio of 6.9 acres per 1,000 residents
to 6.6 acres per 1,000 residents. This ratio is a decrease from the current ratio; however, it would still
meet the City’s goal of five acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. BMC regulations and the
Burbank2035 General Plan policies and programs described above, are intended to maintain existing
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levels of service for park and recreation facilities for both existing and new residents. Increased
demand associated with a corresponding increase in population would not require construction of
new or expanded parks and recreation facilities because development would be required to pay the
applicable park facility development fees, which would fund future development of new or expanded
parks and recreation facilities. While impact fees are required for developers to support the addition
of recreational facilities such as parks, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would not directly
introduce or expand existing recreational facilities that would affect the environment. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

0. Transportation

Consistency with Programs, Plans, or Policies Addressing the Circulation
System

As shown in Table 6-13, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in a decrease in
development in comparison to development under the proposed Project. Similar to the proposed
Project, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would include several policies that encourage
multi-modal transportation and improve safety features for pedestrians, which are identified for the
proposed Project and described in Section 4.18, Effects Found Not to be Significant, of the Draft EIR.
These policies align with the Burbank2035 Mobility Element, which requires the City to improve
Burbank’s alternative transportation access to local and regional destinations through land use
decisions that support multi-modal transportation. Therefore, conflicts with existing policies or
ordinances related to the City’s circulation system would not be anticipated, and impacts would be
less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Consistency CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b)

As shown in Table 6-13, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in a decrease in
development in comparison to development under the proposed Project. Development under the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be facilitated through a combination of infill, mixed-use
development, and transit-oriented growth strategies. These include identifying underutilized parcels
as opportunity sites, concentrating development along transit corridors, and improving pedestrian,
bicycle, and non-vehicular infrastructure.

To evaluate potential VMT impacts under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b), the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative was assessed using three performance metrics: (1) home-based VMT per
capita, (2) home-based work VMT per employee, and (3) total VMT per service population. Each
metric is compared to a threshold requiring a 15 percent reduction below existing (2023) baseline
VMT levels.

The VMT modeling prepared for the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative (see Appendix M) provides
estimates for the population, employment, and service population in the Specific Plan Area in 2035.%
Under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative, the Specific Plan Area population in 2035 is
estimated to be 28,337, which is estimated to produce 34,771 daily vehicle trips and 300,710 daily
VMT, with an average of 10.6 home-based VMT per capita. The 65,568 future employees under the
VMT model in the Specific Plan Area are estimated to attract 80,323 daily vehicle trips and 860,200

14 As discussed in the Technical Review of Modeling and VMT Methodology for Media District Specific Plan Traffic Study Report prepared
for the proposed Project (Appendix D), the VMT analysis used the City’s travel demand model, which has a 2023 base year and 2035 horizon
year. The incremental growth assumptions shown in the VMT analysis can differ from the growth assumptions shown elsewhere in this EIR
due to the inclusion of other cumulative growth within the Specific Plan Area.
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daily VMT, with an average of 13.1 home-based work VMT per employee. The total 93,905 service
population under the VMT model in the Specific Plan Area is estimated to generate 238,000 daily
vehicle trips and 2,043,899 daily VMT, with an average of 21.8 total VMT per service population.

As summarized in Table 6-19, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would reduce total VMT per
service population by 29.7 percent and home-based VMT per capita by 27.8 percent, which both
would exceed the required 15-percent reduction threshold. However, it would only reduce home-
based work VMT per employee by 2.0 percent, which falls short of the 15-percent target.

Table 6-19 Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative VMT Summary

Total Daily VMT per Service Population 31.0 21.8 -29.7%
Home-Based Daily VMT per Capita 14.7 10.6 -27.8%
Home-Based Work Daily VMT per Employee 134 13.1 -2.0%

Source: Appendix M

Similar to the proposed Project, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would fail to meet the 15-
percent reduction target for home-based work VMT per employee. However, the VMT reduction for
all three metrics under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be slightly less in comparison
to the proposed Project and thus would result in a slightly greater impact.

While the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative promotes infill development, multimodal access, and
proximity to existing and future transit infrastructure, all of which are consistent with best practices
for VMT reduction, these measures are not sufficient to achieve a significant enough reduction in
home-based work VMT per employee. This shortfall likely reflects the regional commuting patterns
and land use mix in the Specific Plan Area, where job density outpaces housing development despite
efforts to streamline residential production. As such, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would
not fully meet CEQA’s threshold of significance for VMT and would, therefore, result in a significant
and unavoidable impact but greater than the proposed Project. (Greater impact)

Increased Hazards due to a Geometric Design Feature

Similar to the proposed Project, development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would
be consistent with the existing residential and non-residential land uses, while aiming to achieve the
three overarching goals identified by the community, which include increased housing production,
transit-oriented growth, and contextual development. The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative
would encourage building designs that are human scaled, provide interest at the ground floor, and
provide easy access from the sidewalk to encourage walkability and activate the Specific Plan Area’s
public realm. Therefore, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would not introduce new uses that
would result in hazards due to incompatible use, similar to the proposed Project. The roadways
adjacent to the Specific Plan Area are part of the urban roadway network and contain no sharp curves
or dangerous intersections. Nonetheless, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would allow for
roadway improvements for vehicles and pedestrians, which could introduce hazards and conflicts
between pedestrians and vehicles during construction, similar to the proposed Project. There are no
planned bike lanes within the Specific Plan Area, so conflicts between vehicles and bicyclists would
not be anticipated. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and similar to the proposed
Project. (Similar impact)
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Inadequate Emergency Access

