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Table 3.17-2, Summary of LADWP Existing and Future Water Supplies, identifies the existing and 
future water supplies expected to be utilized by LADWP to meet the projected future demands 
during a normal year, single dry, and a multi-dry, year 5 scenario (LADWP 2021). 

Table 3.17-2 Summary of LADWP Existing and Future Water Supplies 

Water Supply 
Source 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Conservation 
Measures 1  

148,100 147,000 156,500 157,600 159,200 

Los Angeles 
Aqueduct  

141,900 140,700 139,500 138,400 137,300 

Groundwater      

Entitlements 109,400 109,400 109,400 108,800 108,800 

Groundwater 
Replenishment 

7,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 

Stormwater 
Recharge 

4,000 8,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 

Recycled Water – 
Irrigation and 
Industrial Use 

17,300 29,200 29,700 29,800 30,000 

MWD Water 
Purchases with 
Existing/Planned 
Supplies  

228,000 228,300 231,500 251,400 263,600 

Total 655,700 673,600 692,600 712,000 724,900 

Source: LADWP 2021. 
Notes: Water quantities are in acre-feet per year (AFY). 
1. Conservation accounts for both active and passive water savings features that are implemented by LADWP. Active 
water saving features could include low-flow fixtures like showerheads and toilets, smart technology for irrigation 
and monitoring. Passive water features include non-rebated conservation savings from codes, ordinances, and 
changes in customer behavior due to outreach and educational programs. 

Groundwater 
Local groundwater is a major component of LADWP’s local water supply portfolio. Over the last 
five years, local groundwater has provided approximately 8 percent of the total water supply for 
the City, and since 1970 has provided up to 23 percent of the total water supply during 
extended dry periods when imported supplies were less reliable (LADWP 2021).  
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Several sources of local groundwater within the Los Angeles area are part of the LADWP water 
portfolio. The Upper Los Angeles River Area (ULARA) watershed, which includes the San 
Fernando Basin (SFB) and Sylmar Basin, is the principal groundwater resource where LADWP 
recharges and extracts local groundwater. The City also owns and extracts its local groundwater 
rights from the Central Basin and is entitled to produce water from the neighboring West Coast 
Basin. The unadjudicated Hollywood, Santa Monica, and northern Central Basins are local 
groundwater resources that do not currently provide groundwater to the City, but there is 
potential to develop future drinking water supplies for the City from these groundwater basins. 
In total, the City’s groundwater rights can potentially supply more than 110,000 AFY of 
groundwater (LADWP 2021).  

LADWP utilizes various strategies to respond to hydrologic variability to maintain supply 
reliability for the benefit of its customers. One of these strategies, known as conjunctive use, is 
storing excess supplies when available to help minimize the impacts of water shortages during 
future dry periods. LADWP has operated its groundwater resources conjunctively by reducing 
groundwater pumping and diverting water from the LAA into the Tujunga and Pacoima 
Spreading Grounds, which are owned and operated by the City and Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District (LACFCD), respectively. This strategy allows for greater replenishment to the 
local groundwater basins during wet and normal periods and prevents conditions of severe 
overdraft when groundwater pumping is increased during dry periods. LADWP also continues to 
invest in stormwater capture projects as well as water recycling programs to produce advanced 
treated recycled water for groundwater replenishment (LADWP 2021).  

LADWP is implementing its SFB Groundwater Remediation Program to restore access to SFB as a 
drinking water source and groundwater storage. The SFB groundwater remediation facilities are 
expected to be complete and operational by 2027. LADWP also receives SFB water through the 
Los Angeles-Burbank Interim Interconnection Pipeline. In 2015, the City of Los Angeles and the 
City of Burbank entered into an agreement to construct and operate the Los Angeles-Burbank 
Interim Interconnection. A temporary delivery to LADWP of a minimum of 500 AF of blended 
water began in August 2019 and is expected to continue until 2027 when the permanent 
connection starts construction. The permanent connection is expected to begin service in 2031 
to deliver approximately 4,670 AFY of blended water to LADWP (LADWP 2021). 

Imported Water 
As a member agency of MWD, LADWP purchases water to supplement its supplies from local 
groundwater, the LAA, and recycled water. LADWP has historically purchased supplemental 
supplies from MWD to help meet the City’s demands. Between fiscal year ending (FYE) 2021 
and 2025, MWD purchased water accounted for approximately 54 percent of the City’s total 
water supply. Colorado River supplies, State Water Project supplies, water transfers, and storage 
and exchange programs together comprise MWD’s total system water supply sources (LADWP 
2021, Appendix H). 
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LADWP has historically purchased supplemental MWD supplies to meet demands and maintain 
reliability. MWD’s 2020 Urban Water Management Plan indicates that MWD will continue to 
provide 100-percent supply capability through 2045 for its member agencies during average 
(1922 to 2017 hydrology), single dry (1977 hydrology), and multiple dry years (1988 to 1992 
hydrology). For each of these scenarios, there is a projected surplus of supply capability in every 
forecast year (LADWP 2021). 

LADWP receives surface water and groundwater from the Eastern Sierra through the LAA. 
LADWP’s water rights in the Eastern Sierra are comprised of riparian rights, pre-1914 
appropriations, and post-1914 appropriation licenses held on various streams in the Mono 
Basin and Owens Valley. The expected annual long term LAA delivery from 2020 to 2045 will 
range from approximately 184,200 AFY to 192,000 AFY for average hydrologic conditions 
(Appendix H). 

Recycled Water 
The City’s water recycling program seeks to increase supply of recycled water to offset potable 
demands where infrastructure is available, and also plans to implement other potable reuse 
projects such as the Groundwater Replenishment Project and Operation NEXT Water Supply 
Program. Recycled water is becoming a larger part of the LADWP’s overall supply portfolio. 
LADWP’s water recycling program depends on the City’s wastewater treatment infrastructure 
and wastewater treatment facilities located within and outside of the City’s boundaries. The 
City’s wastewater system serves 573 square miles, 456 square miles of which are within the City 
(LADWP 2021). 

There is no existing recycled water infrastructure or service on the Project Site.  

Recycled water for the larger LADWP service area is derived from wastewater effluent flows, 
which do not vary significantly due to hydrologic conditions. Therefore, recycled water use is 
mainly limited by system capacities, infrastructure availability, and potable water demands. 
LADWP is planning extensive expansion of its recycled water system not only to include 
expansion of irrigation and industrial uses, but also to include groundwater replenishment. 
LADWP is working in conjunction with LASAN to develop non-potable reuse projects. LADWP’s 
recycled water use is projected to increase from 50,900 AFY in the year 2025 to 67,600 AFY by 
FYE 2045, which is inclusive of planned municipal/industrial use, indirect potable reuse 
(groundwater replenishment), and environmental reuse (Appendix H). 

Existing Water Demand 
The existing land uses in the Project Site consist of various medical and hospital uses, a childcare 
center, dormitories, office uses, parking, storage, utilities, warehouse uses, and landscaping. 
These operations currently generate indoor and outdoor water use. Table 3.17-3, Existing Water 
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Demand, shows the estimated water demand generated by the existing uses within the Project 
Site.  

Table 3.17-3 Estimated Existing Water Demand 

Land Use 
Type 

Square 
Footage 

Conversion 
Rate 

Water 
Demand 

Rate (gpd)4 

Water 
Demand 

(gpd) 

Number of 
Operational 

Days 

Water Demand 
(afy) 

Educational 148,100  0.011 
students/sf1 

11 
gpd/student 

17,962 350 19.29 

Hospital 141,900  0.011 
bed/sf2 

70 gpd/bed 144924 365 162.34 

Housing 67,500 160 beds3 70 gpd/bed 11200 365 12.55 

Office 109,400  - 0.17 gpd/sf 52,208 350 56.08 

Parking 
Structure 

7,000  - 0.02 gpd/sf 24,925 365 27.92 

Storage  4,000  - 0.03 gpd/sf 210 365 0.24 

Utilities 17,300  - 0.17 gpd/sf 7,797 365 8.73 

Warehouse 228,000  - 0.03 gpd/sf 2,465 365 2.76 

Total 3,786,494 - - 271,684 - 301.09 

Landscaping5 336,112 - - 9,991 365 11.19 

Angeles 2014, CDWR 2017. 
Notes: square foot = sf; gallons per day = gpd; acre-feet per year = afy 
1. A proportional rate was used based on the WSA. The WSA considered 1,222 students per 110,000 sf of education 
building space. 
2. A proportional rate was used based on the WSA. The WSA considered 450 beds per 400,000 sf of hospital 
building space. 
3. Number of beds anticipated for the Restorative Care Village. 
4. Indoor water uses are based on 2012 City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation 
Sewer Generation Rates. The rate for “Utilities” is from the 2014 Master Plan EIR. 
5. A Reference Evapotranspiration (Eto) of 48.87 inches and average total precipitation of 13.77 inches was used per 
the 2021 LADWP UWMP. A plant factor of 0.3 was used per the 2014 Master Plan EIR. The total irrigated square 
footage is assumed to be half drip irrigation half overhead irrigation. The Estimated Total Water Use is shown in the 
table. 

WASTEWATER 

LASAN provides sewer collection services to the Project Site. As shown in Figure 3.17-1, Existing 
Site Utilities, existing infrastructure on the Campus is serviced by various sanitary sewer service 
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laterals that are collected and directed to existing connections at either the 12-inch public main 
bisecting the western side of the Campus or connections on Zonal Avenue. 

LASAN has three collection systems in its service area that convey wastewater via approximately 
6,439 miles of gravity mains, 33 miles of force mains, and 46 pumping plants. The systems 
currently generate an average wastewater flow rate of approximately 272 mgd. The three 
collection systems also convey the flows of 29 satellite agencies to treatment plants (City of Los 
Angeles 2017).  

The Project Site has a sanitary sewer easement that is 60 feet wide and runs northeast to 
southwest from Zonal Avenue to Marengo Street. Wastewater generated on the Campus is, and 
would continue to be, conveyed to and treated at the Hyperion Water Reclamation Plant, 
located at 12000 Vista Del Mar in the Playa Del Rey district in the City of Los Angeles. The 
Hyperion Water Reclamation Plant is within jurisdiction of the Los Angeles RWQCB (LARWQCB 
2023) and operates under Order No. R4-2023-0033 and NPDES No. CA0109991.  

Sewer Flow and Capacity 
The City’s sewer system has sufficient capacity to handle peak dry-weather flows and has not 
experienced any wet-weather overflows since major relief sewers were constructed in 2006. 
The system has the capacity to convey wet-weather flows from 10-year storms. Most of the 
system components have sufficient capacity to handle larger, less frequent storms. However, 
overflows can occur at a limited number of locations during larger than 10-year storm events 
(City of Los Angeles 2017). 

Wastewater Treatment 
The Hyperion Water Reclamation Plant, which has a design capacity of 450 mgd and peak wet 
weather flow of 850 mgd. In 2020, the Hyperion Water Reclamation Plant treated an average 
effluent flow of approximately 215 mgd, leaving a capacity of 235 mgd (LARWQCB 2023). 
Approximately 60 mgd is treated at the upstream Donald C. Tillman and Los Angeles Glendale 
Water Reclamation Plants. All other flow in the system, and the biosolids from the upstream 
reclamation plants that are returned to the collection system, are treated at the Hyperion Water 
Reclamation Plant (City of Los Angeles 2017).  

Existing Wastewater Generation 
It is assumed that the existing wastewater generated by existing land uses in the Project Site is 
100 percent of the indoor water demand. As shown in Table 3.17-3, the total indoor water 
demand is 261,692 gpd for a total sewer generation of 261,692 gpd. 
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STORMWATER INFRASTRUCTURE  

The Project Site is located at the toe of a series of hills that shed water towards the Los Angeles 
River and the Project Site is in the Los Angeles River Watershed (LA County 2025). The Los 
Angeles River Watershed is one of the largest in the Region at 824 square miles. Approximately 
324 square miles of the watershed are covered by forest or open space land including the area 
near the headwaters which originate in the Santa Monica, Santa Susana, and San Gabriel 
Mountains. The rest of the watershed is highly developed (LARWQCB 2025). 

Within the Los Angeles River Watershed, the primary drainage channels are the Los Angeles 
River and the Rio Hondo. The Project Site is served by the County of Los Angeles Flood Control 
District (LACFCD). The existing stormwater management system utilizes a system of vertical roof 
drains, underground reinforced concrete pipe, overland sheet flow, curb, gutters, catch basins, 
and driveways to convey stormwater runoff to the existing public system owned and operated 
by LACFCD. 

The LACFCD covers the 2,753-square-mile portion of the County Los Angeles south of the east-
west projection of Avenue S, excluding Catalina Island. It is a special district governed by the 
County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors, and its functions are carried out by the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works (LARWQCB 2015). 

On the Project Site, as shown in Figure 3.17-1, Existing Site Utilities, the storm drain system runs 
north-to-south through the west campus area and most of the connections are located along 
Zonal Avenue and Marengo Street. These existing drains eventually join together off-site, south 
of the I-10 freeway, and ultimately carry stormwater to the Los Angeles River. The Campus’ 
historical context includes a seasonal creek that ran west to east through the lower point of the 
Campus. The creek was located near Coroner Road on the Project Site and ran from north to 
south, exiting the site near the existing County of Los Angeles Medical Examiner building. The 
creek has been replaced by a buried stormwater pipe that now aligns with the on-site utility 
easement. The historic creek previously provided overland natural conveyance relief for the 
upper watershed. 

Approximately 20 percent of the Campus slopes exceed 10 percent, with elevations within the 
Campus ranging from a low of approximately 320 feet in the southwestern portion of the 
Campus to a high of approximately 450 feet in the northeastern portion of the site. Overland 
flow within the Project Site are generally from the northeast to the southwest. The flow of on-
site runoff is driven by the natural site topography, with the majority of runoff flowing towards 
the historic creek and draining into the existing storm drain that is maintained by the LACFCD. 
Off-site flows into or through the site are minimal.  
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Slopes within the three non-contiguous areas at the intersection of Mission Road and Zonal 
Avenue are relatively flat, with elevations of approximately 330 feet; overland flow is generally 
directed toward the adjacent roadways. 

Additionally, the Project Site has two stormwater easements, 10 feet and 30 feet wide 
respectively, that run parallel to the sanitary sewer easement that runs northeast to southwest 
from Zonal Avenue to Marengo Street. 

SOLID WASTE 

Solid Waste Collection 
The Project Site is in LASAN’s North Central District. LASAN collects over one million tons of 
refuse annually from 750,000 customers, which include single-family and multi-family 
residences. Container and field repairs are conducted for over 750 customers per day. In 
addition, LASAN's container rollout program includes systematic replacement of refuse 
containers that have exceeded their life expectancy. 

Solid Waste Disposal 
An existing waste management facility on the Project Site is operated by the County and serves 
the General Hospital, Intern and Residents Dorm, Medical Center, and Outpatient’s Building. 
Solid waste generated by facilities on the Campus is collected by private waste haulers for 
eventual disposal at one of the designated landfills in the Los Angeles area. 

The waste generated by Campus facilities for disposal includes both medical and biohazardous 
waste. Medical and biohazardous waste needs to be disposed of in a facility that can handle 
these wastes.  

Landfills are categorized as one of three classes: 

 Class I landfills accept hazardous and non-hazardous wastes 

 Class II landfills accept non---hazardous and “designated” wastes, as defined by the State 
Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery 

 Class III landfills accept municipal and other non-hazardous, household waste 

Existing hazardous waste at the Project Site is disposed of at designated Class I facilities. 

In 2019, which is the latest year of available data, approximately 68 percent of the solid waste 
landfilled from the City of Los Angeles was disposed of at three landfills (CalRecycle 2019a). See 
Table 3.17-4, Landfill Capacities for the City of Los Angeles, for information on these three 
landfills. As shown in Table 3.17-4, the landfills have a combined residual capacity of 
approximately 67,669 tons per day. All the landfills have a disposal capacity beyond the 15-year 
horizon, as required by AB 939. 
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Table 3.17-4 Landfill Capacities for the City of Los Angeles 

Landfill and Location 

Current 
Remaining 
Capacity 

(Cubic Yards) 
Estimated 
Close Date 

Maximum 
Daily Load 
(tons/day) 

Average 
Daily 

Disposal, 
(tons/day)1 

Residual 
Daily 

Disposal 
Capacity 

(tons/day) 
Simi Valley Landfill & 
Recycling Center 79,783,835 2063 64,750 4,872 59,878 

Antelope Valley Public 
Landfill 12,194,026 2044 5,548 2,372 3,176 

Lancaster Landfill and 
Recycling Center 13,017,160 2044 5,100 485 4,615 

Total 67,669 

Source: CalRecycle 2025a, CalRecycle 2025b, CalRecycle 2025c, CalRecycle 2024.  
Note:  
1. Average daily disposal is calculated from annual disposal based on 300 operating days per year; each of the three 
landfills is open six days per week, Monday through Saturday, except for certain holidays. 

In the County of Los Angeles, approximately 60 percent of the solid waste landfilled from the 
County of Los Angeles was disposed of at four landfills: Calabasas Landfill, Chiquita Canyon 
Sanitary Landfill, El Sobrante Landfill, and Sunshine Canyon City/County Landfill (CalRecycle 
2019b). As shown in Table 3.17-5, Landfill Capacities for County of Los Angeles the landfills have 
a combined residual capacity of approximately 17,468 tons per day. Two (Chiquita Canyon 
Sanitary Landfill and El Sobrante Landfill) of the four landfills have a disposal capacity beyond 
the 15-year horizon, as required by AB 939. 
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Table 3.17-5 Landfill Capacities for County of Los Angeles 

Landfill and Location 

Current 
Remaining 
Capacity 
(Cubic Yards) 

Estimated 
Close 
Date 

Maximum 
Daily Load 
(tons/day) 

Average 
Daily 
Disposal, 
(tons/day)1 

Residual 
Daily 
Disposal 
Capacity 
(tons/day) 

Calabasas Landfill 6,700,000 2029 3,500 756 2,744 

Chiquita Canyon Sanitary 
Landfill 

58,259,767 2047 12,000 6,181 5,819 

El Sobrante Landfill 121,083,583 2051 16,054 10,858 5,196 

Sunshine Canyon City/County 
Landfill 

66,200,000 2037 12,100 8,390 3,710 

Total 17,468 

Source: CalRecycle 2025e, CalRecycle 2025f, CalRecycle 2025g, CalRecycle 2025h, CalRecycle 2024.  
Note:  
1. Average daily disposal is calculated from annual disposal based on 300 operating days per year; each of the three 
landfills is open six days per week, Monday through Saturday, except for certain holidays. 

Solid Waste Diversion and Recycling 
Compliance with AB 939 is measured by comparing the CalRecycle target disposal rates for 
residents and employees to actual disposal rates. The CalRecycle target calculated disposal rates 
for unincorporated Los Angeles are 7.4 pounds per person per day (ppd) for residents and 41.5 
ppd for employees. The actual disposal rates in 2023 were 5.3 ppd for residents and 23.6 ppd 
for employees (CalRecycle 2023a). Therefore, the solid waste diversion goals for Unincorporated 
Los Angeles have been met.  

The CalRecycle target calculated disposal rates for Los Angeles Area Integrated Waste 
Management Authority are 7.1 pounds ppd for residents and 17.5 ppd for employees. The 
actual disposal rates in 2023 were 6.6 ppd for residents and 14.10 ppd for employees 
(CalRecycle 2023b). Therefore, the solid waste diversion goals for the Los Angeles Area 
Integrated Waste Management Authority have been met.  

Existing Solid Waste Generation 
The existing land uses in the Project Site consist of various medical and hospital uses, a childcare 
center, dormitories, office uses, storage, warehouses, and utilities all of which generate solid 
waste. Table 3.17-6, Existing Solid Waste Generation, shows the solid waste generated by the 
existing uses within the Project Site.  
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Table 3.17-6 Existing Solid Waste Generation 

Land Use Type Unit Conversion Rate 
Solid Waste 

Generation Rate 
Solid Waste 

Generation (ppd) 
Educational 148,100 sf - 0.007 lb/student 1,039 

Hospital 141,900 sf 0.011 bed/sf1 16 33126 

Housing 67,500 160 beds2 16 2560 

Office 109,400 sf - 0.006 1,843 

Storage  4,000 sf - 0.0142 99 

Utilities 17,300 sf - 0.014 642 

Warehouse 228,000 sf - 0.0142 1,167 

Total 2,540,236 - - 40,476 

Source: CalRecycle 2025d. 
Notes: square foot = sf; lb = pounds; ppd = pounds per day 
1. A proportional rate was used based on the WSA. The WSA considered 450 beds per 400,000 sf of hospital 
building space. 
2. Number of beds anticipated for the Restorative Care Village. 

OTHER UTILITIES 

Electricity 
LADWP provides electricity to the Project Site. LADWP is the nation’s largest municipal power 
utility with a net maximum plant capacity of 10,730 megawatts (MW) and net dependable 
capacity of 8,007 MW (LADWP 2025b). Total electricity consumption in LADWP’s service area 
was projected to be 28,696 gigawatt-hour (GWH) per year in 2035; one GWH is one million 
kilowatt hours. In 2025, the projected total electricity consumption in LADWP’s service area is 
24,576 GWH (CEC 2022). 

As shown in Table 3.5-5, Building Energy Consumption: Existing Uses, the electricity demand of 
the buildings associated with existing uses within the Project Site is 103,374,261 Kilowatt-hour 
(KWh) per year.  

Natural Gas 
SoCalGas provides natural gas to the Project Site. SoCalGas is the nation's largest natural gas 
distribution utility and serves 21.1 million consumers through 5.9 million meters in more than 
500 communities (SoCalGas 2025). Total natural gas consumption in SoCal Gas’s service area 
was projected to be 7,672 million Therms (MM Therms) per year in 2035 (CEC 2022b). 
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As shown in Table 3.5-5, Building Energy Consumption: Existing Uses, the natural gas demand of 
the buildings associated with existing uses within the Project Site is 120,497 million British 
thermal units (MMBTU) annually.  

Steam Plant 
Across the Project Site, the existing utility facilities are aging, including the steam plant that is 
on the Project Site. The sitewide utilities originate from the West Central Plant, but the West 
Central Plant is operating with significant capacity loss and unsafe infrastructure. The West 
Central Plant, originally constructed in the 1960s with partial refurbishments in 2013, 
exemplifies these challenges. Designed to provide central heating and chilled water to several 
buildings both on- and off-site, the West Central Plant is now struggling to meet the demands of 
the current infrastructure, let alone the additional load anticipated with future development 
projects. While these systems have an estimated 10 to 13 years of remaining life, they are ill-
equipped to handle the increased cooling demands that will arise as new buildings and 
programs are added to the campus. 

The existing steam infrastructure on site originates from the West Central Plant. From here 
steam pipes route through the site to the County Medical Examiner and Pharmacy buildings 
located to the west, north to the Central Juvenile Hall (located just north of Zonal Avenue) and 
east to serve the General Hospital Building and Medical Center. Leaks have been reported at 
several sections of the steam system.  

Despite fan replacements in 2013, these towers are in fair condition and require regular 
maintenance. Additionally, the make-up water connections are in poor condition, further 
compromising system reliability. If the West Central Plant is relocated or expanded, these 
towers would need replacement to accommodate updated chillers and meet future capacity 
requirements. 

Telecommunications  
A number of franchised telecommunications providers serve the region. Some internet 
providers in the region include AT&T, DirecTV, Dish Network, Frontier Communications, Charter 
Spectrum, and Verizon (City of Los Angeles 2025). Telecom and low voltage services are 
provided to the Project Site through several points of connections in Marengo Street, Zonal 
Avenue, and Mission surrounding the Project Site. 
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3.17.3 Standards for Analysis 

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

Appendix G, “Environmental Checklist Form,” of the State CEQA Guidelines, Section XIX, states 
that the Proposed Project would result in a significant impact related to utilities and service 
systems if it would: 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, 
or telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which 
could cause significant environmental effects. 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 
foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. 

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves 
or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments. 

d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local standards, or in excess of the 
capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid 
waste reduction goals. 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste. 

METHODOLOGY 

The analysis of utilities and service systems impacts in this section is based on a desktop review 
of utilities and services on and near the Project Site and identifying utilities and services that 
might be affected by the construction and operation of the facilities that would be developed 
under the Proposed Project. Information was compiled from regional/local maps, planning 
documents, the Proposed Project-specific WSA, and online resources. The WSA estimated the 
indoor water use for the Proposed using sewer generation factors published by LASAN in 2012. 
The outdoor landscape water demand was estimated using the California Code of Regulations 
Title 23 Division 2 Chapter 2.7 Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance. The estimated total 
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outdoor water use is assumed to be the Maximum Applied Water Allowance (MAWA)1 for a 
conservative estimate. 

The analysis in this Draft SEIR focuses on whether new or expanded public facilities would be 
required to maintain service, or whether new facilities or expanded facilities would result in 
environmental impacts.  

This analysis also evaluates the Proposed Project’s potential environmental impacts resulting 
from construction and operation of the Proposed Project. 

OVERVIEW OF 2014 MASTER PLAN EIR IMPACT ANALYSIS 

As a Subsequent EIR, this Draft SEIR will provide a comprehensive update of the 2014 Master 
Plan EIR upon County certification and will be the first-tier environmental document for future 
project and activities on the Campus. This section provides an overview of the impact 
conclusions in the 2014 Master Plan EIR for comparative purposes with the analysis of the 
Proposed Project contained in Section 3.17.4, Project Impact Analysis, and 3.17.5, Cumulative 
Impact Analysis. 

The 2014 Master Plan EIR concluded that the 2014 Master Plan would result in significant 
utilities and service system impacts with implementation of mitigation measures related to 
adequate water supplies and adequate local city sewer line capacity. Table 3.17-7, Summary of 
the 2014 Master Plan EIR Utilities and Service Systems Impact Conclusions, provides an overview 
of previous utilities and service systems impact analyses for the Campus.  

  

 
 
1 The Maximum Applied Water Allowance reflects the upper limit of annual applied water for landscaped area 

allowed by the Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance.  
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Table 3.17-7 Summary of the 2014 Master Plan EIR Utilities and Service Systems 
Impact Conclusions  

   

Significance Criteria 1 
Significance before 

Mitigation 
Mitigation  
Measure 2 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

ULT-1: Exceed wastewater 
treatment requirements of 
the applicable Regional 
Water Quality Control 
Board. 

Less Than Significant 
(construction and 
operation) 

None Less Than Significant 
(construction and 
operation) 

ULT-2: Require or result in 
the construction of new 
water or wastewater 
treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction 
of which could cause 
significant environmental 
effects. 

Less Than Significant 
(construction and 
operation) 

None Less Than Significant 
(construction and 
operation) 

UTL-3: Require or result in 
the construction of new 
stormwater drainage 
facilities or the expansion 
of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could 
cause significant 
environmental effects. 

Less Than Significant 
(construction and 
operation) 

None Less Than Significant 
(construction and 
operation) 

UTL-4: Not have sufficient 
water supplies available to 
serve the project from 
existing entitlements and 
resources, or require new 
or expanded entitlements. 

Less Than Significant 
(construction) 
Potentially Significant 
(operation) 
 

MM-USS-1 Significant and 
Unavoidable (operation)  
Significant if it is 
determined that water 
supplies will not be 
sufficient to meet future 
(i.e., 2035 and beyond) 
master plan projects’ 
water demands. 

UTL-5: Result in a 
determination by the 
wastewater treatment 
provider that serves or 
may serve the project that 
it does not have adequate 
capacity to serve the 
project’s projected 

Less Than Significant 
(construction) 
Potentially Significant 
(operation) 
 

MM-USS-2 Significant and 
Unavoidable (operation)  
Since the County cannot 
compel another public 
entity, in this case BOS, to 
conduct further gauging 
and evaluation, for the 
purposes of this EIR, the 
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Table 3.17-7 Summary of the 2014 Master Plan EIR Utilities and Service Systems 
Impact Conclusions  

   

Significance Criteria 1 
Significance before 

Mitigation 
Mitigation  
Measure 2 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

demand in addition to 
the provider’s existing 
commitments. 

impacts on local sewer 
lines are considered to be 
significant and 
unavoidable. 

UTL-6: Be served by a 
landfill that does not have 
sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate 
the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs. 

Less Than Significant 
(construction and 
operation) 

None Less Than Significant 
(construction and 
operation) 

UTL-7: Not comply with 
federal, state, and local 
statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste. 

Less Than Significant 
(construction and 
operation) 

None Less Than significant 
(construction and 
operation) 

UTL-8: Result in a 
substantial increase in 
energy demand that would 
affect local or regional 
energy supplies and 
require additional capacity 
to meet the increased 
demand. 

Less Than Significant 
(construction) 
Potentially Significant 
(operation of natural gas) 
 

None Significant and 
Unavoidable (operation) 
 

Source: County of Los Angeles 2014.  
Notes:  
1. Significance criteria in this table are those used in the 2014 Master Plan EIR. The analysis in this Draft SEIR uses 
current significance criteria, which in some cases differ from those used in the 2014 Master Plan EIR. 
2. See Appendix B, Comparison of Adopted 2014 Master Plan EIR Mitigation Measures and Proposed 2026 SEIR 
Mitigation Measures, for a complete list of mitigation measures presented in the 2014 Master Plan EIR. 

3.17.4 Project Impact Analysis 

a)  Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or 
expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, 
natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 
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Construction  
Construction activities associated with the installation of potable water lines, sewer lines, a 
stormwater system, electrical lines, natural gas, and steam during future phases of construction 
would primarily involve grading and trenching to replace and install new water lines, sewer 
lines, storm drain infrastructure, electrical lines, and natural gas lines as needed. While the 
majority of this work would occur within the Project Site, some connections/improvements may 
also occur in the adjacent public rights-of-way. The construction-related environmental impacts 
associated with these improvements are analyzed throughout this Draft SEIR because 
construction is a component of the Proposed Project. 

Water 

For water supplies, the analysis focuses on whether LADWP would have sufficient water supply 
to accommodate the demand generated by the construction phases of the Proposed Project.  
Construction workers would primarily rely on imported water from water trucks managed by 
contractors (for consumption and construction uses, such as dust control), which would use 
imported sources and while it would be provided by LADWP, it would be minimal. Water usage 
during the construction of the Proposed Project would be nominal when compared to daily 
operational water usage on the site. Any increases in LADWP-provided water consumption 
would be minimal during the construction of individual projects under the Proposed Project and 
would not exceed current demand. Thus, construction of the Proposed Project would not 
require new or expanded water infrastructure, the construction or relocation of which could 
cause significant environmental effects, and impacts would be considered less than significant. 

Wastewater 

For wastewater, the analysis focuses on whether LASAN would need to expand its off-site sewer 
facilities to accommodate the demand generated by the construction phases of the Proposed 
Project. Any increase in wastewater generation would be minimal during the construction 
phases of the Proposed Project and would not exceed current generated volumes. Construction 
workers would primarily utilize portable restrooms managed by contractors, which would 
dispose of wastewater off-site and would not contribute to wastewater flows to the City’s 
wastewater system. Thus, construction of the Proposed Project would not require new or 
expanded wastewater infrastructure, the construction or relocation of which could cause 
significant environmental effects, and impacts would be considered less than significant. 

Stormwater Infrastructure 

For stormwater infrastructure, the analysis focuses on whether LACFCD would need to expand 
its stormwater system to accommodate the demand generated by the project. During 
construction of individual phases that exceed one acre, an SWPPP and erosion plan would be 
required, prepared, and implemented to limit the amount of stormwater runoff entering storm 
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drains during the construction phases of the Proposed Project. During construction phases, 
construction BMPs would be implemented to reduce the amount of stormwater diverted to City 
stormwater drains. Thus, construction of the Proposed Project would not require new or 
expanded wastewater infrastructure, the construction or relocation of which could cause 
significant environmental effects. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Other Utilities  

Electricity 

For electricity, the analysis focuses on whether LADWP would need to expand its existing off-
site electrical lines to accommodate the construction electricity demand generated by the 
Proposed Project. Construction of the Proposed Project would not require electricity to power 
most construction equipment. Electricity use during construction would vary during different 
phases of construction. Most construction equipment during demolition and grading would be 
gasoline or diesel powered, and the later construction phases would require electricity-powered 
equipment for interior construction and finishing. Overall, the use of electricity would be 
temporary and would fluctuate according to the phase of construction. Additionally, it is 
anticipated that most electric-powered construction equipment would be hand tools (e.g., 
power drills, table saws, compressors) and lighting, which would result in minimal electricity 
usage during construction activities. Therefore, construction of the Proposed Project would not 
require new or expanded electricity infrastructure, the construction or relocation of which could 
cause significant environmental effects. Impacts would be less than significant.  

Natural Gas  

For natural gas, the analysis focuses on whether LADWP would need to expand its existing off-
site electrical lines to accommodate the construction demand generated by the Proposed 
Project. It is not anticipated that construction equipment used for the Proposed Project would 
be powered by natural gas, and no natural gas demand is anticipated during construction. 
Therefore, construction of the Proposed Project would not require new or expanded natural gas 
infrastructure, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental 
effects. Impacts would be less than significant.  

Steam Plant 

For steam lines, the analysis focuses on whether the existing steam plant would need to expand 
its existing steam lines to accommodate the demand generated by the project. There would be 
no demand for steam during the construction phase, therefore impacts would be less than 
significant.  
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Telecommunications 

For telecommunications, the analysis focuses on whether telecommunications services would 
need to expand its existing off-site electrical lines to accommodate the demand generated by 
the project. Infrastructure supporting telecommunications services would be installed on-site 
during Project phases. Wireless telecommunications facilities would be installed pursuant to the 
requirements of the County of Los Angeles Code of Ordinances. Installation of 
telecommunication infrastructure could result in physical impacts to the surface and subsurface 
of the Project Site. These impacts are part of the Proposed Project’s construction phase and are 
evaluated throughout this Draft SEIR. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Operation 

Water 

The water system for future development within the Project Site would be designed to provide 
on-site water demands from the existing public water collection system owned by LADWP. The 
water infrastructure in the vicinity of the Proposed Project includes LADWP water delivery 
mainlines in the surrounding streets (Marengo Street, Zonal Avenue, Mission Road).  

The estimated water demand from the Proposed Project is conservatively estimated to be 814 
AFY. The water demand for existing uses is estimated to be 301 AFY, for a net increase of 513 
AFY. The estimate for the Proposed Project does not include the voluntary water conservation 
measures that may be incorporated into the Proposed Project such as: 

 Water-efficient fixture options and conservation methods that may offer improved 
performance beyond baseline code requirements. 

 Water-efficient landscape and irrigation strategies, and green infrastructure strategies 
where applicable. 

 Water-efficient measures for pools and water features, including the use of metering and 
leak-detection systems, splash troughs, and potential reuse of backwash water for irrigation. 

These water conservation measures would utilize less water than the minimum set forth by 
applicable codes and if implemented would decrease the water demand for the Proposed 
Project. Additionally, the Proposed Project’s estimated irrigation water demand is the MAWA 
which corresponds to the upper limit of annual applied water allowed by the Model Water 
Efficient Landscape Ordinance (see Appendix H).  

The Proposed Project would require local-serving water infrastructure to be appropriately sized 
and installed within the Project Site. Prior to the issuance of building permits, LADWP would 
review proposed building plans for conformity with State and local statutes and ordinances. 
Additionally, LADWP would use connection fees and agreements to maintain and expand its 
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water collection system as necessary and ensure that new developments pay their fair-share 
costs associated with increased demand.  

Future development within the Project Site would meet requirements set forth in CalGreen 
regarding water efficiency and conservation. CALGreen established green building standards for 
nonresidential structures that include new buildings, additions, or alterations. Water 
conservation measures would help to ensure that the Proposed Project does not require 
additional water demands beyond those typical of similar projects in the City. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would not result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water 
facilities and impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, impacts with respect to water 
infrastructure would be less than significant. 

Wastewater 

Once operational, the sewer system would be designed to convey on-site sewage flows within 
the Project Site to the existing public sewer collection system owned by LASAN, which 
ultimately discharges into the Hyperion Water Reclamation Plant. The sewer infrastructure in 
the vicinity of the Proposed Project includes four discharge routes. All wastewater generated on 
the Campus would ultimately be conveyed to the Hyperion Water Reclamation Plant. 

The estimated sewer flows generated from full operation of the Proposed Project are estimated 
to be 100 percent of indoor water use for a total of 708,837 gpd (794 AFY) (see Appendix H).) 
The sewer generation for existing uses is estimated to be 261,692 gpd, for a net increase of 
447,145 gpd.  

The Proposed Project would require local-serving sewer infrastructure to be appropriately sized 
and installed within the Project Site. Prior to the issuance of building permits, LASAN would 
review proposed building plans for conformity with State and local statutes and ordinances. 
Additionally, LASAN’s Sewer Service Charge generates funds for constructing and maintaining 
wastewater facilities such as sewers and sewage treatment plants, and for treating the sewage 
that is discharged into the sewer system. The Sewer Service Charge applies to all residential and 
commercial customers. LASAN uses these charges to maintain and expand its sewer system as 
necessary and ensure that new developments pay their fair-share costs associated with 
increased demand. Therefore, impacts with respect to stormwater infrastructure would be less 
than significant. 

Stormwater Infrastructure 

Pursuant to the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works’ hydrology manual, when 
development phases under the Proposed Project alter the drainage pattern of the Project Site, 
the development phases would be required to have site-specific hydrology and hydraulic studies 
to determine the capacity of the existing storm drain systems and Project impacts on such 
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systems prior to approval by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works. The Proposed 
Project would be required to comply with site-specific “allowable discharge rates,” as identified 
by the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, that limit post-project peak flow 
discharges compared to existing conditions, thus minimizing the potential for flooding on- or 
off-site and exceedance of the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems. 
Therefore, impacts with respect to stormwater infrastructure would be less than significant. 

Other Utilities  

Electricity 

Electrical service to the Proposed Project would be provided by LADWP through connections to 
existing off-site electrical lines and new on-site infrastructure to be developed during Proposed 
Project phases. However, should the proposed on-site Central Utility Plant, described in Chapter 
2, Project Description, be constructed and operational in future years, the Central Utility Plant 
would reduce the amount of electricity drawn from LADWP’s supply on the region’s electrical 
grid. Because the Central Utility Plant would alleviate electrical demand on the grid resulting 
from the Proposed Project, this assessment conservatively assumes no Central Utility Plant is 
constructed, and assumes electrical demand generated by the Proposed Project would be 
supplied by LADWP via regional distribution infrastructure. 

As shown in Table 3.5-8, Mixed-Fuel Project Electricity Consumption, in Chapter 3.5, Energy, of 
this Draft EIR, the total electricity use on the Project Site at full buildout of the proposed land 
uses would be up to 164,154,805 kWh per year for a net change of 60,780,544 kWh per year 
when compared to existing land uses. The energy consumption increase is modest when 
considered in the context of LADWP’s service area, as LADWP’s planning area is forecasted to 
experience an estimated 28,696 GWh of annual electricity demand in 2035 (CEC 2022). The 
forecasted electricity usage for the Proposed Project would be less than 0.3 percent of LADWP’s 
projected electricity supply. As such, without the Central Utility Plant and assuming the 
Proposed project would be all electric, the Proposed Project’s electrical demand on LADWP’s 
supply would not result in the need for new or expanded generation facilities beyond what 
LADWP is already planning for its service area. Moreover, as described in Chapter 3.6, Energy, 
the Proposed Project would be required to engage with LADWP through its interconnection 
queue process to identify supply infrastructure needs, identify cost-sharing agreements for any 
needed improvements, and conduct further review as necessary.  

Finally, as described in Chapter 2, Project Description, a new centralized energy distribution 
system (utility plant) may be implemented, and it could provide a dedicated electrical service on 
the Project Site to serve the Proposed Project. The exact location and generation capacity of the 
utility plant is currently unknown; however, the utility plant is proposed to include solar 
photovoltaic arrays, battery storage, and a Campus-wide piping loop to enable thermal energy 
sharing in a system in which most, if not all, buildings on the Project Site would be physically 
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connected. With the utility plant, the Proposed Project’s electrical demand on the grid would be 
reduced below what is identified above and would not result in the need for new or expanded 
LADWP facilities. As such, this impact would be less than significant with respect to electrical 
utility services.  

Natural Gas 

As shown in Table 3.5-10, Mixed-Fuel Project Natural Gas Consumption, natural gas use 
associated with full buildout of land uses included in the Proposed Project would be up to 
144,972 MMBTU annually for a net change of 24,475 MMBTU annually when compared to 
existing land uses. Natural gas usage is estimated to remain relatively constant between 2020 
and 2035, increasing by approximately 736 MM Therms per year (CEC 2022b). All new 
development under by the Proposed Project would be required to demonstrate compliance 
with the current California Building Standards Code and CALGreen and would result in 
reductions in heating fuel (i.e., natural gas or propane) consumption on a per dwelling unit and 
per square foot basis when compared to existing development. New and replacement buildings 
in compliance with these standards would generally have greater natural gas efficiency than 
existing buildings. As such, this impact would be less than significant. 

Steam Plant  

As described in Section 3.17.2, Existing Conditions, there is a steam plant on the Project Site 
that originates from the West Central Plant. As part of the Proposed Project, the West Central 
Plant would be decommissioned and a new energy system would be installed. The new energy 
system would be designed to meet current and future energy demands and would directly 
support initiatives like LA’s Green New Deal targeting a zero-carbon grid and zero-carbon 
buildings by mid-century. By integrating advanced district thermal energy systems, including 
heat recovery chillers, thermal energy storage, and potentially geo-exchange loops, the Project 
Site would achieve efficiency in energy use, balancing heating and cooling demands while 
recovering and reusing energy that would otherwise be wasted.  

For the Central Utility Plant, the environmental impacts are discussed throughout the Draft SEIR 
since the Central Utility Plant requires on-site construction, is a part of the Proposed Project, 
and has a footprint within the Project Site. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Telecommunications  

As described in Section 3.17.2, Existing Conditions, there are multiple franchised 
telecommunications providers that serve the region. The Project Site is currently served by 
telecommunication infrastructure, and increased service connections as part of the Proposed 
Project would be done incrementality. Therefore, due to the variety and availability of 
telecommunications providers, no significant expansion or construction of the 
telecommunications network is anticipated. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

b)  Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and 
reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry 
years? 

Construction  
Any increases in LADWP-provided water consumption would be minimal during the 
construction of individual projects under the Proposed Project and would not exceed current 
demand as construction workers would primarily rely on imported water from water trucks 
managed by contractors (for consumption and construction uses, such as dust control), which 
would use imported sources. Water usage during the construction of the Proposed Project 
would be nominal when compared to daily operational water usage on the site. Thus, impacts 
to water supplies during construction would be considered less than significant. 

Operation 
Assuming full buildout of the land uses included in the Proposed Project, it would result in a 
total water demand of up to approximately 814 AFY. The water demand projection in LADWP’s 
2020 UWMP was developed based on the 2020-2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) demographic projection by the Southern California Association 
of Governments (SCAG) for the LADWP’s service area. The demographic projection was 
provided to LADWP from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, who 
collaborates with SCAG to aggregate demographic data for each of its 26 member agencies. 
LADWP’s 2020 UWMP identified water supplies to meet projected water demands through 
2045. 

As shown in Appendix H and Chapter 3.12, Population and Housing, the Proposed Project is 
consistent with the demographic projections for the City from the 2020 RTP/SCS. Since LADWP’s 
2020 UWMP water demand projection is based off the 2020 RTP/SCS demographic projections, 
and the Proposed Project is consistent with the demographic projections from the 2020 
RTP/SCS, the Proposed Project’s anticipated water demand is accounted for within the 
projected water supplies in LADWP’s 2020 UWMP for normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years 
through the year 2045.  

Indoor water fixtures for all future development under the Proposed Project would comply with 
County of Los Angeles Code of Ordinance requirements related to reducing indoor water 
consumption. The County of Los Angeles Plumbing Code (Title 28 of the County of Los Angeles 
Code of Ordinances) references the California Plumbing Code, which establishes maximum flow 
rates for indoor water fixtures. The Proposed Project would also comply with the requirements 
of Title 20, Section 20.09.010, Maintaining Existing Water-Efficient Landscapes, of the County’s 
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Code of Ordinances and the requirements of CalGreen. These requirements would limit 
potential increases in water usage at the Project Site. Additionally, the estimated water demand 
for the Proposed Project is conservatively estimated to be 814 AFY. This estimate does not 
include the voluntary water conservation measures that may be incorporated into the Proposed 
Project and is based on the MAWA for irrigation water demand (see Appendix H). 

However, the Proposed Project assumes a phased long-term 25-year development horizon. The 
current 2020 UWMP projects water supplies based on population projections through 2045. 
The next UWMP will project water supplies through 2050. As such, it is not known whether 
sufficient water supplies and entitlements would exist to accommodate those projects’ water 
demand. Therefore, water supply impacts for projects constructed after 2045 could be 
potentially significant.  

Impact USS-1: Operation of the Proposed Project could have a water demand that exceeds the 
capacity of water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years.  

Mitigation Measure USS-1: As part of the site plan review for any future individual 
development project under the Proposed Project that is considered for construction and 
operation in 2045 or later, and that is also defined as a “water-demand project” in 
Section 15155 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the County shall request, pursuant to 
Section 15155, that the water provider, the City of Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power (LADWP), determine whether the projected water demand associated with these 
project(s) was included in the most recently adopted urban water management plan. If 
required pursuant to Section 15155, the County shall request that LADWP prepare water 
supply assessment(s) for these future projects. The County shall determine, pursuant to 
Section 15155, whether projected water supplies would be sufficient to satisfy the 
demands of the future project(s), in addition to existing and planned future uses within 
LADWP’s service area. 

Significance with Mitigation: Significant and unavoidable. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure USS-1 would require the County to assess the availability of water supplies to 
accommodate future development with the Project Site that would be implemented beyond the 
year 2045. However, if it is determined that water supplies would not be sufficient to meet 
future water demands then this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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c)  Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider 
that serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

Construction and Operation 
The Proposed Project would result in average sewer flows of up to 708,837 gpd (see Appendix 
H), based on full buildout of land uses resulting from the Proposed Project. As described in 
Section 3.17.2, Existing Conditions, the Hyperion Water Reclamation Plant is currently operating 
with a residual capacity of approximately 215 mgd. Therefore, the Hyperion Water Reclamation 
Plant currently has adequate capacity to serve the Proposed Project’s projected sewer 
generation in addition to the provider’s existing commitments.  

Based on the estimated flows, the sewer conveyance system would be appropriately sized to 
accommodate the total flow for the Proposed Project; however, further detail gauging and 
evaluation may be needed as part of the permit process for individual projects to identify 
suitable sewer connection points and ensure adequate line capacity. A final approval for sewer 
capacity and connection permit shall be made at that time. If there is insufficient capacity in the 
local sewer lines that would serve an individual future project, then the impact would be 
considered to be significant. Therefore, impacts would be potentially significant. 

Impact USS-2: Operation of the Proposed Project could generate wastewater that exceeds the 
capacity at existing wastewater facilities.  