Similar to the proposed Project, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would improve
connectivity and mobility throughout the Specific Plan Area through implementation of policies and
actions, including policies directly or indirectly related to emergency access, which are identified for
the proposed Project, as described in Section 4.19, Effects Found Not to be Significant. These policies
and the improved connectivity and mobility the policies would help create would contribute to
improving emergency access throughout the Specific Plan Area. In addition, emergency access
associated with future development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would
be analyzed and evaluated in detail through the City review process for those individual projects. The
City’s emergency access standards would apply to all future development projects under the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative, similar to the proposed Project. Plans for future development
projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would also be subject to the BFD review for
adequate fire access. Therefore, with respect to inadequate emergency access, impacts related to
implementation of the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be less than significant and
similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

p. Tribal Cultural Resources

As shown in Table 6-13, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in reduced
development within the same Specific Plan Area. This reduced density would result in less intense
ground-disturbing activities that may involve shallower subterranean activities. As such, the potential
to damage or destroy unidentified subsurface archaeological resources that may qualify as tribal
cultural resources that may be present on or below the ground surface would be lower in comparison
to the proposed Project. Development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would comply
with the City’s Historic Preservation Regulations and the Burbank2035 General Plan Program LU-4:
Historic Preservation Plan. However, the City’s regulations do not in all cases prevent impacts to tribal
cultural resources. Thus, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would implement Mitigation
Measure TCR-1, as identified for the proposed Project, which provides disposition and treatment
standards for the inadvertent discovery of tribal cultural resources. The Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would also implement Mitigation Measures CUL-2(a) and CUL-2(b), as identified for the
proposed Project. Adherence to the City’s regulations and Mitigation Measures TCR-1, CUL-2(a), and
CUL-2(b) would reduce potential impacts related to tribal cultural resources to a less-than-significant
level and less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

g. Utilities/Service Systems

As shown in Table 6-13, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in a decrease in
development in comparison to development under the proposed Project. Nevertheless, the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would incrementally increase demand for utilities and facilities,
including water, wastewater, stormwater, natural gas, electricity, telecommunications, and solid
waste compared to existing conditions. The following is an analysis of the potential impacts to utilities
and service systems under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative.

Water Facilities

Similar to the proposed Project, construction activities associated with future development under the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would require recycled water for dust suppression, concrete
manufacturing, and such activities as washing wheels and equipment. Temporary construction
recycled water would be trucked to active construction sites or produced from existing fire hydrants
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near the applicable site(s), with City approval. Temporary construction water demands would not
require new connections or conveyance facilities, as existing or mobile facilities would be used.

New water supply connections and associated facilities would be required for future development
projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative to convey potable water supply to future
development. Such upgrades would occur within existing and new utility easements and would be
located underground, primarily within existing roadways. Similar to the proposed Project, housing
development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be located in previously
developed areas that are either currently zoned for residential development or would be rezoned for
residential development under this alternative. Similarly, commercial and hotel development under
the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be located in previously developed areas that are
either currently zoned for commercial or hotel development, respectively, or would be rezoned for
commercial or hotel development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative. Due to the built-
up nature of the Specific Plan Area, there are substantial existing utility easements previously
established, largely within existing roadways, which are prevalent. New water service connections
that may be required for development associated with the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative
would be conducted within previously disturbed areas and existing rights-of-way and would be
consistent with utility expansion in urbanized areas, such that minimal areas of new disturbance
would occur. Although all parcels in the Specific Plan Area have access to public utility infrastructure,
in some cases, the infrastructure is older and in need of replacement or insufficient to meet the needs
of a particular project. Pursuant to Burbank2035 General Plan Land Use Policy 2.3, new development
would be required to pay for their fair share of upgrading the utility infrastructure as needed to serve
their project. This may include installing larger water mains, new water meters, and/or upgrades to
existing facilities.

Developers are responsible for funding any infrastructure improvements that are required to mitigate
project impacts and that have not been previously identified as part of a capital improvement
program covered by the development impact fees. Consistent with applicable State law, the City’s
development fees and related regulations would require that the developers pay the cost attributable
to the increased demand for the affected public facilities reasonably related to the development
project in order to refurbish the existing facilities to maintain the existing level of service and achieve
an adopted level of service that is consistent with the City’s General Plan.

As development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative are proposed and
considered for approval by the City, project proponents would be required to demonstrate that any
identified system deficiencies reasonably related to the development project are adequately
addressed by the responsible project proponent, and future upgrades are designed in accordance
with the BMC and to the satisfaction of BWP. In addition, the City requires applicants to coordinate
with the Burbank Fire Department and City of Burbank Building and Safety Division to ensure that
existing and planned fire hydrants provide sufficient fire flow pressure requirements. The City’s
issuance of building permits is contingent upon review, testing, and approval that sufficient fire flow
pressure is provided for the applicable site. Due to the existing built-up nature of the City, it is
reasonably anticipated that future improvements that need to be implemented to meet water supply
and fire flow requirements would not disturb previously undisturbed areas and would be situated
within existing utility rights-of-way, such as, but not limited to, within public roadways.

Water supply for individual developments under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be
provided by BWP, which purchases imported surface water supplies from the SWP and the Colorado
Aqueduct via Metropolitan, as well as local groundwater supplies which are pumped by the City in
accordance with groundwater credits consistent with the local Adjudication Judgment for the
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underlying groundwater basin. The availability and reliability of water supply for the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative is addressed below, under Water Supply. Potential impacts related to
relocation or construction of water supply facilities would be less than significant and similar to the
proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Wastewater Facilities

Similar to the proposed Project, future development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative
would require new connections for wastewater conveyance. Public Works is responsible for the
maintenance of the City’s sewer mainlines, while individual property owners are responsible for the
maintenance of the sewer laterals that connect buildings to mainlines. All structures producing
sewage or liquid waste in the City of Burbank must be connected to the sewer system mainline by
sewer lateral lines, which require issuance of an excavation permit and a sewer connection permit
from the Public Works Permit Department (City of Burbank 2026). All sewer connections are subject
to an SSC. The majority of wastewater generated in the City is conveyed to the BWRP for treatment
prior to discharge in accordance with an existing NPDES permit. The Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative’s impacts related to wastewater treatment capacity at BWRP are discussed below under
Wastewater Capacity.

Development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would occur in compliance with the
requirements of BMC Title 8, Chapter 1, Sewers, which establishes City standards related to
wastewater discharge, peak flow, and sewer capacity. New connections to the City sewer system,
including the construction of new laterals connecting to the sewer mainline, would be subject to
permitting approval by the Public Works Permit Section (Burbank 2021). New wastewater conveyance
connections are allowed and would be the responsibility of the private property owner to connect
their private sewer lateral to the City sewer main provided that the appropriate permits are obtained,
and sufficient capacity exists prior to construction. Although all parcels in Burbank have access to
public utility infrastructure, in some cases, the infrastructure is older and in need of replacement to
meet the needs of a particular project. Pursuant to Burbank2035 General Plan Land Use Policy 2.3,
new development is required to pay their share of upgrading the utility infrastructure as needed to
serve their project. Based on project-specific conditions and Burbank2035 General Plan Land Use
Policy 2.3, a project-specific sewer capacity analysis would be required for individual projects under
the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative to determine the applicable development fees and any
physical improvements that would be needed to ensure the City’s wastewater system can adequately
accommodate these future development projects. Based on the results of the project-specific sewer
capacity analysis, these improvements may include, but are not limited to, installing new or larger
sewer lines and/or upgrading existing facilities.

According to the Focused Sewer Capacity Analysis, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would
result in approximately two miles of gravity mains that would require upsizing to accommodate the
City’s planned growth (Appendix N). The BWRP currently has limited remaining capacity with the
ability to treat sewer inflows at an average rate of approximately 8.5 MGD. The Focused Sewer
Capacity Analysis also determined that development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative
would result in approximately 1.3 MGD of additional wastewater inflows to the BWRP, which would
account for approximately 15 percent of the current BWRP average daily rate of 8.5 MGD. Therefore,
the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in additional wastewater flows that would
exceed the existing limited remaining capacity, which would require substantial facility improvements
to accommodate this additional wastewater flow. However, compared to the proposed Project, this
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alternative would result in less wastewater flows generated and would require a decreased amount
of facility improvements to accommodate the additional wastewater flow.

As described below under Wastewater Capacity, potential future improvements to increase the
treatment capacity of the BWRP would require upgrades to the headworks, the addition of new
primary clarifiers, modifications to the secondary treatment process, and expansion of the
equalization basins which could reasonably be accomplished in a 10-year timeframe, unlike the
proposed Project which would require approximately 22 years to complete. Additionally, BWRP
expansion would likely require the City to acquire new land to build some of these improvements due
to limited space in the current BWRP property. Details of construction (i.e., timing, equipment,
location of land acquisitions) of these future wastewater treatment improvements to increase the
wastewater treatment capacity are not available at the time of preparation of this EIR.

Economic considerations are not a basis for determining the significance of environmental impacts
under CEQA; however, the following cost information is provided for disclosure purposes and to
inform the discussion of the feasibility of the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative. Wastewater
treatment capacity improvements to accommodate additional flows from the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative would include the improvements identified in the EIR for the Burbank 2021-
2029 Housing Element (totaling $115 million), plus additional technology to boost treatment plant
capacity, such as sludge densification, which could cost an additional $2 million. These improvements
would cost substantially less than the improvements required to boost treatment plant capacity for
the proposed Project (5117 million versus $430 million). In addition, implementation of Mitigation
Measures UTIL-1a through UTIL-le would address potential impacts from the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative to the City’s wastewater conveyance and treatment system. With
implementation of Mitigation Measures UTIL-1la through UTIL-le and implementation of the
wastewater capacity improvements detailed in the Focused Sewer Capacity Analysis, impacts related
to wastewater conveyance and treatment facilities would be less than significant with mitigation
incorporated, less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

Stormwater

Similar to the proposed Project, future development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would not result in a substantial increase in impervious surfaces since they would be
focused in urban infill areas already largely covered with impervious surfaces. Compliance with
Sections 9-3-413 and 9-3-414 of the BMC would ensure that future development projects resulting
from the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be implemented with appropriately sized and
sited stormwater conveyance facilities. In the long-term, redevelopment of properties in the Specific
Plan Area is anticipated to improve the quality and reduce the amount of stormwater runoff by
replacing older development with new development that incorporates LID methods. LID methods
include features, such as stormwater detention basins and vegetated swales, that slow the velocity
of surface runoff and filter some water quality constituents before the runoff percolates to the
underlying groundwater system or is conveyed through the City’s or LACFCD stormwater
infrastructure. In accordance with the BMC, post-construction stormwater runoff from new projects
must be captured and used to the maximum extent practicable, including through the
implementation of on-site BMPs for stormwater management. Therefore, similar to the proposed
Project, future development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would include
site-specific stormwater drainage and conveyance facilities, and such facilities would be designed and
built in accordance with the BMC and BMPs for stormwater management. Compliance with existing
local regulations, BMPs, and stormwater management standards would ensure impacts related to
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relocation or construction of new stormwater facilities would be less than significant and similar to
the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Natural Gas

Similar to the proposed Project, future development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would increase the demand for natural gas and associated connections. Natural gas is
provided to the Specific Plan Area by SoCalGas, which projects total gas demand to decline at an
annual rate of approximately 0.7 percent per year from 2020 through 2040 due to increased energy
efficiency and updated fuel substitution assumptions (SoCalGas 2024). Other factors that contribute
to the downward trend are tighter standards created by revised Title 20 and 24 requirements, a
decline in core commercial and industrial demand, and conservation savings linked to Advanced
Metering Infrastructure. Based on the 2024 California Gas Report, SoCalGas will meet its projected
demand for natural gas resources through at least 2040, as determined by modeled forecasts
(SoCalGas 2024).