Mitigation Measure USS-2: Prior to issuance of a building permit for any future 
development under the Proposed Project that could result in an increase in 
wastewater generation, the Project Applicant(s) shall coordinate with the City of Los 
Angeles Bureau of Sanitation to conduct further detailed gauging and evaluation to 
identify a specific sewer connection point with sufficient capacity. If the public sewer 
has insufficient capacity, then the County shall be required to build a sewer line to a 
point in the sewer system with sufficient capacity. 

Significance with Mitigation: Significant and unavoidable. Although the Proposed Project would 
implement Mitigation Measure USS-2 to reduce Project-related impacts, uncertainty regarding 
existing sewer system capacity and the extent, timing, and funding of future local utility 
infrastructure remains. Because the location, scale, and timing of potential conveyance 
improvements have not been identified and the environmental impacts of such improvements 
cannot be determined with the information currently available, it cannot be concluded that 
wastewater impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the Proposed 
Project’s impact on the capacity of existing wastewater facilities would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 
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d) Would the project generate solid waste in excess of state or local standards, or in 
excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of 
solid waste reduction goals? 

Construction 
The Proposed Project would include the demolition of existing buildings, pavement, utilities, 
and landscaping. Table 2-3, Buildings and Features to Be Demolished, lists the buildings 
proposed for demolition, and Figure 2-6, Buildings and Features to Be Demolished, identifies the 
locations of the structures proposed for demolition. Given that the demolition debris and solid 
waste generated by construction activities would be finite and limited to construction periods, 
existing landfills would have sufficient long-term permitted capacity to accommodate 
construction generated solid waste. Pursuant to the County of Los Angeles Code of Ordinances 
Chapter 20.87, the Proposed Project would need to divert a minimum of 50 percent of all 
generated tonnage for recycling and reuse. In addition, CALGreen requires a minimum of 65 
percent of the nonhazardous construction and demolition waste to be recycled and/or salvaged. 
Accordingly, the Proposed Project would be required to comply with the more stringent 
applicable diversion requirements. 

Therefore, construction of the Proposed Project would not generate solid waste in excess of 
State or local standards and would not exceed the capacity of existing landfills or other local 
infrastructure and construction impacts would be less than significant. 

Operation 
LASAN provides solid waste collection services to the Project Site. Under existing conditions, 
solid waste generated at the Campus is collected by LASAN. All waste and recycling materials 
would be compacted and emptied on a weekly basis for pickup by LASAN. As shown in Table 
3.17-8, Estimated Solid Waste Generation, at full buildout, the Proposed Project would generate 
up to approximately 48,674 ppd for a net increase of 8,198 ppd (which equals approximately 4.1 
tons per day2).  

  

 
 
2  1 ton equals 2,000 pounds. 
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Table 3.17-8 Estimated Solid Waste Generation    

Land Use Buildout 
Solid Waste Generation 

Rate 

Solid Waste 
Generation 

(PPD) 
Residential 3,200 du 4lb/dwelling unit 12,800 

General Office 400,000 sf 6 lb/1,000 sq ft /day 2,400 

Medical Office 735,300 sf 6 lb/1,000 sq ft /day1 4,412 

Retail 320,000 sf 4.6 lb/100 sq ft/day 14,720 

Hospitality 200 units 4 lb/room/day 800 

Community Benefits 350,000 sf 6 lb/1,000 sq ft /day1 2,100 

Education 110,000 sf 0.007 lb/sq ft/day 770 

Warehouse 160,000 sf 1.42 lb/100 sq ft/day 2,272 

Clean Tech/Light Industrial 200,000 sf 0.006 lb/sq ft/day 1,200 

Hospital 450 beds 16 lb/bed/day 7,200 

Total   48,674 

Source: CalRecycle 2025d. 
Note: du = dwelling units; sf = square feet 
1. Same generation rate as general office.  

As shown in Table 3.17-4, Landfill Capacities for the City of Los Angeles, the Simi Valley Landfill & 
Recycling Center has a residual daily disposal capacity of 59,878 tons per day. The Antelope 
Valley Public Landfill has a residual daily disposal capacity of 3,176 tons per day. The Lancaster 
Landfill and Recycling Center has a residual daily disposal capacity of 4,615 tons per day. This 
equates to an overall total residual capacity of approximately 67,669 tons per day for all three 
landfills.3 Conservatively assuming that all the Proposed Project’s waste is landfilled, this would 
be less than one percent of the residual capacities for the Simi Valley Landfill & Recycling Center, 
the Antelope Valley Public Landfill, and the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center. Therefore, 
there is sufficient capacity at the landfills for solid waste generated by the Proposed Project. 

New and renovated medical/research facilities that would be developed under the Proposed 
Project could result in increases in biomedical or other hazardous wastes. All hazardous waste, 
including biomedical waste, would be transported, used, and disposed of at designated Class I 

 
 
3 Simi Valley Landfill & Recycling Center (59,878 tons per day) + Antelope Valley Public Landfill (3,176 tons per day) 

+ Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center (4,615 tons per day) = 67,669 tons per day 
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landfills in accordance with applicable local and regional regulations. These activities already 
take place on the Project Site, and facilities for the proper handling of these materials are 
already present on the site.  

In summary, operation of the Proposed Project would not generate solid waste in excess of 
State or local standards and would not exceed the capacity of existing landfills or other local 
infrastructure. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.  

e) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction 
statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

Construction and Operation 
All future development pursuant to the Proposed Project would comply with Division 4.4 of the 
CALGreen Code, which requires that at least 65 percent of nonhazardous construction and 
demolition waste from nonresidential construction operations be recycled and/or salvaged for 
reuse. Future development would also comply with AB 341, which mandates recycling for 
commercial and multifamily residential land uses. Additionally, future businesses that generate 
organic waste in amounts over a certain threshold would be mandated to recycle organic matter 
in accordance with AB 1826. Per the County of Los Angeles Code of Ordinances Chapter 20.87, 
the Proposed Project would also need to divert 50 percent of all generated tonnage for recycling 
and reuse. Future development would also comply with the following federal, State, and local 
laws and regulations that govern solid waste disposal: 

 The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 and the Solid Waste Disposal Act of 
1965.  

 AB 939 (Integrated Solid Waste Management Act of 1989; Public Resources Code 40050 et 
seq.) which requires diversion of 50 percent of waste from landfills and required each 
county to provide landfill capacity for a 15-year period.  

 AB 1327 (California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991) requiring local 
agencies to adopt ordinances mandating the use of recyclable materials in development 
projects.  

As shown in impact discussion (d), the Proposed Project’s solid waste is adequately 
accommodated by landfills serving the Project Site. Therefore, the County and landfills that 
would serve the Project Site would comply with all applicable federal, State, and local solid 
waste regulations, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.  
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3.17.5 Cumulative Impact Analysis 
The study area for potential cumulative utilities and service systems impacts consists of the 
respective service areas of the utility providers serving the Project Site. A one-mile radius was 
not chosen for analysis of cumulative impacts because utilities and service system operate at a 
regional scale that extends beyond the immediate vicinity of the Project Site.  

Cumulative impacts would occur if the Proposed Project, together with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future project within the applicable service areas would result in a 
substantial increase in demand for water supply, wastewater conveyance and treatment, 
stormwater infrastructure, solid waste disposal capacity, or other utility services such that 
existing or planned facilities would require construction of new or expanded infrastructure that 
could result in significant environmental effects. The cumulative projects listed in Table 3-2, List 
of Cumulative Projects, are all within the service area of LADWP, LASAN, LACFCD, and SoCalGas. 
The cumulative projects would also be served by the landfills listed in Table 3.17-4 or 3.17-5.  

Would the project have a cumulative effect related to utilities and service systems? 

Water 
Cumulative impacts would occur if the Proposed Project, together with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable projects within the water service area, would substantially increase 
water demand such that existing distribution or treatment facilities require expansion or 
construction of new infrastructure that could result in significant environmental impacts. 
Cumulative impacts would also occur if the Proposed Project, together with other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable projects within the water service area, would result in a 
determination by the water treatment provider that it does not have sufficient water supplies to 
serve the project’s projected and cumulative project demands in addition to the provider’s 
existing commitments during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. The cumulative analysis 
considers water supply and distribution within the LADWP’s service area. 

Construction 

Construction activities associated with the Proposed Project would generate minimal water 
consumption and would not exceed current demand due to the associated decommissioning of 
existing buildings/structures. Construction workers would primarily rely on imported water from 
water trucks managed by contractors (for consumption and construction uses, such as dust 
control). Similarly, construction activities associated with cumulative development in the 
surrounding area would also generate minor temporary water demand with construction 
workers primarily relying on imported water from water trucks. Therefore, the Proposed 
Project’s contribution to cumulative water demand during construction would not be 
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cumulatively considerable, and cumulative construction-related water impacts would be less 
than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

Operation 

Cumulative growth in LAPDW’s service area, including increases in residential, commercial, 
institutional, and public facility uses, would collectively result in increases in water demand. 
LAPDW would review cumulative projects for adequacy of water supply, and LAPDW updates 
the UWMP every five years to ensure that there are adequate water supplies and contingency 
plans for future residents and customers. The UWMP is based on anticipated growth projections 
for and therefore captures cumulative growth. Cumulative development would require the 
implementation of water-efficiency and water conservation measures, as required by CALGreen 
and the MWELO irrigation requirements. All cumulative projects within the City would also 
comply with the requirements of Chapter IX, Article 4, Plumbing Code, and Chapter XII, Article V, 
Water Efficient Requirements for new Development and Renovation of Existing Buildings. These 
requirements would limit potential increases in water usage.  

Additionally, under the provisions of SB 610, LAPDW is required to prepare a comprehensive 
water supply assessment for every new development “project” (as defined by Section 10912 of 
the Water Code) within its service area that meets certain thresholds. The types of projects that 
are subject to the requirements of SB 610 tend to be larger projects that may or may not have 
been included in the growth projections of the LAPDW’s 2020 UWMP. The water supply 
assessment for such projects would evaluate the quality and reliability of existing and projected 
water supplies, as well as alternative sources of water supply and measures to secure 
alternative sources if needed. 

However, as discussed in impact (c), for future development that may be proposed far in the 
future (i.e. beyond 2045), it is not known whether sufficient water supplies and entitlements 
would exist to accommodate those projects’ water demand. LAPDW’s 2020 UWMP only 
projects water supplies to the year 2045. Therefore, water supply impacts for projects 
constructed after 2045 could be potentially significant.  

Impact USS-3: Operation of the Proposed Project, together with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable projects within the LAPDW’s service area, could have a water demand 
that exceeds the capacity of water supplies.  

Mitigation: Implement Mitigation Measure USS-1. 

Significance without Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure USS-1 would assess the availability of water supplies to accommodate future 
development that would be implemented beyond the year 2045. However, if it is determined 
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that water supplies would not be sufficient to meet future water demands then this impact 
would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Wastewater 
Cumulative impacts would occur if the Proposed Project, together with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable projects within the wastewater service area, would substantially 
increase wastewater generation such that existing conveyance or treatment facilities would 
require expansion or construction of new infrastructure that could result in significant 
environmental impacts. Cumulative impacts would also occur if the Proposed Project, together 
with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects within the wastewater service 
area, would result in a determination by the wastewater provider that it does not have 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected and cumulative project demands in addition 
to the provider’s existing commitments. The cumulative analysis considers wastewater 
collection and treatment within the LASAN’s service area. 

Construction 

Construction activities associated with the Proposed Project would generate limited wastewater 
flows from worker-related sanitary uses. Similar construction activities associated with 
cumulative development in the surrounding area would also generate minor temporary 
wastewater flows. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative wastewater 
generation during construction would not be cumulatively considerable, and cumulative 
construction-related wastewater impacts would be less than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

Operation 

This section analyzes potential cumulative impacts related to wastewater that could occur from 
implementation of the Proposed Project in combination with other reasonably foreseeable 
projects in the surrounding area. The cumulative analysis considers wastewater treatment 
within the Hyperion Water Reclamation Plant’s service area and wastewater conveyance within 
LASAN’s service area.  

Cumulative growth in the City and County, including increases in residential, commercial, 
institutional, and public facility uses, would collectively result in increases in wastewater 
generation and flow. Currently, there is 215 mgd of available residual capacity at the Hyperion 
Water Reclamation Plant. However, where the utility providers have identified specific 
individual projects that are required to meet future projected regional cumulative demands and 
determined that construction or operation of those projects would result in significant impacts 
to the environment, then the cumulative impact of the Proposed Project and other projects in 
the services areas would be considered significant under CEQA.  
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As discussed in impact discussion (c), wastewater impacts are considered significant due to the 
sewer system capacity being unknown and the extent, timing, and funding of future local sewer 
infrastructure improvements have not been identified. Therefore, the significance of potential 
cumulative impacts on local sewer infrastructure cannot be definitively determined. Similar 
uncertainties apply at the cumulative level. Although the Hyperion Water Reclamation Plant has 
residual treatment capacity at this time, cumulative development would rely on downstream 
conveyance facilities that may not currently have sufficient capacity to support long-term 
cumulative growth.  

The specific improvements that would be required to address future capacity constraints, such 
as pipe upsizing, new sewer segments, or regional conveyance system upgrades, have not been 
defined by LASAN or other responsible agencies. Because the location, scale, and timing of 
necessary wastewater conveyance improvements are unknown, and because the environmental 
impacts of these potential improvements cannot be determined with the information currently 
available, it is not possible to conclude that cumulative wastewater impacts can be mitigated to 
a less-than-significant level. The uncertainty surrounding system capacity and the lack of 
identified feasible mitigation to ensure adequate cumulative conveyance capacity result in a 
determination that cumulative wastewater impacts would be potentially significant. 

Impact USS-4: Operation of the Proposed Project, together with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable projects within the wastewater service area, could generate 
wastewater that exceeds the capacity at existing wastewater treatment facilities.  

Mitigation: Implement Mitigation Measure USS-2. 

Significance with Mitigation: Significant and unavoidable. Although the Proposed Project would 
implement Mitigation Measure USS-2 to reduce Project-related impacts, uncertainty regarding 
existing sewer system capacity and the extent, timing, and funding of future local utility 
infrastructure remains. Because the location, scale, and timing of potential conveyance 
improvements have not been identified and the environmental impacts of such improvements 
cannot be determined with the information currently available, it cannot be concluded that 
cumulative wastewater impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative wastewater impacts would be cumulatively 
considerable, and cumulative impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Stormwater Infrastructure 
Cumulative impacts would occur if the Proposed Project, together with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects within LACFCD’s service area, would substantially 
increase stormwater runoff such that existing conveyance would require expansion or 
construction of new infrastructure that could result in significant environmental impacts. 
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Construction 

Construction of the Proposed Project together with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
projects would result in temporary stormwater runoff associated with ground disturbance 
activities. Similar construction activities associated with cumulative development in the 
surrounding area would also temporarily increase stormwater runoff. However, construction 
activities would be required to comply with applicable NPDES permit requirements and 
stormwater pollution prevention measures, which would control runoff and minimize impacts 
to stormwater drainage systems. Because construction-related runoff would be temporary and 
regulated, the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative stormwater impacts during 
construction would not be cumulatively considerable, and cumulative construction-related 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

Operation 

Cumulative impacts would occur if the Proposed Project, together with other past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects within LACFCD’s service area, would increase impervious 
areas and stormwater runoff rates that existing or planned stormwater drainage facilities would 
require expansion or construction of new infrastructure, the construction of which could result 
in significant environmental impacts. 

However, development projects would be required to comply with federal, State, and local 
stormwater regulations. These include preparation and implementation of stormwater 
management plans in accordance with the NPDEA MS4 permit, which requires provisions for 
the capture and infiltration of runoff or the temporary detention of stormwater runoff to 
reduce impacts related to hydrology and stormwater drainage facilities. Potential changes 
related to stormwater flows, drainage, impervious surfaces, and flooding would be minimized 
by the implementation of stormwater-control measures, retention, infiltration, and/or LID 
measures to reduce potential stormwater drainage and flooding impacts. 

Additionally, development projects in the region would also be required to limit post-
development runoff discharges per the requirements of County of Los Angeles Hydrology 
Manual and the County of Los Angeles Hydraulic Design Manual. Compliance with these 
requirements would ensure that stormwater runoff generated by new development would not 
exceed capacity of existing or planned stormwater discharge drainage systems. 

Because compliance with these regulatory requirements would minimize increases in runoff and 
ensure that stormwater systems operate within their design capacity, the Proposed Project’s 
contribution to cumulative stormwater infrastructure would not be cumulatively considerable. 
Thus, cumulative stormwater infrastructure impacts would be less than significant. 
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Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

Solid Waste 
Cumulative impacts would occur if the Proposed Project, together with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects within the applicable landfill service areas, would 
substantially increase solid waste generation such that existing landfill capacity would be 
exceeded or new or expanded solid waste facilities would be required that could result in 
significant environmental impacts. 

The geographic area considered for cumulative impacts related to solid waste is the service 
areas of the landfills listed in Table 3.17-4, Landfill Capacities in the City of Los Angeles, and 
Table 3.17-5, Landfill Capacities in the County of Los Angeles. 

Construction 

Construction of the Proposed Project would generate construction and demolition waste. 
Similar construction activities associated with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in the region would also generate temporary increases in construction and 
demolition waste. However, construction projects within the State of California are required to 
comply with applicable waste diversion regulations. 

Pursuant to the County of Los Angeles Code of Ordinances Chapter 20.87, construction projects 
must divert at least 50 percent of generated construction and demolition debris for recycling or 
reuse. In addition, CALGreen requires that a minimum of 65 percent of nonhazardous 
construction and demolition waste be recycled and/or salvaged. Compliance with these 
requirements would substantially reduce the amount of construction waste requiring disposal in 
regional landfills. 

Because construction-related waste generation would be temporary and diversion requirements 
would significantly reduce landfill disposal, the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative 
solid waste disposal during construction would not be cumulatively considerable, and 
cumulative construction-related impacts would be less than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

Operation 

Operation of the Proposed Project would generate municipal solid waste from residential, 
commercial, educational, and other land uses. Similar waste generation would occur from other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects within the region. The geographic 
area considered for cumulative impacts includes the landfills listed in Table 3.17-4 and Table 
3.17-5.  
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Collectively, these landfills have a remaining disposal capacity of approximately 357 million tons. 
Two (Chiquita Canyon Sanitary Landfill and El Sobrante Landfill) of the four landfills have a 
disposal capacity beyond the 15-year planning horizon required by the California Integrated 
Waste Management Act (AB 939), to account for future demand and ensure adequate capacity. 
All cumulative projects would be required to divert construction waste pursuant to CALGreen 
requirements and abide by the applicable requirements of SB 183, AB 1826, and AB 341. 
Additionally, pursuant to the County of Los Angeles Code of Ordinances Chapter 20.87, the 
Proposed Project would need to divert 50 percent of all generated tonnage for recycling and 
reuse. In addition, CALGreen requires a minimum of 65 percent of the nonhazardous 
construction and demolition waste to be recycled and/or salvaged. These regulations would 
reduce the amount of solid waste that would enter the landfills during the construction phases 
of the Proposed Project. For the operational phases of the Proposed Project, the existing 
landfills in the surrounding area have capacity to serve the Proposed Project without reaching 
capacity. Thus, there is sufficient landfill capacity in the region for the cumulative increase in 
solid waste disposal. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable impact related to solid waste and cumulative impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

Other Utilities 
Cumulative impacts would occur if the Proposed Project, together with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects within the applicable electricity, natural gas, and steam 
service areas, would substantially increase demand such that new or expanded electricity, 
natural gas, and steam service facilities would be required that could result in significant 
environmental impacts. 

Electricity 
The geographic area considered for cumulative impacts related to electricity is the service area 
of LADWP. 

Construction 

Construction of the Proposed Project would require the use of energy for purposes such as the 
operation of construction equipment and tools, and construction of cumulative projects may 
overlap. However, most construction equipment during demolition and grading is typically 
gasoline or diesel powered, and the later construction phases would require electricity-powered 
equipment for interior construction and finishing. Overall, the use of electricity would be 
temporary and would fluctuate according to the phase of construction. Additionally, it is 
anticipated that most electric-powered construction equipment would be hand tools (e.g., 
power drills, table saws, compressors) and lighting, which would result in minimal electricity 
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usage during construction activities. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s contribution to 
cumulative electricity consumption during construction would not be cumulatively 
considerable, and cumulative construction-related impacts would be less than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

Operation 

Implementation of the Proposed Project in combination with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects within the LADWP service area could increase electricity 
consumption and result in the need for new or expanded electricity generation facilities beyond 
what LADWP is already planning for its service area.  

However, development projects within the LADWP service area would be required to comply 
with federal, State, and local energy efficiency regulations. These include compliance with the 
current Energy Code and CALGreen standards in effect at the time individual applications are 
submitted to the County and City and can therefore be expected to be more energy-efficient 
than the current uses being replaced as these standards incrementally strengthen with each 
triennial code update (CEC 2026) and current code requirements are therefore more stringent 
than earlier code cycles that existing buildings would have been designed according to, resulting 
in reductions in electricity consumption on a per dwelling unit and per square foot basis when 
compared to existing development. As part of the Energy Code, future development would 
need to meet energy efficiency standards for building envelope design, mechanical (e.g., 
ventilation, heating, cooling) and water distribution design, and on-site renewable power 
generation (e.g., rooftop solar). Meeting these standards would minimize electricity 
consumption through efficient building designs. 

Because compliance with these regulatory requirements would promote greater efficiency 
performance in the design of the Proposed Project than current buildings are designed to, along 
with other projects in the LADWP service area, the Proposed Project’s contribution to 
cumulative electricity consumption would not be cumulatively considerable. Thus, cumulative 
electricity consumption impacts would be less than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

Natural Gas 
The geographic area considered for cumulative impacts related to natural gas is the service area 
of SoCalGas. 
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Construction 

Construction of the Proposed Project would require the use of energy for purposes such as the 
operation of construction equipment and tools, and construction of cumulative projects may 
overlap. However, most construction equipment during demolition and grading is typically 
gasoline or diesel powered, and the later construction phases would not require natural gas–
powered equipment. Overall, the use of natural gas is not anticipated during the construction 
phase of the Proposed Project. 

Therefore, the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative natural gas consumption during 
construction would not be cumulatively considerable, and there would be no impact to 
cumulative construction-related impacts. 

Significance without Mitigation: No impact. No mitigation is necessary. 

Operation  

Implementation of the Proposed Project in combination with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects within the SoCalGas service area could increase natural 
gas consumption and result in the need for new or expanded natural gas generation facilities 
beyond what SoCalGas is already planning for its service area. 

However, development projects within the SoCalGas service area would be required to comply 
with federal, State, and local natural gas efficiency regulations. These include the Energy Code 
and CALGreen standards in effect at the time and would result in reductions in heating fuel 
(e.g., natural gas) consumption on a per dwelling unit and per square foot basis when compared 
to existing conditions. 

Because compliance with these regulatory requirements would minimize natural gas 
consumption, the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative natural gas consumption would 
not be cumulatively considerable. Thus, cumulative natural gas consumption impacts would be 
less than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

Steam 
The geographic area considered for cumulative impacts related to steam is the service area of 
the West Central Plant. 
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Construction 

It is not anticipated that construction equipment used for the future development projects 
would be powered by steam, and no steam demand is anticipated during the Proposed Project’s 
construction.  

Therefore, the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative steam consumption during 
construction would not be cumulatively considerable, and there would be no impact. 

Significance without Mitigation: No impact. No mitigation is necessary. 

Operation 

As described in impact discussion (a), the West Central Plant would be decommissioned as part 
of the Proposed Project and a new energy system would be installed. The new energy system 
would be designed to meet current and future energy demands and would directly support 
initiatives like LA’s Green New Deal targeting a zero-carbon grid and zero-carbon buildings by 
mid-century. With the new on-site energy system, the Project Site would achieve efficiency in 
energy use, balancing heating and cooling demands while recovering and reusing energy that 
would otherwise be wasted. Cumulative projects would not connect to the new energy system, 
therefore, the Proposed Project would have no impact. 