Future development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would decrease the
number of natural gas connections in the Specific Plan Area compared to the proposed Project. All
future development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be designed for
consistency with CPUC mandates for implementing energy efficiency standards and practices, similar
to the proposed Project. In addition, as development of additional renewable energy sources for the
City continues to expand, it is reasonably inferred that demand for natural gas will decrease due to
increased energy efficiency and updated fuel substitution assumptions. Therefore, natural gas
connections would decrease compared to the proposed Project and the per capita demand for natural
gas in the City is expected to continue decreasing through compliance with CPUC mandates for energy
efficiency standards and practices, and through the greater diversification of energy supplies to
include a suite of renewable energy sources in addition to natural gas. Thus, the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative would have a less than significant impact, less than the proposed Project.
(Less impact)

Electricity

Electricity in the Specific Plan Area is provided by BWP, which maintains a fully functional system of
above-ground and underground electrical facilities, primarily found along roadways throughout the
Specific Plan Area. BWP’s electrical system includes high-voltage sub-transmission lines, electrical
substations, distribution circuits, transformers, and revenue meters. Electricity service for future
development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be provided by BWP through
new future connections that would be implemented on a project-specific basis, and subject to the
review and approval of BWP. New electricity service connections that may be required for future
development associated with the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be conducted within
previously disturbed areas and existing rights-of-way and would be consistent with utility expansion
in urbanized areas. Project proponents would be responsible for contributing their fair share of
electrical facilities upgrades, as further described below.

BWP determined that build out of the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would demand an
additional 7 MW for residential development and 5 MW for commercial development, totaling
12 MW of additional electrical demand, which is a substantially lower demand than that of the
proposed Project (54 MW demand associated with the proposed Project) (Appendix O). BWP has a
limitation of 450 MW at the existing system interconnection with LADWP. BWP may also elect to
operate the 40-MW Lake Generating Unit to serve system capacity needs, bringing the potential
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available system capacity to 490 MW (Appendix O). Considering BWP’s all-time peak of 322 MW and
the additional forecasted load growth associated with Citywide planned development of 99 MW, BWP
is forecasting a new system peak of 421 MW. This would result in approximately 69 MW of remaining
capacity to serve additional developments before additional interconnection capacity would be
necessary. Therefore, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative’s additional electrical demand of 12
MW would account for 17 percent of BWP’s remaining electrical capacity and this alternative would
be feasible without expansion of the BWP system capacity.

Future development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be responsible
for contributing their fair share of electrical on-site improvements, related off-site improvements, and
substation capacity based on the electrical demand for the project, as required by BWP, Title 8,
Chapter 2 of the BMC, and Burbank2035 Land Use Element Policy 2.3. It is anticipated that installation
of distribution substations and new sub-transmission and distribution facilities would be subject to
CEQA review at the time a specific design is proposed. Given the City’s highly developed nature and
the likelihood that these facilities would be on an infill site, potential impacts under that infrastructure
project would likely be less than significant or even exempt from CEQA review. Therefore, because
the Sustainable Infrastructure would not require expansion of the BWP system capacity, potential
impacts associated with new or expanded electrical facilities would be less than significant and less
than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

Telecommunications

The Specific Plan Area is highly urbanized with existing above- and below-ground telecommunications
infrastructure. Telecommunications services are provided by ONE Burbank, AT&T, EarthLink,
Spectrum, and other providers, at the discretion of current and future residents. Similar to the
proposed Project, reasonably foreseeable development under the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would increase demand for existing telecommunications in the Specific Plan Area.
Individual telecommunication providers implement planned improvements throughout their service
areas on an as-needed basis, which are typically limited to small-scale upgrades and new facilities in
existing developed areas. Telecommunications are generally available in the City, and substantial
upgrades to existing telecommunications facilities would not likely be necessary. Construction of
additional telecommunications facilities or upgrades to existing facilities to meet demands from the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be undertaken by private telecommunication service
providers in accordance with applicable federal, State, and local regulations. No restrictions on the
ability to provide adequate telecommunication service are present or anticipated to occur as a result
of the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative. In addition, due to the built-up conditions in the Specific
Plan Area, and the nature of telecommunication upgrades being small-scale and sited within the
development footprint of new projects, potential impacts associated with new or expanded
telecommunications facilities would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project.
(Similar impact)

Water Supply

UWMP Housing and Employment Projections

As shown in Table 6-13, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in a decrease in
development in comparison to development under the proposed Project. Table 4.17-2 in Section 4.17,
Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR, provides an overview of housing and employment
growth projections from the City’s 2020 UWMP, which were used to inform water demand and supply
availability projections presented in the UWMP. As detailed in Section 4.17.2, Regulatory Setting, BWP
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based its 2020 UWMP water demand forecasts on the City’s 2021-2029 Housing Element Update and
the SCAG 2020-2045 RTP/SCS.

As shown in Table 4.17-2 in Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, the 2020 UWMP forecasted a
total housing supply in Burbank of 58,401 units by the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative’s horizon
year of 2035. As described in Section 6.3.2(k), implementation of the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would result in 48,715 total housing units in Burbank. Therefore, the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative would not exceed the UWMP’s 2035 housing forecast of 58,401 units, and
water demand associated with future residential development under the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative is fully analyzed in the UWMP.

As with the residential components of the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative, the SCAG
projections assessed in the City’s 2020 UWMP account for future non-residential land uses that are
also included under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative. As shown in Table 4.17-2 in Section
4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, the 2020-2045 SCAG RTP/SCS forecasted a total of 134,669 jobs by
the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative’s horizon year of 2035. As described in Section 6.3.2(k), the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in 1,340 new jobs in Burbank, which would
increase the total jobs in Burbank from 127,800 to 129,140 jobs in 2035. Thus, the jobs generated by
the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would not exceed the SCAG 2020-2045 RTP/SCS forecast,
and water demand associated with future employment under the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative is fully analyzed in the UWMP.

UWMP Water Supply and Demand Analysis

As shown in Tables 4.17-2 through 4.17-8 in Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, BWP can
adequately meet water demands within its service area with identified supplies over a 20-year
planning horizon under normal-year, single dry-year, and multiple dry-year conditions. This is partly
due to the effectiveness of conservation programs implemented throughout the planning period. The
projections shown above for imported surface and ground water supply availability indicate that
sufficient supplies are available to meet the projected demands. These projections are based upon
the BWP 2020 UWMP, which reflects forecasted population growth, as detailed above, as well as
additional supplies associated with expansion of BWP’s current water supply portfolio through
increased conservation and conjunctive use management efforts. Because BWP water demands
associated with the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative are fully accounted for in the supply
availability projections identified above, it is anticipated that sufficient water supply is available for
the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative demands under normal year, single dry year, and multiple
dry year conditions. Therefore, impacts to water supply would be less than significant, and less than
the proposed Project. (Less impact)

Wastewater Capacity

As discussed above under Wastewater Facilities, all wastewater generated in the City of Burbank is
conveyed via sewer laterals to the sewer mainline, which conveys wastewater to the BWRP for
treatment and reuse as applicable. The BWRP currently has limited remaining capacity with the ability
to treat sewer inflows at an average rate of approximately 8.5 MGD. The Focused Sewer Capacity
Analysis also determined that development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would
result in approximately 1.3 MGD of additional wastewater inflows to the BWRP, which would account
for approximately 15 percent of the current BWRP average daily rate of 8.5 MGD. Therefore, the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in additional wastewater flows that would exceed
the existing limited remaining capacity, which would require facility improvements to accommodate
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this additional wastewater flow. However, compared to the proposed Project, this alternative would
result in less wastewater flows generated and would require a decreased amount of facility
improvements to accommodate the additional wastewater flow.

Additional capital improvement projects would be required to increase BWRP capacity to handle the
majority of future flows from the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative. During certain periods when
the capacity enhancements would be constructed at BWRP, it may be necessary to divert flow to the
LA NOS. However, long-term diversion to the LA NOS is not feasible due to regulatory and contractual
constraints, as well as the increased diversion cost, which would include both sewer facilities charges
and annual charges and is estimated to be approximately S60 million over ten years.

Potential future improvements to increase the treatment capacity of the BWRP to accommodate
development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would require upgrades to the
headworks, the addition of new primary clarifiers, modifications to the secondary treatment process,
and expansion of the equalization basins which could reasonably be accomplished in a 10-year
timeframe, unlike the proposed Project which would require approximately 22 years. Options for
improving BWRP’s secondary treatment processes could include either conversion to a membrane
bioreactor or expansion of the BWRP’s conventional secondary treatment facilities. BWRP’s tertiary
sand filters and chlorine contact tanks have relatively more capacity than the expansion processes
listed above and are currently not the limiting processes in the treatment train. Additionally, BWRP
expansion would likely require the City to acquire new land to build some of these improvements due
to limited space in the current BWRP property.

Economic considerations are not a basis for determining the significance of environmental impacts
under CEQA; however, the following cost information is provided for disclosure purposes and to
inform the discussion of the feasibility of the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative. Wastewater
treatment capacity improvements to accommodate additional flows from the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative would include the improvements identified in the EIR for the Burbank 2021-
2029 Housing Element (totaling $115 million), plus additional technology to boost treatment plant
capacity, such as sludge densification, which could cost an additional $2 million. These improvements
would cost substantially less than the improvements required to boost treatment plant capacity for
the proposed Project (5117 million versus $430 million). Implementation of Mitigation Measures
UTIL-1a through UTIL-1e, UTIL-3a, and UTIL-3b would address potential impacts from the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative to the City’s wastewater conveyance and treatment system. With
implementation of Mitigation Measures UTIL-1a through UTIL-le and implementation of the
wastewater capacity improvements detailed in the Focused Sewer Capacity Analysis, impacts related
to wastewater treatment facilities would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with mitigation
incorporated, and less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

Solid Waste

Similar to the proposed Project, development accommodated by the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would generate both construction and operational solid waste that would be disposed of
at the Burbank Landfill Site No. 3, Sunshine Canyon Landfill, Simi Valley Landfill & Recycling Center,
Antelope Valley Public Landfill, and other collection centers. The maximum daily throughputs and
remaining capacities of the landfills serving the Specific Plan Area are shown in Table 4.17-1 in Section
4.17, Utilities and Service Systems. Solid waste generated by the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative
would contribute to the overall capacity of these facilities. According to the CalEEMod results
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(Appendix L), future development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would generate
approximately 2,607 tons of solid waste per year, or 10.03 tons per day on average.’