Significance without Mitigation: No impact. No mitigation is necessary. 

Telecommunications 
Cumulative impacts would occur if the Proposed Project, together with past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects within the telecommunications service area, would 
substantially increase demand for telecommunications services such that construction of new 
or expanded telecommunications facilities would be required that could result in significant 
environmental impacts. 

The geographic area considered for cumulative impacts is the service area of 
telecommunication facilities serving the City of Los Angeles. 

Construction 

Construction of the Proposed Project would require installation or connection of 
telecommunications infrastructure to serve the Project Site. Similar installation activities would 
occur for other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the region. 
However, construction associated with telecommunications infrastructure typically involves 
installation of underground conduit, fiber-optic lines, or minor equipment within existing rights-
of-way or developed areas. 
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These activities are common in urban environments and would occur on a limited and localized 
basis. Because installation of telecommunications infrastructure is routine and would not 
require construction of major new facilities, the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative 
telecommunications construction impacts would not be cumulatively considerable, and 
cumulative construction-related impacts would be less than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

Operation 

Future development would install infrastructure supporting telecommunications services 
pursuant to the requirements of the County of Los Angeles Code of Ordinances. Given the 
already urbanized character of the City and County and the variety of telecommunications 
facilities available, the Proposed Project would not significantly alter land use patterns to the 
extent that construction of telecommunications facilities would be warranted. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact on telecommunication 
facilities and cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

3.17.6 Comparison to the 2014 Master Plan EIR Impact Analysis 
The 2014 Master Plan EIR, as shown in Table 3.17-7, Summary of the 2014 Master Plan EIR 
Utilities and Service Systems Impact Conclusions, and this Draft SEIR resulted in similar impact 
conclusions. As described in Section 3.17.4, Project Impact Analysis, and Section 3.17.5, 
Cumulative Impact Analysis, the Proposed Project would result in potentially significant impacts 
related to water supplies and the capacity of wastewater facilities. The Proposed Project’s total 
water demand amounts to a net increase of 356 AFY when compared to the 2014 Master Plan 
EIR. The Proposed Project’s wastewater generation results in a net increase of 410,242 gpd 
when compared to the 2014 Master Plan EIR. In the 2014 Master Plan EIR, potentially significant 
impacts related to water supply and wastewater treatment capacity were identified, mitigation 
measures were created to address impacts on utilities and services (potable water demand and 
wastewater). These measures reduced two impacts; however, the impacts related to water 
supplies would remain significant and unavoidable (County of Los Angeles 2014). 

Mitigation Measure USS-1 of the 2014 Master Plan EIR required a WSA. A WSA was prepared for 
the Proposed Project but since the buildout year of the proposed project is 2050 and the 2020 
UWMP only projects supplies up to the year 2045, this impact could be significant and 
unavoidable for future development on the Project Site that are implemented between the year 
2045 and 2050. Mitigation Measure USS-2 has been carried over from the 2014 Master Plan EIR 
and has been retained, to require further detailed gauging and evaluation to identify a specific 
sewer connection point with sufficient capacity. Because the location, scale, and timing of 
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potential conveyance improvements have not been identified and the environmental impacts of 
such improvements cannot be determined with the information currently available, it has been 
concluded that wastewater could be significant and unavoidable. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures USS-1 and USS-2 would reduce the Proposed Project’s 
impacts; however, significant impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. Consistent 
with the findings from the 2014 Master Plan EIR, this Draft SEIR concludes the Proposed Project 
would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to utilities and service systems. 
Appendix B to this Draft SEIR provides a strikeout/underline version of the mitigation measures 
to show changes compared to the 2014 Master Plan EIR. 
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3.18 WILDFIRE 
This chapter of the Draft SEIR discusses the existing wildfire conditions of the Project Site and 
City of Los Angeles and identifies applicable regulatory requirements. This chapter also 
identifies potential impacts that could result from future development and implementation of 
the Proposed Project. 

During the Notice of Preparation (NOP) public review period, which was from September 26, 
2025, to November 21, 2025, no comments were received regarding wildfire impacts associated 
with the proposed project. A CEQA scoping meeting was conducted on October 8, 2025, where 
no comments regarding wildfire were received. The NOP and all scoping comment letters are 
included as Appendix A, Notice of Preparation and Scoping Comments, of this document and are 
presented in Table 1-1, Summary of Scoping Comments Received.  

3.18.1 Regulatory Framework  
As the County of Los Angeles is the owner of the Project Site and the public agency involved in 
the development of the proposed Master Plan, the County of Los Angeles is the lead agency for 
the Proposed Project. Therefore, the Proposed Project is not subject to the City of Los Angeles’ 
planning and zoning ordinances. The County remains subject to applicable federal and State 
laws, regulations, and policies. For coordination purposes, the County may consider aspects of 
local policies and regulations for the communities surrounding the Project Site when it is 
appropriate and feasible, although the County is not bound by those policies and regulations. 
Therefore, the City’s local planning regulations are provided for informational purposes only.  

FEDERAL 

National Fire Protection Association Standards 
National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) codes, standards, recommended practices, and 
guides are developed through a consensus standards development process approved by the 
American National Standards Institute. NFPA standards are recommended (advisory) guidelines 
for fire protection that are incorporated by reference in the California Fire Code (CFC). Specific 
standards applicable to wildland fire hazards include, but are not limited to: 

 NFPA 1141, Fire Protection Infrastructure for Land Development in Wildlands 

 NFPA 1142, Water Supplies for Suburban and Rural Fire Fighting 

 NFPA 1143, Wildland Fire Management 

 NFPA 1144, Reducing Structure Ignition Hazards from Wildland Fire 

 NFPA 1710, Standard for the Organization and Deployment of Fire Suppression Operations, 
Emergency Medical Operations 
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Federal Response Plan  
The Federal Response Plan of 1999 is a signed agreement among 27 federal departments and 
agencies, including the American Red Cross, that provides the mechanism for coordinating 
delivery of federal assistance and resources to augment efforts of state and local governments 
overwhelmed by a major disaster or emergency; supports implementation of the Robert T. 
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Act, as well as individual agency statutory authorities; 
and supplements other federal emergency operations plans developed to address specific 
hazards. The Federal Response Plan is implemented in anticipation of a significant event likely to 
result in a need for federal assistance or in response to an actual event requiring federal 
assistance under a presidential declaration of a major disaster or emergency (County of Los 
Angeles 2014). 

STATE 

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection  
The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) is dedicated to the fire 
protection and stewardship of over 31 million acres of California’s wildlands. CAL FIRE provides 
fire assessment and firefighting services for land in State Responsibility Areas (SRA), conducts 
educational and training programs, provides fire planning guidance and mapping, and reviews 
general plan safety elements to ensure compliance with State fire safety requirements. A State 
Responsibility Area (SRA) is an area where CAL FIRE is the primary emergency response agency 
responsible for fire suppression and prevention (CAL FIRE 2025a). CAL FIRE staff, or a designee, 
reviews building permit applications, parcel maps, and use permits for construction or 
development in SRAs and Local Responsibility Areas (LRA).  

The Board of Forestry and Fire Protection is a government-appointed approval body within CAL 
FIRE. It is responsible for developing the general forest policy of the State, determining the 
guidance policies of CAL FIRE, and representing the State’s interest in federal forestland in 
California. The Board of Forestry and Fire Protection also provides regulations and approves 
general plan safety elements that are adopted by local governments for compliance with State 
statutes.  

The California Office of the State Fire Marshal supports the mission of CAL FIRE by focusing on 
fire prevention. These responsibilities include regulating buildings in which people live, 
congregate, or are confined; controlling substances and products that may, in and of themselves 
or by their misuse, cause injuries, death, and destruction by fire; providing statewide direction 
for fire prevention within wildland areas; regulating hazardous liquid pipelines; developing and 
renewing regulations and building standards; and providing training and education in fire 
protection methods and responsibilities. These are accomplished through major programs, 
including engineering, education, enforcement, and support from the Board of Forestry and Fire 
Protection. For jurisdictions in SRAs or very high fire hazard severity zones (FHSZ), the Land Use 
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Planning Program division of the Office of State Fire Marshal reviews safety elements during the 
update process to ensure consistency with California Government Code, Section 65302(g)(3). 
The Office of State Fire Marshal also reviews subdivisions of more than 30 dwelling units in SRAs 
or very high FHSZs without secondary means of egress that are at significant fire risk, and 
provides recommendations to improve subdivision fire safety.  

Together, the Board of Forestry and Fire Protection, Office of State Fire Marshal, and CAL FIRE 
protect and enhance the forest resources of all wildland areas of California that are not under 
federal jurisdiction. 

Fire Hazard Severity Zones and Responsibility Areas 

CAL FIRE designates FHSZs as authorized under California Government Code Sections 51175 et 
seq. FHSZs are designated as Very High, High, or Moderate. CAL FIRE considers many factors 
when designating FHSZs, including fire history, existing and potential vegetation fuel, flame 
length, blowing embers, terrain, and weather patterns for the area. CAL FIRE designates FHSZs 
in two types of areas depending on which level of government is financially responsible for fire 
protection (CAL FIRE 2025a). 

 Local Responsibility Area (LRA). Incorporated communities or special districts are financially 
responsible for wildfire protection.  

 State Responsibility Area (SRA). CAL FIRE and contracted counties are financially 
responsible for wildfire protection. 

CAL FIRE Strategic Fire Plan 

The 2024 CAL FIRE Strategic Plan contains goals and objectives to prepare for and mitigate the 
effects of fire on California’s natural and built environments (CAL FIRE 2024a). The 2024 
Strategic Plan focuses on strengthening the department’s capabilities to provide effective fire 
prevention and suppression activities statewide to protect lives, property, and ecosystems. A 
key component of the 2024 Strategic Plan is the collaboration within the department to ensure 
fire suppression and natural resource management is successful (CAL FIRE 2024a). 

State Responsibility Area and Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone Fire Safe 
Regulations 
California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 14, Division 1.5, Chapter 7, Subchapter 2, SRA/Very 
High FHSZ Fire Safe Regulations, establishes minimum wildfire protection standards for 
construction and development in the SRA and very high FHSZs and requires CAL FIRE to review 
development proposals and enact recommendations that serve as conditions of approval in 
these zones. These standards include basic emergency access and perimeter wildfire protection 
measures; signing and building numbering; private water supply resources for emergency fire 
use; and vegetation modification. These regulations apply to all residential, commercial, and 
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industrial buildings in the SRA and very high FHSZs in the LRA; the siting of new mobile homes; 
all tentative and parcel maps; and applications for building permits approved before 1991 when 
these standards were not proposed. Fire Safe Regulations also include a minimum setback of 
30 feet for all buildings from property lines and/or the center of a road. Section 1273.08, Dead-
End Roads, of these standards provides regulations for the maximum lengths of single-access 
roadways:  

 Parcels zoned for less than 1 acre: 800 feet 

 Parcels zoned for 1 acre to 4.99 acres: 1,320 feet 

 Parcels zoned for 5 acres to 19.99 acres: 2,640 feet 

 Parcels zoned for 20 acres or larger: 5,280 feet 

Fire Safe Regulations, Section 1299.03, Fire Hazard Reduction Around Buildings and Structure 
Requirements, provides defensible space requirements for areas within 30 feet of a structure 
(Zone 1) and between 30 and 100 feet from a structure (Zone 2). In Zone 1, all dead and dying 
plants must be removed, as must any vegetation that could catch fire. In Zone 2, horizontal and 
vertical spacing among shrubs and trees must be created and maintained. 

California Code of Regulations Section 1299.02 
CCR Section 1299.02 defines defensible space as the buffer landowners are required to create 
on their property between a "Building or Structure" and the plants, brush, and trees or other 
items surrounding the "Building or Structure" that could ignite in the event of a fire. A building 
or structure is defined as anything constructed that is designed or intended for support, 
enclosure, shelter, or protection of persons, animals, or property, having a permanent roof that 
is supported by walls or posts that connect to, or rest on the ground. 

California Building Standards Code 
The California Buildings Standards Code (CCR Title 24) provides 12 codes for construction and 
buildings in California. This code is updated every three years, with the most recent version 
effective January 1, 2026. It is effective statewide, but a local jurisdiction may adopt more 
restrictive standards based on local conditions under specific amendment rules prescribed by 
the State Building Standards Commission. The County of Los Angeles adopted the most recent 
version of the California Building Standards Code, with modifications, into the County of Los 
Angeles Code of Ordinances, Title 26, Building Code, effective January 1, 2026.  

California Building Code 

The California Building Code (CBC), CCR Title 24, Part 2, identifies building design standards, 
including those for fire safety. Commercial and residential buildings are plan-checked by local 
city and county building officials for compliance with the CBC and any applicable local edits. 
Typical fire safety requirements of the CBC include the installation of sprinklers in buildings and 
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other facilities; the establishment of fire-resistance standards for fire doors, building materials, 
and particular types of construction in very high FHSZs; requirements for smoke-detection 
systems; exiting requirements; and the clearance of debris. 

Chapter 7A of the CBC, Materials and Methods for Exterior Wildfire Exposure, prescribes 
building materials and construction methods for new buildings in an FHSZ or wildland-urban 
interface (WUI) fire area. Chapter 7A contains requirements for roofing; attic ventilation; 
exterior walls; exterior windows and glazing; exterior doors; decking; protection of underfloor, 
appendages, and floor projections; and ancillary structures. Other requirements include 
vegetation management compliance, as prescribed in the CFC Section 4906 and PRC Section 
4291. 

California Fire Code 

The CFC incorporates, by adoption, the International Fire Code of the International Code 
Council, with California amendments. This is the official fire code for the State and all political 
subdivisions. It is found in CCR Title 24, Part 9. The CFC regulates minimum fire safety 
regulations for new and existing buildings; facilities; storage; processes, including emergency 
planning and preparedness; fire service features; fire protection systems; hazardous materials; 
fire flow requirements; and fire hydrant locations and distribution. Typical fire safety 
requirements include installation of sprinklers in all high-rise buildings; the establishment of fire 
resistance standards for fire doors, building materials, and particular types of construction; and 
the clearance of debris and vegetation within a prescribed distance from occupied structures in 
wildfire hazard areas. 

Fire Safety During Construction and Demolition 

Chapter 33 of the CFC, Fire Safety During Construction and Demolition, provides requirements 
for fire safety precautions during construction and demolition of a development project. The 
purpose of this chapter is to provide reasonable safety to life and property from fire during 
construction and demolition operations, including those in underground locations. Specific 
requirements include prohibiting smoking on-site, except for in approved areas; the code also 
provides requirements related to the management of combustible materials and debris, cutting 
and welding, electrical wiring, and cooking. Additional requirements include the preparation of 
site safety plans prior to building permit issuance, providing fire watch during nonworking 
hours, and maintaining water supply for fire protection as soon as combustible materials arrive 
on a project site. 

Wildland-Urban Interface Areas 

Chapter 49 of the CFC, Requirements for Wildland Urban Interface Fire Areas, applies to any 
geographical area identified as an FHSZ by CAL FIRE. It defines FHSZs; connects to the SRA/Very 
High FHSZ Fire Safe Regulation requirements for defensible space; and parallels requirements 
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for wildfire protection, buildings construction, and hazardous vegetation fuel management in 
other sections of the CCR and the PRC. Chapter 49 of the 2022 CFC includes a definition for the 
WUI and provides requirements for fire protection plans, landslide plans, long-term vegetation 
management, and creation and maintenance of defensible space for all new development in the 
WUI. 

California Public Utilities Commission  
In 2007, wildfires in southern California were ignited by overhead utility power lines and aerial 
communication facilities near power lines. In response, the California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) began considering and adopting regulations to protect the public from fire 
hazards due to overhead power lines and nearby aerial communication facilities. The CPUC 
published a Fire-Threat Map under Rulemaking 15-05-006, following procedures in Decision 17-
01-009, revised by Decision 17-06-024, which adopted a work plan for the development of a 
utility high fire-threat district where enhanced fire safety regulations in Decision 17-12-024 
apply (CPUC 2025). Fire regulations require electric utilities to: 

 Prioritize the correction of safety hazards. 

 Correct nonimmediate fire risks in “Tier 2” (elevated fire threat) areas on the CPUC high fire-
threat district within 12 months, and in “Tier 3” (extreme fire threat) areas within 6 months. 

 Maintain increased clearances between vegetation and power lines within the high fire-
threat district. 

 Maintain stricter wire-to-wire clearances for new and reconstructed facilities in Tier 3 areas. 

 Conduct annual inspections of overhead distribution facilities in rural areas of Tier 2 and 
Tier 3 areas. 

 Prepare a fire prevention plan annually if overhead facilities exist in the high fire-threat 
district. (CPUC 2017) 

California Government Code 
California Government Code Sections 65302(g) and 65302.15 require that safety elements be 
reviewed and revised as needed with the revision of a housing element or local hazard 
mitigation plan, but no less than every eight years, to ensure the goals, policies, actions, 
mapping, and background content are consistent with State regulations and reflect the best 
available information for wildfire risks, climate adaptation and resiliency, and emergency 
evacuation routes for certain residential areas. Communities with local hazard mitigation plan 
updates after January 1, 2022, must also ensure their safety elements or local hazard mitigation 
plans include an assessment of evacuation routes and their capacity, safety, and viability as well 
as evacuation locations under a range of emergency scenarios.  

For wildfire and evacuation purposes, a safety element must: 
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 Identify wildfire hazards with the latest fire severity zone maps from the Board of Forestry 
and Fire Protection, United States Geological Survey, and other sources.  

 Consider guidance given by the Governor’s Office of Land Use and Climate Innovation’s Fire 
Hazard Planning document.  

 Demonstrate that the jurisdiction or contract agency and associated codes satisfactorily 
address adequate water supply, egress requirements, vegetation management, street 
signage, land use policies, and other criteria to protect from wildfires. 

 Establish a set of comprehensive goals, policies, and feasible implementation measures for 
protection of the community from unreasonable risks of wildfire. 

 Identify evacuation-constrained residential parcels in hazard-prone areas. 

Fire Hazard Technical Advisory 
The Governor’s Office of Land Use and Climate Innovation (formerly the Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research) published the Fire Hazard Technical Advisory in 2015 and revised it in 
2022 as a planning guide for addressing fire hazards, reducing risk, and increasing resilience 
across California’s diverse communities and landscapes. The Fire Hazard Technical Advisory 
provides a range of goals, policies, and programs for fire hazard prevention and mitigation, 
disaster preparedness, and emergency response and recovery. The 2022 update includes 
specific land use strategies to reduce fire risk to buildings, infrastructure, and communities (LCI 
2022). 

California Environmental Quality Act 
In November 2022 the California Attorney General issued “Best Practices for Analyzing and 
Mitigating Wildfire Impacts of Development Projects Under the California Environmental 
Quality Act” (AG 2022). This guidance document was designed to help lead agencies comply 
with CEQA (PRC Section 21000 et seq) when considering whether to approve projects in 
wildfire-prone areas. This guidance provides suggestions for how best to comply with CEQA 
when analyzing and mitigating a proposed project’s impacts on wildfire ignition risk, emergency 
access, and evacuation. The guidance is aimed at proposed development projects, such as 
residential, recreational, or commercial developments. The extent to which it applies to a 
project varies by project based on project design and location. It does not impose additional 
requirements on local governments or alter any applicable laws or regulations but is intended to 
provide guidance on some of the issues, alternatives, and mitigation measures that should be 
considered during the environmental review process. 
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LOCAL 

County of Los Angeles General Plan 
The Safety Element of the County of Los Angeles General Plan 2035 (LA County General Plan 
2035) (County of Los Angeles 2025a) includes the following policies related to wildfire, 
emergency response, and evacuation that would be applicable to the Proposed Project: 

 Policy S 2.2. Plan for future climate impacts on critical infrastructure and essential public 
facilities.  

 Policy S 2.3. Require new residential subdivisions and new accessory dwelling units within 
hazard areas to meet required evacuation standards.  

 Policy S 3.6. Infiltrate development runoff on-site, where feasible, to preserve or restore the 
natural hydrologic cycle and minimize increases in stormwater or dry weather flows.  

 Policy S 4.1. Prohibit new subdivisions in very high FHSZs unless: (1) the new subdivision is 
generally surrounded by existing or entitled development or is located in an existing 
approved specific plan or is within the boundaries of a communities facility district adopted 
by the County prior to January 1, 2022, including any improvement areas and future 
annexation areas identified in the County resolution approving such district; (2) the County 
determines there is sufficient secondary egress; and (3) the County determines the 
adjoining major highways and street networks are sufficient for evacuation as well as safe 
access for emergency responders under a range of emergency scenarios, as determined by 
the County. Discourage new subdivisions in all other FHSZs.  

 Policy S 4.2. New subdivisions shall provide adequate evacuation and emergency vehicle 
access to and from the subdivision on streets or street systems that are evaluated for their 
traffic access or flow limitations, including but not limited to weight or vertical clearance 
limitations, dead-end, one-way, or single lane conditions.  

 Policy S 4.4. Reduce the risk of wildland fire hazards through meeting minimum state and 
local regulations for fire-resistant building materials, vegetation management, fuel 
modification, and other fire hazard reduction programs.  

 Policy S 4.6. Ensure that infrastructure requirements for new development meet minimum 
State and local regulations for ingress, egress, peak load water supply availability, 
anticipated water supply, and other standards within FHSZs.  

 Policy S 4.7. Discourage building mid-slope, on ridgelines and on hilltops, and employ 
adequate setbacks on and below slopes to reduce risk from wildfires and post-fire, rainfall 
induced landslides and debris flows.  

 Policy S 4.8. Support the retrofitting of existing structures in FHSZs to meet current safety 
regulations, such as the building and fire code, to help reduce the risk of structural and 
human loss due to wildfire. 
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 Policy S 4.12. Support efforts to incorporate systematic fire protection improvements for 
open space, including the facilitation of safe fire suppression tactics, standards for adequate 
access for firefighting, fire mitigation planning with landowners and other stakeholders, and 
water sources for fire suppression.  

 Policy S 4.14. Encourage the strategic placement of structures in FHSZs that conserves fire 
suppression resources, increases safety for emergency fire access and evacuation, and 
provides a point of attack or defense from a wildfire. 

 Policy S 4.16. Require local development standards to meet or exceed SRA Fire Safe 
Regulations, which include visible home and street addressing and signage and vegetation 
clearance maintenance on public and private roads; all requirements in the California 
Building Code and Fire Code; and Board of Forestry Fire Safe Regulations.  

 Policy S 4.17. Coordinate with agencies, including the Fire Department and ACWM, to 
ensure that effective fire buffers are maintained through brush clearance and fuel 
modification around developments.  

 Policy S 4.18. Require Fire Protection Plans for new residential subdivisions in FHSZs that 
minimize and mitigate potential loss from wildfire exposure, and reduce impact on the 
community’s fire protection delivery system. 

 Policy S 4.19. Ensure all water distributors providing water in unincorporated Los Angeles 
County identify, maintain, and ensure the long-term integrity of future water supply for fire 
suppression needs, and ensure that water supply infrastructure adequately supports 
existing and future development and redevelopment, and provides adequate water flow to 
combat structural and wildland fires, including during peak domestic demand periods.  

 Policy S 4.20. Prohibit new and intensification of existing general assembly uses in very high 
FHSZs unless: (1) the use is located in an existing approved specific plan or (2) the County 
determines there is sufficient secondary egress and the County determines the adjoining 
major highways and street networks are sufficient for evacuation, as well as safe access for 
emergency responders under a range of emergency scenarios, as determined by the County. 
Discourage new general assembly uses in all other FHSZs. 

 Policy S 7.1. Ensure that residents are protected from the public health consequences of 
natural or manmade disasters through increased readiness and response capabilities, risk 
communication, and the dissemination of public information.  