The average daily solid waste generated by the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would account
for approximately four percent of the maximum permitted daily intake of 240 tons per day for
Burbank Landfill Site No 3. The average daily solid waste generated by the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would account for less than 0.1 percent of the maximum permitted daily intake of 12,100
tons per day for Sunshine Canyon Landfill. Additionally, the average daily solid waste generated by
the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would account for less than 0.02 percent of the maximum
permitted daily intake of 64,750 tons per day for Simi Valley Landfill & Recycling Center. Finally, the
average daily solid waste generated by the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would account for
approximately 0.18 percent of the maximum permitted daily intake of 5,548 tons per day for Antelope
Valley Public Landfill. Therefore, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would not account for a
substantial portion of the maximum permitted daily intakes of the landfills serving the City and the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would not result in the generation of solid waste in excess of
the capacity of local solid waste infrastructure.

Based upon the existing capacity of landfills available to the City, the solid waste generated by future
development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would not require the development of
new or expanded solid waste facilities but, over time, would contribute to the need as other
municipalities expand their residential and non-residential development. Similar to the proposed
Project, development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would generate solid
waste, including construction debris. The handling of all debris and waste generated during
construction of development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be
subject to CALGreen Code requirements and the California Integrated Waste Management Act of
1989 (AB 939) requirements for salvaging, recycling, and reuse of materials from construction
activities. In addition, development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would
be required to comply with federal, State, and local statues and regulations related to solid waste,
such as AB 939 and the City’s recycling programs. The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would
not generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards or otherwise impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals. Therefore, impacts to solid waste would be less than significant but less
than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

In compliance with State legislation, future development under the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would be required to implement a Solid Waste Diversion Program and divert at least 75
percent of the solid waste generated from the applicable landfill site, similar to the proposed Project.
Future development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would also comply with
federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste, such as the California Waste
Integrated Waste Management Act (AB 939), mandatory commercial recycling (AB 341, AB 1826),
California State SB 1383 (SB 1383), and the City’s recycling program. Since future development
projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would comply with applicable federal, State,
and local regulations involving solid waste, impacts related to conflict with statutes and regulations
governing solid waste would be less than significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar
impact)

15 Average daily disposal quantities are based on 260 days (5 days per week, average, based on operational hours for the City’s solid waste
services).
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r. Wildfire

Emergency Response Plan or Emergency Evacuation Plan

As detailed in Section 4.18, Wildfire, of the Draft EIR, the Specific Plan Area is not found within an
SRA; however, the majority of the Specific Plan Area south of SR-134 is designated as a VHFHSZ within
an LRA. Similar to the proposed Project, it is not expected that buildout of the Sustainable
Infrastructure Alternative would contribute to the critical fire environment because it would not
increase the length of the WUI. The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would involve the same
pedestrian intersection improvements along West Olive Avenue at Riverside Drive, which include
updating crosswalks, curb ramps, lighting, landscaping, and curb extensions, as identified for the
proposed Project. These improvements on West Olive Avenue would occur within the existing right-
of-way and would not result in temporary or permanent road closures to impair an emergency
evacuation plan. Similar to the proposed Project, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative does not
include any changes or improvements to SR-134 and, thus, would not result in temporary or
permanent road closures to impair an emergency evacuation plan.

Similar to the proposed Project, development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would
adhere to the fire safety design standards and emergency access requirements in the California
Building Standards Code and the BMC. As part of standard development procedures, plans for future
development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be submitted for review
and approval to ensure that all new development would have adequate emergency access and escape
routes in compliance with applicable regulations. Therefore, access for emergency service providers
and evacuation routes would be maintained during construction and operation activities associated
with development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative. Potential impacts related to
adopted emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plans would be less than significant but
less than the proposed Project. (Less impact)

Exacerbation of Wildfire Risks and Exposure to Pollutant Concentrations

Construction of individual projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in a
temporary increase in human activity and potential ignition sources compared to existing conditions,
including equipment that could create sparks, be a source of heat, or leak flammable materials within
the Specific Plan Area, but less than that of the proposed Project. Heat or sparks from construction
equipment, vehicles, and the use of flammable hazardous materials have the potential to ignite
adjacent vegetation and start a fire, especially during weather events that include low-humidity and
high wind speeds. The potential risk of wildfire ignition and spread associated with individual project
construction would be potentially significant, but less than that of the proposed Project. During
construction of individual projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative, Mitigation
Measure W-1, described in Section 4.18, Wildfire, would be implemented to reduce the risk of wildfire
by requiring equipment spark arrestors, red-flag restrictions, clear access roads, and fire protection
and safety equipment. Therefore, potential construction-related impacts would be less than
significant with mitigation incorporated and less than the proposed Project due to reduced
development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative. (Less impact)

If wildfires occur nearby, there is potential for smoke to drift into the Specific Plan Area and increase
pollutant concentrations for residents. Due to the location of the Specific Plan Area in a heavily
urbanized area, the exposure of existing and future occupants of the Specific Plan Area to
uncontrolled spread of wildfire is low. Although the Specific Plan Area is located north of the
underdeveloped hillside terrain of Griffith Park and the Hollywood Hills, a natural and existing physical
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barrier, the Los Angeles River, which functions as a concrete-lined drainage channel separates the
hillside from the Specific Plan Area. This barrier provides a buffer that reduces the potential for direct
wildfire spread from the adjacent hillside into the Specific Plan Area. Therefore, similar to the
proposed Project, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would not substantially exacerbate
wildfire risks or expose future occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or contribute to
the uncontrolled spread of wildfire. Because the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would
introduce less development to the Specific Plan Area compared to the proposed Project, the
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would reduce the number of people exposed to wildfire risks
and pollutants. Potential impacts related to operation would be less than significant but less than the
proposed Project. (Less impact)

Installation or Maintenance of Infrastructure

The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would occur within the same Specific Plan Area as the
proposed Project, which is in an urbanized area of the City that includes existing roads, pipelines, and
overhead electrical infrastructure that serve surrounding commercial and residential properties.
Power poles, overhead lines, and pipelines traverse the Specific Plan Area, providing electrical,
telecommunications, water, and wastewater services to existing buildings and adjacent facilities.
These utilities are operated by BWP, a community-owned utility that supplies electricity and water
services throughout the City, along with private companies that provide telecommunication services.
As detailed in Section 4.18, Wildfire, the Specific Plan Area is not located within a high-fire threat
district designated by the CPUC, but the dense vegetated areas south of the Specific Plan Area are
designated as a Tier 2 (elevated risk of potential impacts to people and property) high-fire threat
district. BWP does not operate any facilities within the Tier 2 high-fire threat district located south of
the Specific Plan Area. Thus, BWP facilities and equipment and their maintenance within the Specific
Plan Area do not pose a direct wildfire hazard threat to the Tier 2 high-fire threat district located south
of the Specific Plan Area.

Future development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative within the Specific Plan Area
would be served by existing surrounding roads and extensions of existing power lines, water sources,
and other utilities. The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative in itself does not propose the installation
or maintenance of infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk. The extension or improvement of
infrastructure for future development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative
would be implemented in accordance with all local and State regulations pertaining to power lines
and other related infrastructure and fire suppression requirements, which would include
requirements from the Uniform Building Code for fire protection and project would be subject to
review and approval by the BFD, similar to the proposed Project. Additionally, adherence to the
strategies and programs detailed in BWP’s 2024 Wildfire Mitigation Plan would minimize wildfire risk
associated with the operation and maintenance of electrical infrastructure, including overhead
powerlines within and near the Specific Plan Area. Therefore, compliance with existing regulations
would ensure that potential impacts associated infrastructure improvements for development
projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be less than significant and similar to
the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

Exposure to Downslopes or Downstream Flooding or Landslides

Development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would occur within the same Specific
Plan Area as the proposed Project, which is generally characterized by flat terrain that is developed
and consists primarily of commercial and residential uses. The southern boundary of the Specific Plan
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Area abuts Griffith Park and the Hollywood Hills, which include rugged hillsides, canyons, and
residential development typical of Southern California’s WUl zones with elevations ranging from
approximately 538 feet above mean sea level to nearby peaks reaching 1,634 feet. The Specific Plan
Area’s southern portion is designated as a VHFHSZ within an LRA. The nearby steep slopes and heavy
hillside vegetation contribute to wildfire risks due to the potential for downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes.

Similar to the proposed Project, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would conform to design
requirements associated with proper site preparation and grading practices and would implement
surface drainage improvements and erosion control measures as well as construction BMPs.
Construction BMPs would be implemented during grading operations, as specified in the SWPPP, to
stabilize graded slopes and prevent excessive runoff and erosion. During operation, development
under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be located in a predominantly flat, urbanized
setting where post-fire erosion risks are minimal, similar to the proposed Project. Furthermore,
development under the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be subject to applicable building
standards identified in Section 4.18, Wildfire, which ensure long-term site stability and minimize the
potential for post-fire runoff or erosion impacts. As such, additional post-fire erosion control or slope
stabilization measures are not anticipated to be necessary. As discussed in Section 4.19.5, Geology
and Soils, the Specific Plan Area’s risk of landslide is low, as the Specific Plan Area is in an urbanized,
relatively flat area of the City. Thus, future development projects under the Sustainable Infrastructure
Alternative would not directly or indirectly cause impacts related to landslides, similar to the proposed
Project. The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would not expose people or structures to
significant risks, including downslopes or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff,
post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. Therefore, potential impacts would be less than
significant and similar to the proposed Project. (Similar impact)

6.3.3 Project Objectives Fulfilment

Compared to the proposed Project, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in a net
development decrease of 7,444 residential units and 3,301,962 square feet of non-residential uses,
for a total development potential of 2,258 residential units, 684,245 square feet of non-residential
uses, and 400 hotel rooms. The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would meet the following
objectives:

= Develop people-focused streetscapes and buildings that are sensitive to the surrounding
intensity and scale of surrounding development.

o The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would involve identifying underutilized parcels as
opportunity sites, concentrating development along transit corridors, and improving
pedestrian, bicycle, and non-vehicular infrastructure, similar to the proposed Project.

= Allow sufficient and balanced development opportunities for media, medical, and other
commercial establishments within the Media District.

o The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would involve the development of 684,245 square
feet of commercial space, which would allow for additional employment, entertainment, and
other neighborhood serving opportunities, similar to the proposed Project.

=  Encourage higher development intensity in the center of the Media District and transition as it
approaches existing low- and medium-scale residential areas.
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o The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would involve the development of 2,258
residential units, contributing to the City’s RHNA goal to attain such goal, and approximately
684,245 square feet of commercial space within the core of the Specific Plan Area, similar to
the proposed Project.

= Align and encourage residential and commercial growth near major transportation resources,
including new transit stops, corridors, and with major mobility centers.

o The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would involve identifying underutilized parcels as
opportunity sites, concentrating development along transit corridors, and improving
pedestrian, bicycle, and non-vehicular infrastructure, similar to the proposed Project.

= Encourage more pedestrian and bicycle use through added infrastructure.

o The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would involve identifying underutilized parcels as
opportunity sites, concentrating development along transit corridors, and improving
pedestrian, bicycle, and non-vehicular infrastructure, similar to the proposed Project.

= Establish practical and objective design standards based on community feedback and best
practices to ensure neighborhood compatibility and development.

@ The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would involve updated objective design standards
to ensure future high-density development aligns with the neighborhood character and
context.

= Encourage affordable and workforce housing development in the center of the Media District.

@ The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would include policies that could facilitate and
implement the creation of workforce housing.

= Establish policies that will facilitate the streamlined development of a variety of housing in the
center of the Media District.