 Policy S 7.2. Support County emergency providers in reaching their response time goals.  

 Policy S 7.3. Coordinate with other County and public agencies, such as transportation 
agencies, and health-care providers on emergency planning and response activities, and 
evacuation planning.  

 Policy S 7.5. Ensure that there are adequate resources, such as sheriff and fire services, for 
emergency response.  
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 Policy S 7.6. Ensure that essential public facilities are maintained during disasters, such as 
flooding, wildfires, extreme temperature and precipitation events, drought, and power 
outages. 

County of Los Angeles All-Hazards Mitigation Plan 
The purpose of hazard mitigation planning is to reduce the loss of life and property by 
minimizing the impact of disasters. The County of Los Angeles All-Hazards Mitigation Plan 
(HMP) was prepared and adopted in May 2020 for the purpose of identifying, assessing, and 
reducing the long-term risk to life and property from hazard events. The HMP includes an 
assessment of hazards and vulnerabilities and a set of mitigation actions for the County. In the 
context of an HMP, mitigation is an action that reduces or eliminates long-term risk to people 
and property from hazards, including wildfire. The HMP must be reviewed and approved by 
FEMA every five years to maintain eligibility for disaster relief funding. As part of this process, 
the California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services reviews all local hazard mitigation plans 
in accordance with the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 regulations, and coordinates with local 
jurisdictions to ensure compliance with FEMA’s Local Mitigation Plan Review Guide (County of 
Los Angeles 2020). 

County of Los Angeles Operational Area Emergency Operations Plan 
The County of Los Angeles Office of Emergency Management is responsible for coordinating 
agency response to disasters or other large-scale emergencies in the county. The County of Los 
Angeles Operational Area Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) establishes policy direction for 
emergency planning, mitigation, response, and recovery activities within the county. The EOP 
addresses interagency coordination, procedures to maintain communications with regional and 
State emergency response teams, and methods to assess the extent of damage and 
management of volunteers, as well as identifies the location of Emergency Operations Centers. 
The EOP uses the Standardized Emergency Management System as required by California 
Government Code Section 8607(a) for managing responses to multiagency and multi-
jurisdictional emergencies in California, including those related to hazardous materials (OEM 
2023).  

Los Angeles County Fire Department 2021 Strategic Fire Plan 
The Los Angeles County Fire Department 2021 Strategic Fire Plan provides an overview of the 
fire landscape in the County of Los Angeles in incorporated and unincorporated areas. The plan 
also provides pre-fire management strategies and tactics to reduce the risk of fire affecting 
people and structures. These strategies include fire prevention, vegetation management, a 
robust fire protection system, and individuals division and battalion program plans. The plan 
also provides a list of pre-fire projects to reduce wildfire risk throughout the county (LACFD 
2021).  
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County of Los Angeles Code of Ordinances 
The County of Los Angeles Code of Ordinances sets forth regulations and standards to protect 
public health and safety, including fire protection and emergency access. In particular, Title 32 
of the County Code adopts and amends the California Fire Code to ensure fire safety and 
emergency access for new development projects. These provisions are intended to ensure that 
construction activities do not obstruct fire apparatus access roads and that fire protection 
measures are maintained during all phases of construction. The County of Los Angeles Code of 
Ordinances sets forth the following specific regulations regarding fire safety measures during 
construction activities, specifically: 

 Title 32, Section 503 (Fire Apparatus Access Roads) requires that designated fire access 
roads be maintained free and clear of obstructions at all times, ensuring that emergency 
vehicles have adequate access to building sites, staging areas, and occupied structures. 

 Title 16, Section 16.06.010 et seq. (Encroachments and Work in County Highways) requires 
a permit for temporary lane closures, excavations, or any work conducted within a County-
maintained public right-of-way. These provisions ensure that traffic control measures are 
implemented and that emergency access is preserved during construction. 

City of Los Angeles General Plan 
The Safety Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan (General Plan) contains goals, 
objectives, and policies for how the City plans for disasters, including wildfire (City of Los 
Angeles 2021). The following objectives and policies are related to wildfire: 

Objective 1.1: Implement comprehensive hazard mitigation plans and programs that are 
integrated with each other and with the City’s comprehensive emergency response and 
recovery plans and programs. 

 Policy 1.1.3 Facility/Systems Location and Maintenance. Locate new critical facilities and 
infrastructure outside of hazard areas, especially very high FHSZs, when feasible. If no 
feasible alternative site exists, ensure that these facilities incorporate all necessary 
protections to allow them to continue to serve essential community needs during and after 
disaster events. Provide redundancy (back-up) systems and strategies for continuation of 
adequate critical infrastructure systems and services so as to assure adequate circulation, 
communications, power, transportation, water and other services for emergency response 
in the event of disaster related systems disruptions and the growing climate emergency. 

 Policy 1.1.6 State and Federal Regulations. Assure compliance with applicable State and 
federal planning and development regulations. Regularly adopt new provisions of the 
California Building Standards Code, Title 24, and California Fire Code into the LAMC to 
ensure that new development meets or exceeds Statewide minimums. Ensure new 
development in very high FHSZs adheres to the California Building Code, the California Fire 
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Code, Los Angeles Fire Code and California Public Resources Code. Facilitate compliance 
with new standards for existing non-conforming structures and evacuation routes. 

 Policy 1.1.8 Land Use. Consider hazard information and available mitigations when making 
decisions about future land use. Maintain existing low density and open space designations 
in Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones. Ensure mitigations are incorporated for new 
development in hazard areas such as very high FHSZs, landslide areas, flood zones and in 
other areas with limited adaptive capacity. 

Objective 1.2: Confront the global climate emergency by setting measurable targets for carbon 
reduction that are consistent with the best available methods and data, center equity and 
environmental justice, secure fossil free jobs, and foster broader environmental sustainability 
and resiliency. 

 Policy 1.2.2 Renewable Energy. Aggressively pursue renewable energy sources, transitioning 
away from fossil based sources of energy and toward 100% renewable energy sources. 

 Policy 1.2.4 Clean and Healthy Buildings. Design, build and rebuild buildings using passive 
energy principals, advanced efficiency and safety measures, and on-site renewable energy.  

 Policy 1.2.5 Housing and Development. In keeping with the Housing Element, create 
housing opportunities that enhance affordability, equity, livability, sustainability and 
resilience. 

Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan 
The Project Site is within the boundaries of the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan (City of 
Los Angeles 1999). The following goal, objective, and policy are related to wildfire: 

Goal 9: Adequate community protection through a comprehensive fire and life safety program.  

Objective 9-1: Ensure that fire facilities and protective services are sufficient for the existing and 
future population and land uses.  

 Policy 9-1.1. Promote land use policies that enhance accessibility for firefighting equipment 
and are compatible with effective levels of service. 

City of Los Angeles Base Emergency Operations Plan 
The EOP for the City of Los Angeles outlines the City’s response framework for all hazards. It 
serves as the foundation for emergency response within the City of Los Angeles and delineates 
coordination before, during, and after an event occurs. The EOP outlines the activities of all City 
of Los Angeles departments and partner agencies within a Citywide emergency management 
system and it embraces the capabilities and resources in the broader emergency management 
community that includes individuals, businesses, nongovernmental organizations, tribal 
governments, other cities, counties, states, national, and international assistance. The EOP 
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describes the fundamental systems, strategies, policies, assumptions, responsibilities, and 
operational priorities the City of Los Angeles will utilize to guide and support emergency 
management efforts (City of Los Angeles 2023). 

City of Los Angeles Municipal Code 
The Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) sets forth regulations and standards to ensure public 
health, safety, and welfare during construction and operation of development projects. In 
particular, Chapter 5, Article 7 of the LAMC, known as the Fire Code, provides fire protection 
and emergency access standards throughout the city. The LAMC sets forth the following specific 
regulations regarding fire safety measures during construction activities:  

 Chapter V, Article 7, Section 57.503 (Fire Apparatus Access Roads) requires that fire access 
roads remain clear and unobstructed at all times to allow emergency vehicles to reach 
buildings, structures, and staging areas. 

 Chapter VI, Article 2, Section 62.61 (Excavation in Public Streets) requires a permit for any 
excavation, lane closure, or encroachment within the public right-of-way. This section also 
requires contractors to prepare and implement traffic control plans that maintain 
emergency access during construction activities. 

3.18.2 Existing Conditions 

WILDFIRE BACKGROUND 

According to Public Resources Code Sections 4103 and 4104, the term “wildfire” refers to any 
uncontrolled fire spreading through vegetative fuels that threatens to destroy life, property, or 
resources. Historically, wildfires commonly occurred in steep or heavily vegetated areas, away 
from developed areas. More recently, wildfires have been encroaching into more urban areas, 
or the wildland-urban interface, threatening homes, businesses, and essential infrastructure. 
Though wildfires play an important role in the ecology of many natural habitats, risks to human 
safety and property increase as urban development moves into areas susceptible to wildfire 
hazards. 

Types of Wildfires 
There are three basic types of wildland fires:  

 Crown fires burn trees to their tops; these are the most intense and dangerous wildland 
fires. 

 Surface fires burn surface litter and duff. These are the easiest fires to extinguish and cause 
the least damage to the forest. Brush and small trees enable surface fires to reach treetops 
and are thus referred to as ladder fuels (NRC 2021). 
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 Underground fires occur underground in deep accumulations of dead vegetation. These 
fires move very slowly but can be difficult to extinguish. 

Wildfires burn in many types of vegetation—forest, woodland, scrub (including chaparral and 
sage scrub), and grassland. Many species of native California plants are adapted to fire and 
habitats such as woodlands, chaparral, and grasslands can recover from fire. Between 2020 and 
2025 an average of 856,923 acres burned per year throughout California (CAL FIRE 2025a). 
Wildfires have been observed to be more frequent and growing in intensity over the past 
several years, with 4,304,379 acres and 2,569,386 acres burning in 2020 and 2021 across the 
State, respectively (CAL FIRE 2024b).  

Wildfire Causes 
Although the term wildfire suggests natural origins, a 2017 study that evaluated 1.5 million 
wildfires in the United States between 1992 and 2012 found that humans were responsible for 
igniting 84 percent of wildfires, accounting for 44 percent of acreage burned (Balch et al. 2017). 
The three most common causes of human-caused wildfires are debris burning (logging slash, 
farm fields, trash, etc.); arson; and equipment use (Pacific Biodiversity Institute 2007).1 
Lightning is the major natural cause of wildfire in the United States, with more than 40 percent 
of wildfires in the western United States caused by lightning between 1992 and 2015 (Balch 
et al. 2017; Cart 2023). 

Power lines can ignite wildfires in several ways, including: 

 Downed lines. Downed power lines can produce arcing that can cause the powerlines to 
spark and ignite vegetation. 

 Vegetation contact. A branch contacting two conductors for a sufficient duration may ignite 
the branch; a tree falling on a line can cause a downed line. 

 High winds and severe weather. Conductors can slap together during high winds and severe 
weather, creating arcing of the powerlines and ejecting hot metal particles that can ignite 
flammable matter on the ground.  

 Equipment failures. As circuit components deteriorate, they can arc and spark and thus 
ignite nearby flammable matter (Texas Wildfire Mitigation Project 2014). 

An analysis of US Forest Service wildfire data from 1986 to 1996 determined that 95 percent of 
human-caused wildfires, and 90 percent of all wildfires, occurred within 0.5 mile of a road; and 
that about 61 percent of all wildfires and 55 percent of human-caused wildfires occurred within 
approximately 650 feet (200 meters) of a road (Pacific Biodiversity Institute 2007). The study 

 
 
1 Miscellaneous human activities (unspecified) are ranked above equipment use in percentage of wildfires caused. 
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concluded that the increase in human-caused ignition from new roads greatly outweighs the 
benefits of increased access for firefighters.  

Wildfires ignite structures in three ways: embers landing on the structure or flammable material 
next to the structure, direct flame contact, and radiant heat from fire close to the structure. 
Embers are the most common cause of home ignition. Embers ignite structures by entering 
through attic vents, igniting flammable materials around the home (litter in the roof gutter; 
wood stacks; or wood fencing), or finding their way under roofing materials (CCI 2024).  

CAL FIRE estimated in 2017 that there were about three million housing units in California in 
FHSZs and potentially at risk from wildland fire—that is, just over 20 percent of the total 
housing units in the state (CAL FIRE 2018). A more recent study conducted by the Los Angeles 
Times indicates that an additional 2.8 million Californians’ homes were added to the FHSZs due 
to the recent updates of the FHSZ maps in both the SRA and LRA (Los Angeles Times 2025). 
According to CAL FIRE data, approximately 95 percent of structures seriously damaged in 
California wildfires from 2013 to 2020 took place in FHSZs in the SRA or LRA or on federal lands 
(CapRadio 2021). 

Secondary Effects of Wildfire  

After a high intensity wildfire is suppressed, the burn scar is typically bare of its vegetative 
cover, which had supported the hillsides and steeper slopes. As a result, rainstorms increase the 
possibility of severe landslides and debris flow in these areas. The intense heat from the fire can 
also cause a chemical reaction in the soil that makes it less porous, causing water to run off 
during precipitation events, which can lead to flooding downstream.  

In addition to damaging natural environments, wildfires can injure and cause fatalities of 
residents and firefighters as well as damage or destroy structures and personal property. 
Wildfires also deplete water reserves, down power lines, disrupt communication services, and 
block evacuation routes. Wildfires can also indirectly cause flooding if flood control facilities 
become inadequate to handle increases in stormwater runoff, sediment, and debris that are 
likely to be generated from burn scars. Regionally, smoke from wildfires creates poor air quality 
that can last for days or weeks, depending on the scale of the wildfire and wind patterns.  

Wildland-Urban Interface 
The WUI is any area where structures and other human developments meet or intermingle with 
wildland vegetative fuels—shrubs, trees, and grasses. Developments in the WUI exacerbate fire 
occurrence and fire spread in several ways: 

 Increased numbers of people near and in wildland areas, creating more frequent human-
caused wildfires. 
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 Wildfires become harder to fight due to simultaneous evacuation and firefighting resources 
diverted from containing the wildfire to protecting lives and homes. 

 Letting natural fires burn becomes impossible, leading to buildup of fuel in brush and 
forested areas and overgrowth of grasslands, increasing wildfire hazard further (Radeloff 
et al. 2018). 

The Project Site and surrounding area are located outside of the WUI (USFS 2025). 

PROJECT SITE 

The County-owned Project Site is within the boundaries of the Northeast Los Angeles Master 
Plan area between the Boyle Heights and Lincoln Heights neighborhoods of the City of Los 
Angeles and surrounded by urban development. The Project Site is not in an SRA and is not in 
an area classified as a very high FHSZ by CAL FIRE. The Project Site is located within a local 
responsibility area; however, the Project Site is not located within a fire hazard severity zone. As 
shown in Figure 3.18-1, Fire Hazard Severity Zones, the nearest land designated as a very high 
FHSZ in a LRA is approximately 0.45 mile north of the Project Site (CAL FIRE 2025c). The nearest 
land in an SRA and classified as a very high FHSZ is approximately 10 miles southeast of the 
Project Site (CAL FIRE 2025c). 

WILDFIRE HISTORY 

According to the CAL FIRE historic wildfire perimeter database, there have been five named fires 
within two miles of the Project Site in the past (CAL FIRE 2025d).  

 1929: Curan #17 Fire, 139.10 acres 
 1985: Montecito Fire, 8.49 acres 
 1992: Idyllwild Fire, 5.29 acres 

 1992: Avenue 5 Fire, 25.74 acres 
 1993: Thorpe Fire, 9.02 acres 

No wildfires have been reported within the boundaries of the Project Site.  



Figure 3.18-1 - Fire Hazard Severity Zones
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Factors Influencing Wildfire 
Several factors influence wildfire conditions and facilitate the spread of wildfires, including 
topography, fuels, weather conditions, and climate change. Human actions are the leading 
cause of wildfires in California, increasing the risk of wildfire devastating natural lands and 
communities.  

Weather 

Wind is a primary weather factor of wildfire behavior. Santa Ana winds are warm easterly winds 
that flow from the Great Basin through the desert and through the passes of the coastal 
mountains. As wind speeds increase, the rates of fire spread, intensity, and ember spread 
potential also increase. Gusty and erratic wind conditions, like Santa Ana winds, can cause a 
wildfire to spread irregularly, making it difficult to predict its path and effectively deploy fire 
suppression forces. Winds from the southeast in the fall compound the severity of fire 
conditions, as does lower relative humidity, creating red-flag conditions. Santa Ana winds are 
especially dangerous because they are accompanied by low humidity, which can dry out trees 
and other fuel that may also be weakened by the winds. This can increase wildfire conditions in 
the area. Wind shifts can also occur suddenly due to temperature changes and interactions with 
steep slopes or hillsides, causing fires to spread unpredictably. Relative humidity is also an 
important fire-related weather factor. As humidity levels drop, the dry air causes vegetation 
moisture levels to decrease, thereby increasing the likelihood that plant material will readily 
ignite and burn; the risk of wildfire increases when lightning strikes during dry periods.  

The climate in the greater City of Los Angeles area is generally referred to as “Mediterranean,” 
with hot, dry summers and cool, wet winters. Warm summers and cold winters with rainfall are 
common in the City. Because the summer months are generally hot and dry, the risk of wildfires 
has historically been greatest in summer and fall, though recent wildfires have occurred in 
winter months. Wind in the Project Site area typically blows from the west or southwest as part 
of the prevailing coastal wind pattern; however, during the fall and winter months, strong 
offshore Santa Ana winds may occur, blowing from the northeast toward the coast and 
increasing wildfire risk (NOAA 2000).  

Fuel 

Each type of vegetation contributes to fire hazard severity to varying degrees. The qualities of 
vegetation that directly influence fire risk include fuel type and size; loading’; arrangement; 
chemical composition; and dead and live fuel moisture, which contributes to the flammability 
characteristics of the vegetation. Grass and brush fuel types react quickly to changes in weather 
such as low humidity or high wind speeds. Fires in areas covered by this vegetation type can 
spread quickly in gusty wind conditions. The Project Site and surrounding area are primarily 
urban and lack vegetative fuels. Ornamental landscaping is present in some locations, but it is 
limited and maintained.  
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Topography 

Topography influences fire risk by affecting fire spread rates. Typically, steep terrain results in 
faster fire spread up- slope and slower spread down-slope in the absence of wind. Terrain that 
forms a funneling effect, such as chimneys, chutes, or saddles on the landscape can result in 
especially intense fire behavior. Conversely, flat terrain tends to have little effect on fire spread, 
resulting in fires that are driven by vegetation and wind. The Project Site is entirely developed 
and contains various impervious surfaces and buildings. Approximately 20 percent of the slopes 
on the Campus exceed 10 percent; elevations in the Campus range from approximately 320 feet 
in the southwest to 450 feet in the northeast. Overland flow within the Project Site is generally 
from the northeast to the southwest. The flow of on-site runoff is driven by the natural site 
topography, and the majority of runoff flows toward the historic creek and drains into the 
existing storm drain that is maintained by the LACFCD.  

Though there is a steep east-west slope with some vegetation in the center of the Project Site 
(west of State Street), it is isolated and within the fully developed Campus. It is not connected 
to other natural steep slopes or vegetation. As discussed in Chapter 3.6, Geology and Soils of 
this Draft SEIR, a site investigation did not identify any indications of landsliding, and the Project 
Site and its immediate vicinity are not mapped within an earthquake-induced landside area. The 
Project Site is fully developed and is not in proximity to steep slopes, natural drainage courses, 
dams, or large bodies of water. 

Human Actions 

Most wildfires are ignited by human action, the result of direct acts of arson, carelessness, or 
accidents. Many fires originate in populated areas along roads and around homes and are often 
the result of the careless disposal of cigarettes, mowing of dead grass, electrical equipment 
malfunction, use of equipment, or burning of debris. Recreation areas with increased human 
activity that are in high or very high fire hazard areas also increase the potential for wildfires. 
The Project Site and surrounding area are located within a fully urbanized portion of the City of 
Los Angeles. As a result, the types of human activities typically associated with wildfire ignitions 
such as vegetation clearing, debris burning, or recreation in heavily vegetated areas, are 
generally limited in the Project vicinity. Vegetation on and around the Project Site primarily 
consists of ornamental landscaping that is regularly maintained and irrigated, which reduces the 
accumulation of dry fuels that could contribute to fire ignition or spread. 

FIRE PROTECTION RESOURCES 

The City of Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) provides firefighting and emergency response 
services to the Project Site. As discussed in Chapter 3.13, Public Services, of this Draft SEIR, the 
Project Site is served by two fire stations that provide fire and emergency medical services:  



L A  C O UN T Y  GE NE R AL  HO S P I T AL  C A MP U S  M A S TE R  P L AN  
 D R A F T S U B SE Q UE N T E IR  

C O U N T Y  O F  LO S  AN GE LE S  
3.18  WI LDFIRE 

MAY 2026 3 .18-21 

 Station 1: 2230 Pasadena Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90031-2212 

 Station 2: 1962 East Cesar E. Chavez Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90031-2212 

EVACUATION AND ACCESS 

Evacuation routes are designated roadways that allow many people to quickly leave an area due 
to a potential or imminent disaster. These routes should have sufficient capacity to 
accommodate the needs of the community, be safely and easily accessible, and allow people to 
travel far enough away to be safe from emergency conditions.  

The Project Site is in the County of Los Angeles Operational Area. Disaster routes are freeway, 
highway, or arterial routes pre-identified for use during times of crisis. These routes are utilized 
to bring in emergency personnel, equipment, and supplies to impacted areas in order to save 
lives, protect property and minimize impact to the environment. During a disaster, these routes 
have priority for clearing, repairing, and restoration over all other roads. The disaster routes in 
the vicinity of the Project Site include Interstate (I-) 10, I-5, Marengo Street, North Mission 
Road, North Soto Street, Valley Boulevard, and North Main Street (County of Los Angeles Public 
Works 2025).  

The emergency operation center (EOC) for the City of Los Angeles is at 500 E Temple Street, 
approximately 1.5 miles southwest of the Project Site, which is a key point for coordination of 
the City’s emergency planning, training, response and recovery efforts (EMD 2025). The County 
utilizes Ready LA County, an opt-in mass notification system, to provide critical information 
quickly in a variety of situations, such as severe weather, unexpected road closures, evacuation 
of buildings or neighborhoods, criminal activity, and emergency preparedness information 
(County of Los Angeles 2025b). Emergency response and disaster coordination for the Project 
Site would be provided by County agencies, including the County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department, which are responsible for responding to fires and other emergency incidents 
within the County’s operational area. 

3.18.3 Standards for Analysis 

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS 

Appendix G, “Environmental Checklist Form,” of the State CEQA Guidelines, Section XIII, states 
that, “If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard 
severity zones,” the Proposed Project would result in a significant impact related to wildfire if it 
would: 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan. 
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b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, 
and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a 
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. 

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as 
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines, or other utilities) 
that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing 
impacts to the environment. 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or 
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes. 

METHODOLOGY 

Though the Project Site is not in or near an SRA, it is approximately 0.45 mile from lands 
classified as very high FHSZ in the LRA. Wildfire impacts were evaluated by reviewing existing 
wildfire maps provided by CAL FIRE. Information was compiled from regional and local planning 
documents, including the LA County General Plan, City of Los Angeles General Plan, and the 
Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan, which were reviewed to provide insight into wildfire 
risks in the vicinity of the Project Site. This analysis evaluates the Proposed Project’s consistency 
with applicable City and County plans and policies related to wildfire as well as any potential 
impacts resulting from construction and operation of the Proposed Project. 

OVERVIEW OF 2014 MASTER PLAN EIR IMPACT CONCLUSIONS 

As a Subsequent EIR, this SEIR will provide a comprehensive update of the 2014 Master Plan EIR 
upon County certification and will be the first-tier environmental document for future projects 
and activities on the Campus. This section provides an overview of the impact conclusions in 
the 2014 Master Plan EIR for comparative purposes with the analysis of the Proposed Project in 
Section 3.1.4, Project Impact Analysis, and 3.1.5, Cumulative Impact Analysis. 

The explicit requirement to evaluate impacts related to wildfire in CEQA documents was 
implemented subsequent to completion of the 2014 Master Plan EIR. The topic of wildfire was 
not a separate environmental topic in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines until January 1, 
2019 when the Natural Resources Agency updated Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines to 
include this topic in Appendix G. Prior to this change, impacts related to fire hazards were 
addressed in the Hazards and Hazardous Materials topic. Wildfire was addressed in the 2014 
Master Plan EIR as part of the Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Utilities and Service 
Systems sections. The NOP/IS prepared for the 2014 Master Plan EIR determined that no 
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impacts would occur related to wildland fire. No mitigation measures related to wildfire were 
outlined in the 2014 Master Plan EIR. 

3.18.4 Project Impact Analysis 
If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, the Proposed Project would result in a significant impact related to wildfire if it would: 

a) Would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

Adopted emergency response plans and emergency evacuation plans include those discussed 
under Section 3.18.1, Regulatory Framework, such as County of Los Angeles Operational Area 
Emergency Operations Plan and the City of Los Angeles Base Emergency Operations Plan. The 
Proposed Project could result in a significant impact if it would substantially impair the 
implementation of these plans. The Proposed Project would be consistent with both emergency 
operations plans as it would not obstruct or eliminate designated disaster routes, would 
maintain required emergency access widths and clearances, and would be designed and 
constructed in compliance with applicable fire, building, and access codes. Improvements under 
the Proposed Project would be designed to conform to County of Los Angeles Fire Department 
standards for emergency ingress/egress and clearances. The County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department reviews building plans to conform with these standards as part of the standard 
building plan approval process. The Project Site is in a fully urbanized portion of the City of Los 
Angeles and is surrounded by developed land uses, including major roadways, residential 
neighborhoods, and institutional facilities. The Project Site is not in a very high FHSZ or the WUII 
It is located approximately 0.45 mile south of a very high FHSZ in an LRA.  

Construction 
A temporary impact to emergency response and evacuation under the Proposed Project could 
occur from construction due to temporary lane closures that would potentially alter evacuation 
routes. Development would be required to comply with the CBC, the CFC, the County Code of 
Ordinances Sections 503 and 16.06.010, and City of Los Angeles Municipal Code Sections 57.503 
and 62.61 (see Section 3.18.1, Regulatory Framework). These would be limited to the duration 
of the construction period, which could include overlapping phases of construction (see Chapter 
2, Project Description, Section 2.4.8). Additionally, the County of Los Angeles Fire Department 
and County of Los Angeles Sheriff’s Office would review construction staging, traffic control, and 
permit applications for temporary lane closures as part of building permit issuance to confirm 
that emergency access and evacuation routes remain operational. Such construction plans 
would address any overlapping construction activities and the need to maintain access to the 
Project Site for other ongoing active uses (i.e., hospital uses). Review and approval of temporary 
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lane closures would ensure that no inconsistencies with emergency evacuation plans would 
occur.  

Further, construction contractors are required by Chapter 33 of the CBC to implement standard 
fire-safety practices, including maintaining clear access for emergency vehicles, providing on-
site fire suppression equipment, and avoiding the accumulation of flammable materials. 
Adherence to these requirements and applicable regulations would further minimize the 
potential for construction to exacerbate wildfire risks. Therefore, this impact is less than 
significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

Operation 
The Project Site is served by the existing roadway network and would not result in substantial 
changes to the circulation patterns or emergency access routes in the Project area. Rather, the 
Proposed Project seeks to enhance and improve connectivity within the Project area. Operation 
of the Proposed Project would not block any roads or evacuation routes and would instead 
serve to improve circulation and access to the Project Site. The Project Site is not identified as 
an EOC for the City of Los Angeles; the City’s designated EOC is approximately 1.5 miles 
southwest of the Project Site. The distance between the Project Site and the City’s EOC provides 
a sufficient buffer to ensure that construction or operational activities would not disrupt 
emergency communications, coordination, or mobilization functions associated with operation 
of the EOC. Thus, operation of the Proposed Project would not impair the existing EOC because 
the primary circulation routes serving the EOC would remain operational and unobstructed.  

The Proposed Project does not include any features or improvements that would create barriers 
within the travel network surrounding the Project Site. As a medical campus, clear access is of 
critical importance within the Project Site; therefore, the Proposed Project would not physically 
impede travel within or across the Project Site. Thus, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to 
substantially impair the City’s adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 
The Proposed Project would result in an increase in on-site population of residents and 
employees; the resulting residential population increase would represent approximately 2 
percent of the City’s projected residential growth and the employment increase would 
represent approximately 2 percent of projected employment growth (see Chapter 3.12, 
Population and Housing). This population increase is consistent with the capacity of the existing 
roadway network and emergency access routes. Population growth would not substantially 
impede evacuation routes or interfere with adopted emergency response plans or emergency 
evacuation plans. Moreover, a service loop that would support County of Los Angeles 
Department of Health Services (DHS) trams, waste, loading, deliveries, and emergency access 
with minimal public interference would be enhanced. Therefore, Project implementation and 
compliance with local and State requirements and regulations would ensure that development 
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of the Proposed Project would not substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan. Therefore, this impact is less than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

b)  Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, would the project exacerbate 
wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations 
from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

Construction 
As discussed above, the Project Site is not in the SRA or a very high FHSZ. The nearest lands 
classified as very high FHSZ are 0.45 mile north of the Project Site. The Project Site is subject to 
Santa Ana winds in early fall through early spring, which can create dangerous conditions for 
starting and spreading wildfires during the drier months of the year, and they also spread 
wildfire smoke hazards, as can prevailing winds. A wildfire combined with Santa Ana winds 
could expose residents in the area to the uncontrolled spread of wildfire. However, the Project 
Site is entirely developed and contains various impervious surfaces and buildings and is not 
prone to wildfire. The Project Site is surrounded by a variety of urban uses, including County of 
Los Angeles/public uses, residential, commercial, industrial, medical, and institutional uses. 
Although the Project Site contains an isolated steep vegetated slope west of State Street, the 
Project Site is not in an area that contains a connected series of steep slopes where high winds 
can exacerbate wildfire risks or lead to the spread of a wildfire. Construction of the Proposed 
Project would result in earthmoving activities that would substantially reduce and develop the 
isolated slope within the Project Site in a way that would further reduce the potential to 
exacerbate wildfire risks. Development activities for the Proposed Project would be required to 
comply with the CBC and CFC. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

Operation 
Vegetation can have the potential to exacerbate wildfire risks. However, the Project Site is in an 
urban and built-out area, and on-site vegetation is ornamental and maintained. Ornamental 
landscaping consists of irrigated and regularly trimmed plantings rather than dense or 
unmanaged vegetation, which limits fuel loads and reduces the continuity of combustible 
materials, which would reduce the potential for fire ignition and the spread of wildfire across 
the Project Site. Proposed landscaping includes California native drought-tolerant lawn, 
shrubbery, flowers, or trees, throughout the Project Site which would be continuously 
maintained. New ground-floor uses facing major circulation routes would include activated, 
accessible frontages with public areas, shaded seating, and landscape buffers (see Chapter 2, 
Project Description). As described in Section 3.18.1, Regulatory Framework, the Safety Elements 
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of the County and City’s General Plans contain several vegetation management, fuel reduction, 
and fuel break policies and programs to reduce the uncontrolled spread of wildfire due to 
vegetation in both urban and open space areas. The regulations listed above would serve to 
reduce wildfire risks associated with vegetation. Implementation of the Proposed Project would 
increase population, buildings, and infrastructure on-site. The introduction of additional people 
and human activities (including the use of construction equipment) to fire-prone areas 
inherently exacerbates existing fire hazards. However, as previously stated, development under 
the Proposed Project would occur on a site that is already developed and not in a very high 
FHSZ. Adherence to the above building practices, fire safety regulations, and vegetation fuel 
management requirements would reduce the potential for exacerbating wildfire risks. 
Additionally, no wildlands exist within the immediate vicinity of the Project Site. The Proposed 
Project is not anticipated to exacerbate wildfire risks, thereby exposing project occupants to 
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. Therefore, this 
impact is less than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

c)  Would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated 
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or 
other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment? 

Construction 
The Proposed Project would include earthwork, demolition of buildings, new construction, 
replacement of aging utilities and infrastructure across the Campus. The proposed construction 
activities would involve trenching, demolition, and the operation of construction equipment. 
These activities and equipment types could present a temporary fire risk if not properly 
managed, particularly due to the use of heavy machinery and potential exposure of combustible 
materials. However, such activities would be regulated under the CBC and CFC, which include 
requirements for fire-resistant building materials, debris clearance, and fire-safety practices 
during construction. Compliance with these standards, coupled with the fact that the Project 
Site is not within or adjacent to a very high FHSZ, would substantially limit the risk of fire 
ignition associated with construction. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

Operation 
Under the Proposed Project, the Project Site would continue to be served by the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power (LADWP) for electrical services and water services and 
Southern California Gas Company for natural gas. New infrastructure would be designed to 
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meet modern safety codes, thereby increasing system reliability under emergency conditions. 
Development under the Proposed Project would occur on a site that is already developed and 
not in a very high FHSZ. The Proposed Project would also be subject to fire safety review and 
oversight by the Los Angeles County Fire Department as part of building permit issuance. These 
measures, along with the other applicable local and State regulations discussed above, would 
minimize wildfire risks associated with the installation and maintenance of infrastructure. 
Therefore, this impact is less than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

d)  Would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including 
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire 
slope instability, or drainage changes? 

Construction 
The grading strategy for the Proposed Project would be designed to closely balance the tiered 
grades of the existing topography, accommodate the needs of the proposed building program, 
and provide improved circulation and ADA access throughout the Project Site. The Proposed 
Project includes site grading using excavated fill to reduce slopes along primary streets to less 
than five percent. Construction activities would occur on a site that is already developed and 
not in a very high FHSZ. The Project Site is also not within a potential dam inundation area, 
tsunami inundation area, seiche zone, or landslide/mudslide hazard zone (CGS 2025a; CGS 
2025b; DWR 2025; FEMA 2008). Therefore, the Proposed Project’s construction activities are 
not anticipated expose people or structures to significant risks due to post-fire slope instability 
or drainage changes, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

Operation 
The County-owned Project Site is in a fully urbanized part of the City of Los Angeles and is 
surrounded by developed land uses, including major roadways, residential neighborhoods, and 
institutional facilities. The Campus contains slopes exceeding 10 percent, with elevations in the 
Campus ranging from approximately 320 feet in the southwest to 450 feet in the northeast. 
Overland flow within the Project Site is generally from the northeast to the southwest, driven by 
the natural site topography. The majority of runoff flows toward the historic creek and drains 
into the existing storm drain that is maintained by the LACFCD. Though there is a steep east-
west slope with some vegetation in the center of the Project Site (west of State Street), it is 
isolated and within the fully developed Campus. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not 
expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides as result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. As discussed in 
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Section 3.6, Geology and Soils, of this Draft SEIR, a site investigation did not identify any 
indications of landsliding, and the Project Site and its immediate vicinity are not mapped in an 
earthquake-induced landside area. Therefore, there is low risk of landsliding as a result of 
wildfire. There is no potential for downslope flooding or landslides from any very high FHSZ, as 
the nearest one is 0.45 miles north of the Project Site. Thus, the Proposed Project is not 
anticipated to expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or 
downstream flooding or landslides as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage 
changes. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

3.18.5 Cumulative Impact Analysis 
The cumulative geographic study area used to assess potential cumulative wildfire impacts is a 
one-mile radius around the Project Site. This study area was selected because it encompasses 
the surrounding areas that are both within and outside of a very high FHSZ in an LRA. The one-
mile radius does not include any lands in an SRA or WUI. The one-mile radius encompasses the 
area in which potential changes to wildfire risk, such as ignition potential, evacuation demand, 
or emergency access, could reasonably overlap or interact with the Proposed Project. Given that 
wildfire risk in this urbanized setting is highly localized and influenced primarily by site-specific 
factors such as proximity to wildland fuels, topography, and immediate built conditions, a study 
area beyond one-mile would not materially change the findings. The one-mile radius includes 
the following cumulative projects, the 2839 Prewett Project (Cumulative Project 1), 3880 
Mission Project (Cumulative Project 2), Boyle Heights Community Plan Update (Cumulative 
Project 3), Estrella Azul (Cumulative Project 4), USC Discovery and Translation Hub (Cumulative 
Project 7), Chavez Garden (Cumulative Project 8), 2115-2125 East Cesar Chavez Avenue 
(Cumulative Project 9), Medical Examiner Crypt Expansion (Cumulative Project 10), Medical 
Examiner Seismic Retrofit (Cumulative Project 11), Medical Examiner Deferred Maintenance 
Repair Project (Cumulative Project 12), and RCV Surface Parking Lot (Cumulative Project 13). 
The cumulative analysis focuses on whether the Proposed Project’s incremental contribution to 
potential wildfire impacts would be cumulatively considerable. 

The full list of 13 cumulative projects is provided in Chapter 3, Environmental Analysis and 
illustrated on Figure 3-2, Cumulative Projects, of this Draft SEIR. 
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Would the project have a cumulative effect related to wildfire? 

IMPAIR AN ADOPTED EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN OR EMERGENCY 
EVACUATION PLAN 

Construction 
Cumulative impacts would occur if the Proposed Project, together with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable projects in the cumulative geographic study area, impair an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation during construction. As previously 
identified, the study area is located in a highly urbanized portion of the City of Los Angeles, 
where future growth is generally limited to infill redevelopment. The identified cumulative 
projects consist of small- to moderate-scale development and planning efforts. The Cumulative 
Projects are located in very high FHSZs and would be subject to building and design standards in 
the CBC and CFC, including Chapter 7A of the CBC. Additionally, the cumulative projects would 
be required to be consistent and comply with planning-level emergency response and 
evacuation documents, including the County of Los Angeles Operational Area Emergency 
Operations Plan, the City of Los Angeles Base Emergency Operations Plan, the City of Los 
Angeles General Plan Safety Element, and applicable local hazard mitigation plans, evacuation 
plans, and emergency response plans, and be subject to review and approval by the LAFD and 
LAPD.  

Similar to the Proposed Project, construction of cumulative development projects would be 
limited to the duration of the construction period, and direct impacts of construction would be 
evaluated during the permit review process. Review and approval of temporary lane closures, if 
needed, for future development projects in the cumulative study area would ensure that no 
inconsistencies with emergency evacuation plans would occur. The Proposed Project’s 
contribution to cumulative impacts related to emergency response and evacuation would not 
be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

Operation 
Cumulative impacts would occur if the Proposed Project, together with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable projects in the cumulative geographic study area, impair an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation during operation. During operation, the 
Proposed Project would generate routine activity consistent with existing on-site and 
surrounding land uses. Emergency access and evacuation routes would remain fully available, 
and operational activities would be required to comply with all applicable CFC, CBC, and local 
emergency response and evacuation plan requirements. Therefore, compliance with applicable 
local and State requirements and regulations would ensure cumulative development would not 
substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. The 
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Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to emergency response and 
evacuation would not be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, cumulative impacts would be 
less than significant.  

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

EXACERBATE WILDFIRE RISKS 

Construction 
Cumulative impacts would occur if the Proposed Project, together with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable projects in the cumulative geographic study area , introduce or 
exacerbate fire risks and could have the potential to contribute to cumulative wildfire risks 
during construction. Construction activities would not introduce wildland fuels or alter regional 
fire behavior patterns. The Project Site is located within a highly urbanized area, and cumulative 
development in the surrounding area consists primarily of urban infill. Because the Proposed 
Project would not expand into fire-prone landscapes or modify slope or fuel condition, the 
Proposed Project’s construction activities would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable 
wildfire risk during construction. Therefore, cumulative impacts would be less than significant.  

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

Operation 
Cumulative impacts would occur if the Proposed Project, together with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable projects in the cumulative geographic study area, introduce or 
exacerbate fire risks and could have the potential to contribute to cumulative wildfire risks 
during operation.  

As previously identified, the study area is located in a highly urbanized portion of the City of Los 
Angeles, where future growth is generally limited to infill redevelopment. The Project Site itself 
is not within a very high FHSZ or WUI. Additionally, the cumulative study area does not include 
lands in an SRA or WUI. As discussed above, the Proposed Project would not expose project 
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or uncontrolled spread of a wildfire due 
to slope, prevailing winds, or other factors. Nearby cumulative projects in a very high FHSZ 
would be subject to the State and local regulations related to wildfire hazard reduction including 
the CBC, CFC, and LAFD Standards, as well as discretionary review under CEQA. As discussed 
above, the Proposed Project would not expose occupants to pollutant concentrations from a 
wildfire or uncontrolled spread of a wildfire due to slope, prevailing winds, or other factors. 

Because cumulative development in this urbanized area would be limited to infill 
redevelopment and subject to stringent wildfire hazard reduction requirements, the Proposed 
Project would not combine with cumulative projects to expose project occupants to pollutant 
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concentrations from a wildfire or uncontrolled spread of a wildfire due to slope, prevailing 
winds, or other factors. As such, the Proposed Project would not contribute to a cumulatively 
considerable wildfire risk during operation. Therefore, cumulative impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

INSTALLATION OR MAINTENANCE OF ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE 

Construction 
Cumulative impacts would occur if the Proposed Project, together with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable projects in the cumulative geographic study area, result in increased 
demands on infrastructure such as power lines, roads, and utility corridors, which would the 
installation or maintenance of infrastructure that could exacerbate wildfire risk during 
construction. As previously noted, the study area is located in a highly urbanized portion of the 
City of Los Angeles, where cumulative growth is generally limited to infill redevelopment. 
Construction of utility connections and infrastructure would occur within an urbanized 
environment and in compliance with applicable fire code and safety standards. Such activities 
would not introduce or exacerbate wildfire risk conditions. Other cumulative projects would 
similarly be required to comply with regulatory requirements. Therefore, the Proposed Project 
would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact during construction. Therefore, 
cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

Cumulative impacts would occur if the Proposed Project, together with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable projects in the cumulative geographic study area, result in increased 
demands on infrastructure such as power lines, roads, and utility corridors, which would the 
installation or maintenance of infrastructure that could exacerbate wildfire risk during 
operation. Nearby cumulative projects would be subject to the same State and local regulations 
applicable to the Proposed Project. Cumulative projects may have different infrastructure needs 
and configurations, depending on factors such as site location, land use type, and development 
intensity. These infrastructure needs, such as water supply for fire suppression, access roads, 
and utility layouts, would be evaluated on an individual basis during the project-specific 
planning and discretionary review processes.  

As discussed above, any development in very high FHSZs, SRAs, and/or the WUI, would be 
required to comply with applicable building and design standards in the CBC and CFC, which 
include provisions for fire-resistant building materials, the clearance of debris, and fire safety 
requirements during demolition and construction activities. New infrastructure would be 
designed to meet modern safety codes, thereby increasing system reliability under emergency 
conditions. The Proposed Project would also be subject to fire safety review and oversight by 
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the Los Angeles County Fire Department as part of building permit issuance. These measures, 
along with the other applicable State regulations, would minimize wildfire risks associated with 
the installation and maintenance of infrastructure. Cumulative wildfire impacts are generally 
associated with development in fire-prone landscapes that increases fuel continuity or impairs 
evacuation infrastructure. The Proposed Project and reasonably foreseeable development in the 
surrounding urban core would not alter regional wildfire risk conditions or evacuation planning. 
Because cumulative development within the study area would be limited to infill 
redevelopment and required to comply with applicable fire safety regulations, and the Proposed 
Project’s contribution to cumulative wildfire risk associated with infrastructure would not be 
cumulatively considerable, this impact is less than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

LANDSLIDE AND FLOODING RISKS 

Construction 
Cumulative impacts would occur if the Proposed Project, together with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable projects in the cumulative geographic study area expose people or 
structures to risks associated with post-fire slope instability or drainage change during 
construction. The surrounding area of the Project Site is fully developed and is not in proximity 
to steep slopes, natural drainage courses, dams, or large bodies of water. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would not expose people or structures to significant risks, including 
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides as result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or 
drainage changes, as those attributes are not present. Construction activities would not affect 
regional slope condition. As such, cumulative development in the study area, which is generally 
limited to infill redevelopment within a highly urbanized portion of the City of Los Angeles, is 
unlikely to result in substantial downslope or downstream post-fire flooding or landslide 
hazards. As with the Proposed Project, other nearby cumulative projects would be subject to 
the same State and local regulations related to wildfire hazard reduction and would be required 
to undergo discretionary and CEQA review. As discussed in Chapter 3.6, Geology and Soils, of 
this Draft SEIR, cumulative impacts related to landslides were found to be less than significant. 
Therefore, there is low risk of landsliding as a result of wildfire. There is no potential for 
downslope flooding or landslides from any very high FHSZ, as the nearest one is 0.45 miles 
north of the Project Site. Similarly, as discussed in Chapter 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of 
this Draft SEIR, cumulative impacts related to flooding were found to be less than significant.  

Because the Proposed Project and other cumulative development project would occur within a 
developed, urbanized area with minimal topographical relief and would comply with applicable 
hazard mitigation and building requirements, the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative 
post-fire flooding or landslide hazards would not be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, this 
impact is less than significant. 
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Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

Operation 
Cumulative impacts would occur if the Proposed Project, together with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable projects in the cumulative geographic study area expose people or 
structures to risks associated with post-fire slope instability or drainage change during 
operation. During operation, the Proposed Project would not alter topographic conditions in a 
manner that would increase susceptibility to post-fire slope instability. Given the urban setting 
and absence of adjacent wildland areas, cumulative development would not result in significant 
post-fire geologic hazards. The Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative post-fire flooding 
or landslide hazards would not be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, this impact is less than 
significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

3.18.6 Comparison to the 2014 Master Plan EIR Analysis  
The 2014 Master Plan EIR did not separately analyze the topic of wildfire. Impacts related to fire 
hazards were addressed in the Hazards and Hazardous Materials and the Utilities and Service 
Systems sections, and the NOP/IS prepared for the 2014 Master Plan EIR determined that no 
impacts would occur related to wildland fire. The 2014 Master Plan EIR determined that the 
proposed new buildings would be designed to conform to County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department standards for emergency ingress/egress and clearances, and impacts related to 
wildfire and emergency response would be less than significant. As described in Section 3.18.4, 
Project Impact Analysis, and 3.18.5, Cumulative Impact Analysis, the Proposed Project would 
result in less-than-significant impacts to the impairment of an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan, exacerbation wildfire risks due to slope, prevailing winds, 
and installation or maintenance of infrastructure, and downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides.  

No mitigation measures related to wildfire were outlined in the 2014 Master Plan EIR. As 
identified, the Proposed Project would not require mitigation measures to reduce impacts 
related to wildfire. 
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4. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that an environmental impact report 
(EIR) include a discussion of a reasonable range of project alternatives that would “feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any 
significant effects of the project and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives” (State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[a]).  

The discussion includes an explanation of the methodology used to select alternatives to the 
proposed project, with the intent of identifying potentially feasible alternatives that could avoid 
or substantially lessen the significant impacts identified for the proposed project while still 
meeting most of the basic project objectives, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(a). This chapter identifies a reasonable range of alternatives that meet these criteria, 
and these alternatives are evaluated with respect to minimizing significant adverse 
environmental effects as compared to the proposed project. It also describes other alternatives 
that were considered but eliminated from detailed consideration and the reasons for their 
elimination. For the alternatives selected for analysis, this chapter evaluates the impacts of the 
alternatives against baseline environmental conditions and compares the potential impacts of 
the alternatives with those of the proposed project. Finally, as required under State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), based on this analysis, this chapter then discusses the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative. 