@ The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would include policies that could facilitate and
implement streamlined development of a variety of housing types in the center of the Media
District.

= Ensure that non-vehicular infrastructure and public service improvements are designed to
accommodate the needs of all existing and future development.

o The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would involve identifying underutilized parcels as
opportunity sites, concentrating development along transit corridors, and improving
pedestrian, bicycle, and non-vehicular infrastructure, similar to the proposed Project. Further,
as described above under Section 6.3.2(q), the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would
maintain sufficient infrastructure for the existing or future development within the Media
District, resulting in a less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated related to
utilities and service systems, less than the proposed Project.

6.4  Alternatives Considered but Rejected

As described above, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) provides that the range of potential
alternatives for the project shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic
objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects.
Alternatives that fail to meet the fundamental project objectives need not be addressed in detail in
an EIR.
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An EIR is also required to identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were
rejected during the planning or scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead
agency’s determination. The following alternative was considered by the City but is not evaluated
further in this EIR, for the reasons discussed:

= Measure One Alternative. An alternative that would increase the City’s residential units to the
limit established by Measure One was considered for full analysis. Measure One is the City’s
growth management initiative that is in effect until January 1, 2030, which allows for a maximum
buildout of 18,600 residential units in the Medium Density, High Density and Various Commercial
zone districts. This option was rejected as an alternative because Measure One is a Citywide limit
on residential growth, so unlike the proposed Project, it does not include land use and mobility
strategies that would directly apply to residential and commercial growth in the Specific Plan Area
and, therefore, would not meet basic project objectives.

6.5 Comparison of Alternatives

Table 6-20 indicates whether each alternative’s environmental impact is greater than, less than, or

similar to that of the proposed Project for each of the issue areas studied.

Table 6-20

Aesthetics
Air Quality

Biological
Resources

Cultural
Resources

Energy

Geology and
Soils

Greenhouse
Gas Emissions

Hazards and
Hazardous
Materials

Hydrology and
Water Quality

Land Use and
Planning

Noise

Population and
Housing

Less than Significant

Significant and
Unavoidable

Less than Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

Significant and
Unavoidable

Less than Significant

Less than Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than Significant

Less than Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than Significant

Significant and
Unavoidable

Significant and
Unavoidable

Less than Significant

Impact Comparison of Alternatives

Less

Less (Remains
Significant and
Unavoidable)/
Similar

Similar

Similar

Similar

Less

Less

Less/Similar

Similar

Similar

Similar

Less/Similar

Similar

Greater/Similar

Similar

Similar

Greater/Similar

Greater/Similar

Greater/Similar

Similar

Similar

Greater/Similar

Similar

Greater/Similar
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Less/Similar

Less (Remains Significant
and Unavoidable)/Similar

Less/Similar

Less/Similar

Less/Similar

Less/Similar

Less/Similar

Less/Similar

Less/Similar

Less (Remains Significant
and Unavoidable)/Similar

Less (Remains Significant
and Unavoidable)/Similar

Less
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Public Services
Recreation

Transportation

Less than Significant
Less than Significant

Significant and

Less
Less

Slightly Greater

Similar
Similar

Less (Remains Significant

Less/Similar
Less/Similar

Greater/Similar

Unavoidable and Unavoidable)/
Similar

Tribal Cultural Less than Significant Similar Similar Less
Resources with Mitigation

Incorporated
Utilities and Significant and Less/Similar Greater/Similar Less (Reduced to Less
Service Unavoidable Than Significant With
Systems Mitigation Incorporated)/

Similar

Wildfire Less than Significant Similar Similar Less/Similar

with Mitigation
Incorporated

6.6 Environmentally Superior Alternative

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 states that an EIR should identify the “environmentally superior”
alternative. “If the environmentally superior alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative, the EIR shall
also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.” As shown in the
Executive Summary section of this Draft EIR, there would be significant and unavoidable impacts to
air quality, cultural resources, land use and planning, noise, transportation, and utilities and service
systems. Each of the evaluated alternatives would result in lesser environmental impacts on some
environmental resources and greater impacts on others compared to the proposed Project. None of
the alternatives presented would reduce all the impacts associated with the proposed Project.

The No Project Alternative would result in lesser impacts to aesthetics, air quality (remains significant
and unavoidable), geology and soils, GHG emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, population
and housing, public services, recreation, and utilities and service systems compared to the proposed
Project. Impacts related to air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, hazards and
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, noise, population and
housing, tribal cultural resources, utilities and service systems, and wildfire would be similar
compared to the proposed Project. Impacts to transportation would be slightly greater compared to
the proposed Project.

The Increased Growth Alternative would result in lesser impacts to transportation (remains significant
and unavoidable) compared to the proposed Project. Impacts related to aesthetics, air quality
biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology and soils, GHG emissions, hazards and
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, noise, population and
housing, public services, recreation, transportation, tribal cultural resources, utilities and service
systems, and wildfire would be similar compared to the proposed Project. Impacts to air quality,
energy, geology and soils, GHG emissions, land use and planning, population and housing, and utilities
and service systems would be greater compared to the proposed Project.

The Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in lesser impacts to aesthetics, air quality
(remains significant and unavoidable), biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology and
soils, GHG emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and
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planning (remains significant and unavoidable), noise (remains significant and unavoidable),
population and housing, public services, recreation, tribal cultural resources, utilities and service
systems (reduces impact to less than significant with mitigation incorporated), and wildfire. The
Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would result in similar impacts to aesthetics, air quality,
biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology and soils, GHG emissions, hazards and
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, noise, public services,
recreation, transportation, utilities and service systems, and wildfire. Impacts to transportation would
be greater compared to the proposed Project.

Based on this comparative analysis, the Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative would be the
environmentally superior alternative.
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