The discussion in this chapter is intended to inform the public and decision makers of feasible 
alternatives to the proposed project that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the proposed project. Section 15126.6, “Consideration and Discussion of 
Alternatives to the Proposed Project,” of the State CEQA Guidelines states that: 

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or the 
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives 
of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. 
An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it 
must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will 
foster informed decision making and public participation. An EIR is not required 
to consider alternatives which are infeasible. The lead agency is responsible for 
selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and must publicly 
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disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives. There is no ironclad rule 
governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the 
rule of reason. (Section 15126.6[a]) 

4.2 FACTORS CONSIDERED WHEN DEVELOPING 
ALTERNATIVES 

This section describes the basis for determining the range of CEQA alternatives and identifies 
the specific alternatives that are analyzed in this Draft EIR. The primary factors considered when 
determining feasible alternatives to the proposed project are the identified project objectives 
and the significant impacts that have been identified for the Proposed Project.  

4.2.1 Project Objectives 
Chapter 2, Section 2.3, Statement of Project Objectives, lists the objectives that have been 
established for the Proposed Project and will aid decision makers in their review of the 
Proposed Project, the Proposed Project alternatives, and associated environmental impacts. For 
purposes of analysis within this chapter, the Proposed Project’s objectives are numbered and 
restated here: 

HEALTHCARE, PUBLIC HEALTH, AND WHOLE-PERSON WELLNESS 

1. To meet the current and future healthcare needs of the Los Angeles region by supporting 
the continued provision of essential medical services and enabling evolving models of care. 

2. To redevelop the campus in a manner that advances whole-person health, including 
reducing housing insecurity, improving access to healthcare services, expanding access to 
open space, advancing transportation equity, and supporting social and economic 
wellbeing. 

HOUSING AND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 

3. To preserve and adaptively reuse the historic General Hospital, maintaining architectural, 
cultural, and civic significance while enabling functional modernization and long-term 
economic viability. 

4. To maximize the provision of new housing, including affordable, supportive, workforce, and 
other needed housing types, to address housing needs of the County and the greater Los 
Angeles region. 

5. To promote economic and workforce development that benefits surrounding communities, 
including opportunities for job creation, workforce training, and local-serving commercial 
and institutional uses. 
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6. To provide community-serving, institutional, educational, commercial, community facilities, 
and public-facing uses that support daily needs, encourage shared use of the campus, and 
reinforce the campus’s role as an accessible and welcoming civic place. 

CIRCULATION, ACCESS, AND OPEN SPACE 

7. To develop multimodal circulation that enhances connectivity within the Campus, 
specifically between east and west Campus, and improves access to adjacent 
neighborhoods, institutions, and regional transportation systems. 

8. To create a cohesive, campus-wide landscape and open space framework that provides 
abundant, accessible public and semi-public spaces to support community activity, wellness, 
and social interaction. 

INFRASTRUCTURE, SUSTAINABILITY, AND RESILIENCE 

9. To replace and modernize aging utilities and infrastructure to support long-term campus 
operations. 

10. To promote environmental sustainability through compact development, adaptive reuse, 
efficient infrastructure systems, and reduced reliance on single-occupancy vehicle travel. 

11. To develop resilient infrastructure designed to withstand and recover from natural hazards 
while providing reliable, sustainable systems that support both project operations and serve 
as a community resource during emergencies. 

4.2.2 Significant Unavoidable Impacts 
Apart from the No Project Alternative, alternatives to a project should be evaluated for their 
ability to feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project and avoid or lessen the 
project’s identified significant impacts. The Proposed Project would result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts related to air quality, cultural resources, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, 
noise, recreation, and transportation.  

SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 

The following impacts of the Proposed Project would result in significant and unavoidable 
impacts even with implementation of mitigation measures, as reflected in the analysis in the 
EIR.  

 Impact AIR-2: Operation activities related to the Proposed Project have the potential to 
result in regional emission impacts. Due to the overall development intensity proposed, 
Project operations would generate maximum daily emissions that exceed the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District (AQMD) regional emissions thresholds for volatile organic 
compounds (VOC), nitric oxide (NOX), carbon monoxide (CO), Particulate Matter greater 
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than or equal to 10 micrometers (PM10), and Particulate Matter less than or equal to 2.5 
micrometers (PM2.5) even with implementation of Mitigation Measures GHG-1a through 
GHG-1c and TRA-3d. Thus, impacts are considered to be significant and unavoidable. 

 Impact AIR-4: Operation of warehousing and industrial uses accommodated under the 
Proposed Project has the potential to result in localized criteria air pollutant emissions 
impacts. These land use types could include non-stationary sources of emissions (e.g., 
heavy-duty trucks and off-road equipment) that could generate on-site emissions. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures AIR-4a through 4c would reduce on-site emissions 
to the extent feasible. However, due to the programmatic nature of the Proposed Project, 
the amount of operation-related on-site criteria air pollutant emissions generated cannot be 
determined, and it is unknown whether the Proposed Project could result in generating 
operation-related on-site criteria air pollutant emissions that would exceed the South Coast 
AQMD localized significance thresholds. Thus, impacts are considered to be significant and 
unavoidable. 

 Impact AIR-5: Operation of warehousing and industrial uses accommodated under the 
Proposed Project has the potential to result in localized toxic air contaminant (TAC) 
emissions impacts. These land use types could include non-stationary sources of TAC 
emissions (e.g., heavy-duty trucks and off-road equipment) that could generate on-site 
emissions. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-5 would reduce on-site emissions to 
the extent feasible. However, due to the programmatic nature of the Proposed Project, it 
cannot be determined, and it is unknown whether the Proposed Project could result in 
generating operation-related on-site TAC emissions resulting in health risk levels that would 
exceed the South Coast AQMD health risk significance thresholds. Thus, impacts are 
considered to be significant and unavoidable. 

 Impact AIR-8: The Proposed Project, together with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, has the potential to contribute to a significant cumulative 
impact related to air quality during operation. Under South Coast AQMD methodology, 
project-level impacts also represent cumulative impacts. Because the Proposed Project 
would result in project-level emissions impacts with implementation of Mitigation Measures 
AIR-4a through 4c, Mitigation Measures GHG-1a through GHG-1c, and Mitigation Measure 
TRA-3d, the Proposed Project would result in a contribution to this cumulative impact and 
impacts would be cumulatively considerable. In addition, Impact AIR-8 would only require 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified to address project-level impacts. 
Thus, cumulative impacts are considered to be significant and unavoidable. 

 Impact CUL-1: Construction activities and the introduction of new development resulting 
from implementation of the Proposed Project’s has the potential to result in substantial 
direct adverse changes to existing historical resources to remain (the Old Administration 
Building, Los Angeles General Hospital–Acute Unit Building, and Los Angeles General 
Hospital–Acute Unit Historic District)Incorporation of Project Design Features (PDF) 1 
through 5 as part of the Proposed Project would ensure that all work within the boundaries 
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of the Los Angeles General Hospital –Acute Unit Historic District would be compliant with 
the elements of the Secretary of Interior Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties 
(Standards); thus, no direct impacts to the Los Angeles General Hospital–Acute Unit Historic 
District, including the Los Angeles General Hospital–Acute Unit Building, would occur. The 
Proposed Project would also include the implementation Mitigation Measures CUL-1a 
through CUL-1c to reduce impacts on historical resources to the extent feasible; however, 
given designs for future potential projects are not known at this time, and may not meet all 
elements of the Standards, new construction activities could result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts to historical resources. Thus, impacts are considered significant and 
unavoidable. 

 Impact CUL-3: The Proposed Project, together with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, have the potential to contribute to a significant cumulative 
impact related to historical resources during construction. Construction activities associated 
with the Proposed Project have the potential to result in adverse changes to existing 
historical resources. With the incorporation of PDFs 1 through 5 and implementation of 
Mitigation Measures CUL-1a through CUL-1c, impacts would be reduced to the extent 
feasible; however, given designs for future projects are not known at this time, and may not 
meet all elements of the Standards, impacts have the potential to contribute to a 
cumulative impact and impacts would be cumulatively considerable. Thus, cumulative 
impacts are considered to be significant and unavoidable. 

 Impact GHG-1: The Proposed Project’s construction and operational activities have the 
potential to result in annual GHG emissions that exceed the South Coast AQMD bright-line 
GHG significance threshold. Implementation of Mitigation Measures GHG-1a through GHG-
1c and Mitigation Measure TRA-3d would contribute to reducing Project GHG emissions to 
the extent feasible. However, because the specifics of the potential future development 
projects accommodated under the Proposed Project are not known at this time, Project-
related emissions could still exceed the South Coast AQMD bright-line threshold of 3,000 
MTCO2e/yr. Thus, impacts are considered to be significant and unavoidable. 

 Impact GHG-2: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project, together with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, has the potential to contribute to a 
significant cumulative impact related to GHG emissions. The Proposed Project has the 
potential to result in GHG emissions impacts, which is by its nature cumulative impact. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure GHG-1a through 1e and Mitigation Measure TRA-3d 
would reduce Proposed Project emissions to the extent feasible. However, due to the 
magnitude of emissions generated by the land uses that would be accommodated by the 
Proposed Project, long-term GHG emissions generated from the Proposed Project could still 
exceed the South Coast AQMD bright-line threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e/yr. The Proposed 
Project would result in a contribution to this cumulative impact and impacts would be 
cumulatively considerable. Thus, cumulative impacts are considered significant and 
unavoidable. 
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 Impact NOI-1: The Proposed Project has the potential to result in temporary noise increases 
in excess of applicable standards during construction activities. Construction activities, 
including pile driving, associated with the Proposed project would generate noise levels that 
could exceed applicable construction noise thresholds at nearby receptors (off- and on-site 
receptors). While the implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would reduce 
construction noise levels, certain-construction activities, including potential pile-driving, 
could still result in noise levels that exceed applicable thresholds. Because the potential for 
pile-driving exists and construction noise impacts cannot be reduced to a less-than-
significant level with mitigation, impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

 Impact NOI-2: The Proposed Project’s operational traffic has the potential to result in a 
substantial increase in ambient noise levels, specifically, along the segment of Marengo 
Street between Lord Street and State Street. The Proposed Project is anticipated to result in 
a 3 dBA CNEL noise increase in an ambient environment of 65 dBA or greater. No feasible 
mitigation measures have been identified that would reduce the Proposed Project’s 
operational traffic noise. Impacts would be significant and unavoidable.  

 Impact NOI-4: The Proposed Project’s construction activities have the potential to result in 
groundborne vibration or noise in excess of applicable standards. The proposed heavy 
construction equipment would generate a maximum groundborne vibration level of 0.13 
PPV at 130 feet. As it relates to vibration impacts to historic structures, Mitigation Measure 
CUL-1c shall be implemented, which would ensure no indirect structural damage would 
occur. While the implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-4 and Mitigation Measures 
CUL-1c would reduce construction vibration levels, Mitigation Measure NOI-4 and 
Mitigation Measure CUL-1c would not reduce construction vibration impacts to a less that 
significant level. Impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

 Impact NOI-5: The Proposed Project, together with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, has the potential to contribute to a significant cumulative 
impact related to construction-related noise. Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would be 
implemented to reduce construction noise levels; however, certain-construction activities, 
including pile-driving, could still result in noise levels that exceed applicable thresholds. 
Because construction impacts for noise from the Proposed Project are significant, the 
Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts is considered 
cumulatively considerable. Other reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects in the area 
could increase ambient construction noise levels. Thus, cumulative impacts are considered 
to be significant and unavoidable. 

 Impact NOI-6: The Proposed Project, together with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, have the potential to contribute to a significant cumulative 
impact related to operational traffic-related noise. The Proposed Project’s operational traffic 
has the potential to result in a substantial increase in ambient noise levels, specifically, along 
the segment of Marengo Street between Lord Street and State Street. The Proposed Project 
is anticipated to result in a 3 dBA CNEL noise increase in an ambient environment of 65 dBA 
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or greater. Traffic generated by other cumulative development in the area would also 
contribute to ambient traffic noise levels. Because the Proposed Project’s incremental traffic 
noise increase would be perceptible and would occur in an area where ambient noise levels 
already exceed applicable thresholds, the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative 
traffic noise impacts is considered cumulatively considerable. Thus, cumulative Impacts 
would be significant and unavoidable. 

 Impact NOI-7: The Proposed Project, together with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, has the potential to contribute to a significant cumulative 
impact related to construction-related vibration. The Proposed Project’s construction 
activities would result in cumulative impacts related to the generation of groundborne 
vibration or noise in excess of applicable standards if pile driving activities occur. While the 
implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-4 and Mitigation Measures CUL-1c would 
reduce construction vibration levels, Mitigation Measure NOI-4 and Mitigation Measure 
CUL-1c would not reduce construction noise impacts to a less that significant level. Because 
construction impacts from the Proposed Project are significant, the Proposed Project’s 
contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts is considered cumulatively 
considerable. Other reasonable foreseeable construction in the area could increase ambient 
construction noise levels. Thus, cumulative impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

 Impact REC-1: Construction activities associated with the Proposed Project, including the 
Proposed Project’s on-site recreational facilities, would have the potential to result in 
adverse effect on air quality, noise, and traffic. The Proposed Project would incorporate 
Mitigation Measures AIR-1a through AIR-1b, NOI-1, and NOI-4. The Proposed Project would 
result in significant and unavoidable construction-related effects on the environment with 
respect to noise, which cannot be fully mitigated, as detailed in that technical analysis. Thus, 
impacts to recreational facilities are considered to be significant and unavoidable. 

 Impact REC-2: The Proposed Project, together with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, has the potential to contribute to a significant cumulative 
impact related to construction of recreational facilities. Because the Proposed Project’s 
impacts related to construction activities are significant at the project-level, the Proposed 
Project’s contribution to cumulative construction impacts I considered to be cumulatively 
considerable. Mitigation Measures AIR-1a through AIR-1b, NOI-1 and NOI-4, and TRA-1 
would reduce impacts to the extent feasible; however, impacts would not be reduced to a 
less than significant level. Thus, cumulative impacts to recreational facilities would be 
significant and unavoidable. 

 Impact TRA-3: The Proposed Project would result in potential off-ramp queuing safety issues 
at four locations, specifically the I-5 Southbound Off-Ramp to Mission Road, the I-10 
Westbound Off-Ramp to State Street, the I-5 Northbound Off-Ramp to Cesar Chavez Avenue, 
and the I-10 Westbound Off-Ramp to Soto Street. While implementation of Mitigation 
Measures TRA-3a through TRA-3d would reduce off-ramp queuing impacts at all locations; 
however, only the I-10 off-ramp to Soto Street would potentially operate within lane storage 
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limits during both peak hours after mitigation. Thus, impacts cannot be reduced to a less-
than-significant level. Thus, impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

 Impact TRA-5: The Proposed Project, together with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, have the potential to contribute to a significant cumulative 
impact related to transportation hazards. Because the Proposed Project’s operational traffic 
impacts are significant at the project-level, the Proposed Project’s contribution to 
cumulative transportation hazards is considered cumulatively considerable. While 
implementation of Mitigation Measures TRA-3a through TRA-3d would reduce impacts, 
these mitigation measures would not reduce transportation hazards impacts to a less than 
significant level. Thus, cumulative impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

 Impact USS-1: The Proposed Project’s operational activities would result in potential water 
supply impacts for projects constructed after 2045. The Proposed Project assumes a phased 
long-term 25-year development horizon. The current 2020 UWMP projects water supplies 
based on population projections through 2045. The next UWMP will project water supplies 
through 2050. As such, it is not known whether sufficient water supplies and entitlements 
would exist to accommodate those projects’ water demand. While implementation of 
Mitigation Measure USS-1 would require the County to assess the availability of water 
supplies to accommodate future development with the Project Site that would be 
implemented beyond the year 2045, it may be determined that water supplies would not be 
sufficient to meet future water demands. Thus, impacts are considered to be significant and 
unavoidable. 

 Impact USS-2: The Proposed Project’s operational activities have the potential to result in 
the generation of wastewater that exceeds the capacity at existing wastewater facilities. 
While implementation of Mitigation Measure USS-2 would reduce sewer system capacity 
impacts, Mitigation Measure USS-2 would not reduce impacts to a less than significant level 
due to uncertainty regarding existing sewer system capacity and the extent, timing, and 
funding of future local utility infrastructure remains. Thus, impacts are considered to be 
significant and unavoidable. 

 Impact USS-3: The Proposed Project’s operational water demand impacts are significant; 
therefore, the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative water demand impacts is 
considered cumulatively considerable. While implementation of Mitigation Measure USS-1 
would reduce impacts, it would not reduce water demand impacts to a less than significant 
level. Thus, impacts are considered to be significant and unavoidable. 

 Impact USS-4: The Proposed Project’s operational wastewater impacts are significant; 
therefore, the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative wastewater impacts is 
considered cumulatively considerable. While implementation of Mitigation Measure USS-2 
would reduce impacts, it would not reduce wastewater impacts to a less than significant 
level. Thus, impacts are considered to be significant and unavoidable. 
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4.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED  
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) requires EIRs to identify any alternatives that were 
considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and 
briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination. State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(c) provides that among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives 
from detailed consideration in the EIR are (i) failure to meet most of the basic project 
objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts. Following 
is a discussion of alternatives considered and rejected, along with the reasons that alternative 
was not included in the analysis. 

4.3.1 No Project/No Redevelopment Alternative 
The No Project/No Redevelopment Alternative would involve continued operation of the 
Project Site as currently developed but would not allow development pursuant to existing 
entitlements and approvals (namely the 2014 Master Plan). The 2014 Master Plan was 
approved by the County and is not subject to any known legal constraints that would preclude 
its implementation. Therefore, development consistent with the 2014 Master Plan could occur 
in lieu of the Proposed Project. Routine maintenance and updates to existing buildings would 
continue to occur; however, no redevelopment pursuant to the approved 2014 Master Plan 
would occur. No demolition of existing structures would occur, and the critical seismic upgrades 
and adaptive reuse of the General Hospital Building would not be implemented through a 
public-private partnership or any other means. No new environmental impacts would occur 
with this alternative due to the lack of future development, and this alternative would be 
inconsistent with the prior approvals the County has issued for the Project Site. Because this 
alternative would not allow implementation of the Proposed Project or redevelopment of the 
Campus consistent with the previously approved 2014 Master Plan framework, it would not 
achieve several key objectives of the Proposed Project, including objectives related to 
modernization of Campus facilities, adaptive reuse of existing structure, implementation of a 
coordinated long-term planning framework for the Campus, and accommodating future growth 
in employment, housing, and supporting uses. Additionally, although the Project Site is located 
within the incorporated City of Los Angeles, the Project Site is owned by the County and the 
County has elected to show consistency with the County of Los Angeles General Plan 2035, this 
alternative would be inconsistent with the County of Los Angeles General Plan 2035 objectives. 
Specifically, this alternative would not meet the County’s goal of accommodating new housing 
and jobs in anticipation of population growth in the County and the region. Moreover, this 
alternative would not help the City or County meet its Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
goals because no new residential uses would be developed within the County. Additionally, 
without implementation of redevelopment activities that include rehabilitation, stabilization, or 
replacement of aging structures, certain historic resources could continue to deteriorate over 
time due to age, deferred maintenance, and ongoing operational wear. Continued deterioration 



L A  C O UN T Y  GE N E R AL  HO S P I T AL  C A MP U S  M A S TE R  P L AN  
D R A F T  S U B SE Q UE N T  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  LO S  AN GE LE S  
4 .  A L T E R N A T I V E S  T O  T H E  P R O P O S E D  P R O J E C T  

4-10 PlaceWorks 

of historic resources may result in the gradual loss of historic integrity, which could represent an 
adverse outcome for cultural resources. Therefore, the County finds that the No 
Project/Business as Usual Alternative is not feasible.  

While the No Project/No Redevelopment Alternative would avoid many of the environmental 
impacts associated with redevelopment of the Campus, CEQA requires that alternatives be 
capable of feasibly attaining most of the basic objectives of the Proposed Project. Because this 
alternative would not implement the Campus modernization or long-term planning framework 
contemplated by the Proposed Project, it would not feasibly attain most of the Proposed 
Project’s fundamental objectives.  

4.3.2 Alternate Site Alternative 
CEQA requires that the discussion of alternatives focus on alternatives to the Proposed Project 
or its location, which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of 
the Proposed Project while feasibly attaining most of the project’s basic objectives. The key 
parts of the alternative location analysis are (1) the availability of alternative locations that are 
of necessary size and location that are available or owned by the applicant and (2) the 
consistency of the selected alternative location(s) with Project objectives and County adopted 
plans. Further, the analysis focuses on whether any of the significant effects of the Proposed 
Project would be avoided or substantially lessened by developing the Proposed Project at 
another location. Only alternate locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the Proposed Project need be considered for inclusion in the Draft SEIR 
(State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6[f][2][A]). 

As detailed in Chapter 3, Project Description, the Project Site is owned by the County of Los 
Angeles and is located within the boundaries of the City of Los Angeles. The Project Site is 
developed with buildings and structures that support the Medical Center. All existing and future 
development plans for the Proposed Project would occur within the Project Site. 

In considering the feasibility of alternate locations, the County evaluated general planning 
considerations such as the availability of sites of sufficient size (approximately 81.9 acres) to 
accommodate the Proposed Project, proximity to the existing Campus and the communities it 
serves, access to existing infrastructure and transit, and compatibility with surrounding land 
uses. Based on these considerations, no alternative sites were identified that would feasibly 
accommodate the Proposed Project while meeting most of its basic objectives. 

The Proposed Project is intended to occur within the existing Campus and involves 
redevelopment and integration of multiple facilities, including existing buildings and new 
development that support institutional, residential, and supporting uses. As a result, 
implementation of the Proposed Project requires a site of sufficient size to accommodate these 
uses within an integrated campus environment and to allow coordination with existing facilities, 
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infrastructure, and circulation systems. Many potential sites within the surrounding urbanized 
area would not provide the necessary size or configuration to support this type of integrated 
campus development. 

In order to achieve an integrated Campus environment, the Alternate Site must be comprised of 
parcels or areas that are contiguous or immediately proximate to each other, of adequate size, 
within the City of Los Angeles, and owned by the County and capable of functioning as part of a 
coordinated campus. The existing Los Angeles County General Hospital Campus, consists of 
multiple parcels located in proximity to one another, including parcels separated by public 
streets such as Marengo Street, Zonal Avenue, and Mission Road, but operate collectively as a 
single Campus. Any alternate location must contain enough available space for infill 
development and not otherwise jeopardize County operational needs and functions.  

Maintaining development within the existing Campus area allows for operational coordination 
between facilities, shared infrastructure and utilities, and efficient circulation for patients, staff, 
and emergency services. Locating project components at sites outside of the immediate 
Campus area would reduce operational efficiency, complicate coordination of medical services 
and support functions, and limit the ability to utilize existing infrastructure that supports the 
Campus. Accordingly, alternate sites located outside the immediate Campus area would not 
feasibly attain most of the fundamental objectives of the Proposed Project. 

An alternate site would require purchase or negotiation of long-term leases, introducing 
uncertainty and potential delays. The availability of a County-controlled site would increase 
project feasibility. Additionally, relocating the Proposed Project to a different site, particularly a 
site without existing medical institution, would require greater environmental disturbance and a 
more extensive entitlement process, and could generate land use compatibility issues. 
Specifically, relocating the Proposed Project to a different site could require additional land use 
approvals depending on the zoning and land use designations of the alternate location, 
particularly if the site is not currently developed or planned for large-scale institutional or 
medical uses. Establishing a new medical or institutional campus at an alternate location could 
introduce land use compatibility considerations and require additional discretionary approvals. 
In contrast, the Project Site is already developed as part of the Los Angeles General Hospital 
Campus and contains existing buildings, infrastructure, and circulation systems that support 
medical and institutional uses. Development within the existing Campus area allows the County 
to utilize this established institutional setting and existing infrastructure rather than developing 
a new medical complex at a different location. 

Because the Proposed Project’s objectives are centered on redevelopment and modernization 
of the existing Campus, including adaptive reuse of existing facilities and implementation of a 
coordinated Campus planning framework, development at an alternate location would not 
feasibly attain most of the fundamental objectives of the Proposed Project. Additionally, of the 
Proposed Project’s objectives is intended to provide uses that do not exist at the Project Site, 
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which include commercial, residential, and educational uses. Moreover, the Project Site is 
strategically located within an established urban area of the City of Los Angeles that is well 
served by public transit and proximate to the populations and communities the facilities is 
intended to serve. Because the Project Site is already developed and contains existing 
structures, infrastructure, and disturbance areas that support the existing operation of the 
Campus, redevelopment on the Project Site allows the County to build upon an established 
medical campus. While alternate locations could be identified within urbanized areas, such site 
may not provide the same existing infrastructure or operational integration as the project Site 
and could require additional site assembly, redevelopment, or land use transitions to 
accommodate the Proposed project. Alternative locations may not provide comparable 
accessibility to transit connectivity. Additionally, this alternative would not meet the Proposed 
Project’s objectives relating to economic development because the County-owned site is 
currently underutilized. Moreover, this alternative would not include the preservation or 
protection of historic resources on-site. 

Based on the foregoing analysis, an Alternative Site is not considered to be a feasible alternative 
for the Proposed Project. Additionally, the Proposed Project proposes to include existing 
development on the Project Site because the Campus functions as an interconnected facilities, 
infrastructure, and circulation systems. The Proposed Project involves the redevelopment, 
modernization, and adaptive reuse of existing facilities, which can only occur on the existing 
campus. Inclusion of the existing development allows the County to plan comprehensively for 
the long-term operation of the Campus, including coordination of land uses, infrastructure, 
circulation, and supporting services. Development at an alternate site would not facilitate 
modernization or adaptive reuse of the existing campus facilities and would not allow 
implementation of the coordinated campus planning framework contemplated by the Proposed 
Project. 

4.3.3 Phased/Delayed Alternative 
The Phased/Delayed Alternative would propose the same overall development program under 
the Proposed Project and within the 25-year planning horizon; however, buildout would occur 
more gradually, over an extended duration. This alternative would concentrate major 
construction activities toward the latter years of the plan and could potentially result in reduced 
environmental effects if future construction technologies, energy efficiency standards, or 
regional transportation infrastructure improvements further reduce emissions or energy 
demand. However, the extent and timing of such improvements are uncertain and cannot be 
assumed with certainty for purposes of this analysis. 

Accordingly, while delayed implementation could potentially allow the Project to benefit from 
future technological or regulatory improvements, these potential benefits are speculative and 
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cannot be relied upon to substantially lessen the significant environmental impacts identified 
for the Proposed Project. 

While the Phased/Delayed Alternative could eventually achieve the same overall development 
program as the Proposed Project, implementation of key components would occur over a longer 
timeframe. As a result, this alternative would delay achievement of several important objectives 
of the Proposed Project, including modernization of campus facilities, and adaptive reuse of the 
General Hospital Building, and implementation of the coordinated campus planning framework 
intended to guide long-term redevelopment of the Campus. Delaying these improvements 
could prolong reliance on aging infrastructure and postpone the operational and planning 
benefits associated with the Proposed Project. 

Initial phases would focus on modernization, renovation, and lower-intensity improvements 
that generate fewer emissions and result in reduced environmental effects in the near term. 
However, this reduction would be temporary and limited to early construction phases. Under 
this alternative, the same overall development program would ultimately be implemented, and 
subsequent construction phases would generate emissions, noise, and other environmental 
effects similar in intensity and duration to those identified for the Proposed Project.  

In addition, operational impacts at full buildout would be substantially similar to those of the 
Proposed Project because the total amount, intensity, and type of development would not 
change. As a result, while near-term construction impacts may be incrementally reduced or 
deferred in the near team, this alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen the Proposed 
Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts, including air quality, cultural resources, GHG 
emissions, noise, recreation, and transportation, which are primarily driven by the overall scale 
of development and long-term operations.  

4.4 ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR ANALYSIS  
The following alternatives have been determined to represent a reasonable range of 
alternatives that have the potential to feasibly attain most of the objectives of the proposed 
project and that may avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of the proposed 
project.  

 Alternative A: No Project/2014 Master Plan Development 

 Alternative B: General Hospital Adaptive Reuse 

 Alternative C: Reduced Density Medical Campus Alternative 
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Table 4-1 Summary of Alternatives 

Feature Proposed Project Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C 

Overall 
Development 
Program 

Implementation 
of the General 
Hospital Campus 
Master Plan, 
including 
redevelopment 
and 
modernization of 
the Campus. 
Introduction of 
new land uses to 
the Campus to 
create a mixed-
use community.  

Implementation 
of the remaining 
components of 
the previously 
approved 2014 
Master Plan. 

Adaptive reuse of 
the General 
Hospital Building 
with a mix of uses 
including 
residential, 
commercial, and 
office uses.  

Redevelopment 
within the 
western portion 
of the Campus 
with medical 
related uses.  

Approximate 
Development 
Intensity 

Total buildout of 
approximately 
8,061,000 new 
square feet 

Total buildout of 
approximately 
1,227,400 new 
square feet and 
450-bed hospital 

Adaptive reuse of 
the 
approximately 1.2 
million square 
foot General 
Hospital Building 

Introduction of 
approximately 
1,295,300 square 
feet of new 
construction. 

Adaptive Reuse of 
the General 
Hospital Building? 

Yes No Yes No 

Campus 
Modernization? Yes Yes No Yes 

 

The mitigation measures identified for the Proposed Project would also be applicable to the 
alternatives analyzed in this Draft SEIR, as applicable. Because the alternatives would generally 
result in similar or reduced environmental impacts compared to the Proposed Project, no 
additional feasible mitigation measures beyond those identified for the Proposed Project have 
been identified for the alternatives. 

Additionally, similar to the Proposed Project, the alternatives evaluated in this Draft SEIR would 
contribute to cumulative impacts associated with regional development. However, because the 
alternatives would generally involve reduced development intensity and smaller areas of 
disturbance compared to the Proposed Project, their incremental contributions to cumulative 
impacts would be similar to or reduced compared to those identified for the Proposed Project. 
None of the alternatives would result in new cumulatively considerable impacts beyond those 
identified for the Proposed Project. 
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4.5 ALTERNATIVE A: NO PROJECT/2014 MASTER 
PLAN DEVELOPMENT 

According to Section 15156.6(e) of the State CEQA Guidelines, a “no project” alternative shall 
be evaluated to allow decisionmakers to compare the impacts of approving the Proposed 
Project with the impacts of not approving the Proposed Project. Additionally, the no project 
alternative may represent the continuation of an existing land use or ongoing operation into the 
future. Thus, the no project alternative represents a continuation of redevelopment uses 
identified in the previously approved 2014 Master Plan, which was analyzed in the 2014 Master 
Plan EIR, subsequent addenda, and exemption (see Chapter 1, Introduction, for details on prior 
approvals). 

Under the No Project/2014 Master Plan Development (Alternative A), the Proposed Project 
would not be implemented and the approved 2014 Master Plan would allow for continued 
operation and incremental modernization of the Medical Center Campus, allowing for 
renovation, replacement, and expansion of existing buildings and utility infrastructure as 
needed to support ongoing medical, administrative, and supportive functions. Alternative A 
would also result in an enhanced connection between the east and west portions of the Project 
Site. No new comprehensive redevelopment or reconfiguration of the Campus would occur 
beyond what is currently approved. This alternative would allow for approximately 827,801 
square feet of demolition and approximately 1,157,070 square feet of new construction1—
including a proposed 450-bed hospital (400,000 square feet) on the Project Site—consistent 
with the approved 2014 Master Plan framework.2 No adaptive reuse of the General Hospital 
Building would occur. 

The Project Site would, therefore, remain developed consistent with prior County approvals, 
and future improvements would continue to occur in response to operational needs and 

 
 
1  The 2014 Master Plan proposed 1,245,000 square feet of new development; the 2017 Project proposed a 

reduction of 127,000 square feet of Research and Development and a new 70,342 square foot Residential Care 
Facility, which would result in 1,188,342 square feet of new development; the 2023 Project proposed a 
reduction of 50,000 square feet of Administrative Office, a new 15,770 square foot medical office (land swap 
with Research and Development and Office Use), 115,420 square foot hospital addition (land swap with 
Research and Development and Office), and 17,880 square foot Residential Care Facility, which would result in 
1,227,412 square feet of new development. Since the certification of the 2014 Master Plan EIR, Phase I of the 
RCV has been completed (70,342 square feet). Under the 2014 Master Plan, there is a remaining 1,157,070 
square feet of new development. 

2  The 2014 Master Plan EIR evaluated 1,217,800 SF of demolition and 1,227,400 SF of new construction. Since the 
County’s approval, demolition of the Woman’s and Children’s Hospital occurred, and construction of the 
Restorative Care Village is underway. The numbers presented herein as part of Alternative A reflect the 
remaining available demolition and new construction amounts under the 2014 Master Plan as amended by the 
addenda. 
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regulatory requirements, as determined by the County. Overall, Alternative A would result in an 
approximately 83 percent3 reduction in development buildout when compared to the Proposed 
Project. Alternative A would result in less demolition and less new development.  

4.5.1 Aesthetics 
Under this alternative, future development pursuant to the 2014 Master Plan framework would 
occur on the Project Site. As analyzed in the 2014 Master Plan EIR, the 2014 Master Plan would 
result in significant and unavoidable aesthetics impacts related to the demolition of the 
buildings at the Women’s and Children’s Hospital Site because these buildings were determined 
to be historical resources. The buildings at the Women’s and Children’s Hospital Site were 
demolished in 2021; therefore, this impact has already occurred and is no longer relevant. 
Construction activities under this alternative would involve demolition, grading, and building 
construction similar to the Proposed Project. These activities would require temporary lighting 
for safety and security purposes and could introduce sources of glare from construction 
equipment and materials. As with the Proposed Project, such effects would be temporary, 
intermittent, and limited to the duration of construction activities. 

This alternative would occur within the same boundaries analyzed in the 2014 Master Plan EIR 
and under the Proposed Project. The Project Site is not located within a State scenic highway 
and the Project Site is not a part of a scenic vista. The nearest designated scenic highway is the 
Arroyo Seco Federal Byway. However, the Project Site is not visible from most vantage points 
along the byway, and only limited views of the upper portions of the General Hospital Building 
may be visible from select locations. This alternative would not adversely affect scenic resources 
or views from the Arroyo Seco Federal Byway. 

Construction and operation of the remaining planned development of the 2014 Master Plan 
would not have an adverse impact on scenic vistas, light and glare, or shade/shadow.  

At buildout, this alternative would introduce new sources of exterior lighting associated with 
buildings, parking areas, and circulation infrastructure, as well as potential glare from 
architectural materials such as glass and metal surfaces. Additionally, new sources of 
shade/shadow could be introduced. Because this alternative assumes redevelopment of the 
campus consistent with the overall scale and intensity of development envisioned under the 
2014 Master Plan, operational lighting/glare and shade/shadow conditions would be generally 
similar to those of the Proposed Project. While design features and site layout may vary, the 
extent of nighttime illumination and potential for glare would not be substantially reduced 
compared to the Proposed Project. 

 
 
3 ([6,833,578 – 1,157,070]/6,833,578) x 100 = ~83% 
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Under Alternative A, the Project Site’s visual character would be modified through the 
remaining demolition and construction anticipated in the 2014 Master Plan; however, 
demolition activities would be less than the Proposed Project. Similarly, new construction would 
be substantially less than the amount anticipated under the Proposed Project. The General 
Hospital Building would continue to remain mostly vacant. Stabilization could occur pursuant to 
prior approvals; however, no reuse or occupation of the building would occur. 

Because this alternative would not increase the redevelopment activities on the Project Site in 
comparison to the Proposed Project, fewer visual changes would occur and, thus, no new 
aesthetic impacts would occur beyond those identified for the Proposed Project. Impacts would 
be less than significant, similar to the Proposed Project; however, this alternative would result in 
reduced impacts compared to the Proposed Project.  

4.5.2 Air Quality 
As previously described, under Alternative A, construction activities would be less than the 
Proposed Project, with less demolition and an 85 percent reduction in new development 
occurring on the Project Site when compared to the Proposed Project. Because the overall scale 
of development would be less than the Proposed Project, this alternative would require fewer 
construction activities and equipment operating concurrently on a daily basis, resulting in 
reduced peak daily construction emissions, including nitrogen oxides (NOX), volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), and particulate matter, when compared to the Proposed Project.  

Construction emissions under Alternative A would be subject to the mitigation measures 
identified in the 2014 Master Plan EIR. These measures require the use of properly maintained 
construction equipment, compliance with applicable emissions standards, and implementation 
of fugitive dust control practices, such as watering exposed soils and stabilizing disturbed 
surfaces to minimize particulate matter emissions. Additional measures require limiting 
unnecessary equipment idling and complying with applicable South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) rules and regulations intended to reduce construction-related 
emissions. Implementation of these measures would minimize emissions of NOx, VOC, and 
particulate matter to the extent feasible. Therefore, construction-related emissions would be 
less when compared to the Proposed Project. Despite implementation of these mitigation 
measures, construction activities under Alternative A would continue to generate regional 
emissions that exceed applicable SCAQMD thresholds, similar to the Proposed Project. 

In addition, operational emissions under Alternative A would be less than the Proposed Project 
given the lower intensity of land uses, and this alternative would avoid the Proposed Project’s 
significant and unavoidable impacts related to operational air quality impacts. During operation, 
the Proposed Project would exceed the threshold for VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 and would 
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require the implementation of Mitigation Measures GHG-1a through GHG-1c and Mitigation 
Measure TRA-3d. 

Overall, Alternative A would result in diminished air quality impacts compared to the Proposed 
Project but would not avoid the significant and unavoidable construction-related air quality 
impacts identified for the Proposed Project. 

4.5.3 Biological Resources 
Under Alternative A, future development pursuant to the 2014 Master Plan framework would 
occur on the Project Site, which includes demolition of buildings and potential tree removals. As 
discussed throughout this Draft SEIR, the Project Site is fully developed with buildings, paved 
areas, utilities, and infrastructure associated with the Campus. As documented in this Draft 
SEIR, the Project Site does not support sensitive vegetation communities, special-status plant or 
wildlife species, wetlands, or other jurisdictional features. Biological resources within the 
Project Site are limited to ornamental landscaping, scattered trees, and urban-tolerant wildlife 
typical of a heavily developed institutional campus. Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative 
A would potentially impact nesting birds during construction as birds would potentially nest on 
the Project Site during the nesting season including within trees, shrubs, on or in buildings, on 
the ground concealed in herbaceous/low-lying vegetation and other suitable nesting features 
and would be subject to existing regulations and mitigation measures identified in the 2014 
Master Plan EIR, which requires that vegetation removal, demolition, and other noise-
generating construction activities occur outside the nesting bird season, where feasible, or be 
preceded by preconstruction nesting bird surveys conducted by a qualified biologist. If active 
nests are identified, appropriate buffer zones must be established and maintained until nesting 
activity has concluded, in accordance with applicable federal and State regulations protecting 
nesting birds.  

Similar to the Proposed Project, implementation of Alternative A would be required to comply 
with applicable federal, State, and local policies and ordinances intended to protect biological 
resources, including regulations protecting nesting birds and bats, and requirements governing 
tree removal. 

Therefore, biological resources impacts resulting from Alternative A would be less than 
significant with mitigation, which would be consistent with the Proposed Project. This 
alternative would result in similar impacts compared to the Proposed Project.  

4.5.4 Cultural Resources 
Under Alternative A, future development pursuant to the 2014 Master Plan framework would 
occur on the Project Site. Alternative A would result in the demolition of existing structures and 
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buildings identified for demolition in the 2014 Master Plan EIR. Given the substantial reduction 
in new development under Alternative A, impacts associated with incompatibility and 
construction vibration are considered to be reduced from the Proposed Project. However, 
similar to the Proposed Project, the ultimate location and massing of potential structures in 
relation to existing historic buildings to remain (i.e., the Old Administration Building, Los 
Angeles General Hospital–Acute Building and historic district) is unknown. Therefore, significant 
and unavoidable impacts to historical resources, while reduced, would remain. Under 
Alternative A, there would be no adaptive reuse of the General Hospital Building, which could 
lead to future degradation and deterioration, impacting its ability to retain its historic integrity 
and importance. Thus, impacts to historical resources under this alternative have the potential 
to be greater compared to the Proposed Project. 

Similar to the Proposed Project though at a reduced intensity, ground-disturbing activities 
would occur that could impact archaeological resources, and mitigation measures from the 
2014 Master Plan EIR would be required to reduce potential impacts to less than significant. 
Like the Proposed Project, construction activities under Alternative A would also include grading 
and excavation activities that could affect unknown buried archaeological resources and 
disturbance or destruction of these resources resulting in a substantial adverse change would 
be significant. Additionally, standard procedures, including adherence to the California Health 
and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and mitigation, would be applied to avoid impacts from 
inadvertent discoveries of human remains. As under the Proposed Project, impacts would be 
less than significant with implementation of mitigation. Specifically, Alternative A would 
implement Mitigation Measure MM-CR-8 from the 2014 Master Plan EIR, which requires that a 
qualified archaeologist review grading and excavation plans to identify areas with potential 
archaeological sensitivity and conduct monitoring during initial ground-disturbing activities, as 
appropriate. If cultural resources are discovered during construction, work must stop in the 
vicinity of the find and appropriate treatment measures, such as avoidance, capping, or data 
recovery, must be implemented under the direction of a qualified archaeologist. This alternative 
would result in similar archaeological impacts compared to the Proposed Project.  

4.5.5 Energy 
Under Alternative A, future development pursuant to the 2014 Master Plan framework would 
occur on the Project Site. Alternative A would result in less energy consumption compared to 
the Proposed Project due to its substantially smaller development program and lower overall 
intensity. While construction and operation of new hospital facilities would increase energy 
demand relative to existing conditions, this alternative would be less in comparison to the 
Proposed Project’s energy usage. However, compliance with current energy efficiency standards 
would ensure that energy impacts remain less than significant, similar to the Proposed Project. 
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4.5.6 Geology and Soils 
Under Alternative A, future development pursuant to the 2014 Master Plan framework would 
occur on the Project Site at a reduced intensity than under the Proposed Project. The entire 
Project Site has been subject to previous disturbance and development. Similar to the Proposed 
Project, Alternative A would be subject to standard engineering practices and existing 
regulations.  

Under this alternative, activities previously approved under the 2014 Master Plan, including 
refinements analyzed under subsequent addenda, would occur. Specifically, clean out, 
remediation, selective demolition, and targeted structural strengthening and seismic retrofit of 
the General Hospital Building to improve its structural integrity and seismic performance. 
However, under Alternative A, the full adaptive reuse and additional seismic retrofit 
components proposed under the Proposed Project would not occur. As a result, while structural 
conditions would be improved under Alternative A relative to existing conditions, this 
alternative would not achieve the same level of long-term structural safety improvement 
associated with the completion of the Proposed Project.  

Overall, the geology and soils impacts resulting from Alternative A would be less than significant 
with mitigation identified in the 2014 Master Plan EIR, which would be consistent with the 
Proposed Project. Mitigation measures identified in the 2014 Master Plan EIR require that site-
specific geotechnical investigations be conducted for individual development projects and that 
all grading and construction activities comply with the recommendations of qualified 
geotechnical professionals. These measures include incorporation of seismic design standards, 
evaluation of soil stability and settlement potential, preparation of grading plans, and 
construction monitoring to ensure proper implementation of geotechnical recommendations 
and compliance with applicable building codes. This alternative would result in similar impacts 
compared to the Proposed Project; however, the Proposed Project would provide greater 
seismic safety improvements through completion of the adaptive reuse and full retrofit 
program. 

4.5.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Under Alternative A, future development pursuant to the 2014 Master Plan framework would 
occur on the Project Site, which is an approximate 85 percent reduction from what is included 
under the Proposed Project. This alternative would implement applicable mitigation measures 
from the 2014 Master Plan EIR to reduce impacts related to GHG emissions, though impacts 
were assumed to be significant and unavoidable because GHG emissions would exceed the 
3,000 metric tons of CO2 threshold with the implementation of mitigation. Mitigation measures 
identified in the 2014 Master Plan EIR for GHG emissions require incorporation of energy-
efficient design features and sustainable building practices into individual development 
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projects. These measures include compliance with applicable energy efficiency standards, 
incorporation of energy- and water-conserving technologies, and implementation of design 
strategies that reduce long-term operational greenhouse gas emissions. Implementation of 
these measures would reduce greenhouse gas emissions associated with building operations 
and support consistency with applicable greenhouse gas reduction goals. Although this 
alternative would not avoid the Proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts related 
to GHG emissions, this alternative would result in less GHG emissions compared to the 
Proposed Project due to the lower overall building square footage and reduced operational 
activity levels. Because GHG emissions are closely tied to building energy consumption, vehicle 
trips, and overall operational demand, the reduced scale of development under Alternative A 
would result in lower operational energy use and fewer vehicle trips compared to the Proposed 
Project.  

Additionally, construction activities under Alternative A would involve less demolition and new 
building construction than the Proposed Project, resulting in reduced construction-related GHG 
emissions. Although Alternative A would still generate GHG emissions associated with long-term 
Campus operations, the reduced development intensity would result in lower overall GHG 
emissions compared to the Proposed Project. 

4.5.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Alternative A would result in the demolition of existing structures as previously approved; 
however, at a reduced volume compared to the Proposed Project. Although this alternative 
would result in the demolition of fewer buildings, like the Proposed Project, the alternative 
would result in the demolition of buildings that have the potential to contain hazardous 
materials such as asbestos containing materials (ACMs) and lead-based paint (LBP), and 
subsurface hazardous materials could be encountered. As with the Proposed Project, this 
alternative would also be required to comply with current regulations and requirements. 
Therefore, the hazards and hazardous materials impacts resulting from this alternative would be 
less than significant with mitigation identified in the 2014 Master Plan EIR, which would be 
similar to the Proposed Project. Mitigation measures identified in the 2014 Master Plan EIR for 
hazards and hazardous materials require evaluation and removal of hazardous building 
materials and investigation of known contamination areas prior to construction activities. These 
measures include conducting asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint surveys in 
buildings scheduled for demolition or renovation, implementing appropriate abatement 
procedures, and performing additional investigation and monitoring of known underground 
storage tank locations to ensure that potential contamination does not adversely affect 
construction activities. Implementation of these measures would minimize exposure to 
hazardous materials during demolition and construction activities. Alternative A would result in 
less impacts compared to the Proposed Project.  
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4.5.9 Hydrology and Water Quality 
Under Alternative A, future development pursuant to the 2014 Master Plan framework would 
occur on the Project Site, but at a reduced intensity. The entire site has been subject to previous 
disturbance and development and, similar to the Proposed Project, this alternative would be 
subject to standard engineering practices and existing State and local regulations related to 
water quality and hydrology. Therefore, the hydrology and water quality impacts resulting from 
this alternative would be less than significant with mitigation identified in the 2014 Master Plan 
EIR, which would be similar to the Proposed Project. Mitigation measures identified in the 2014 
Master Plan EIR for hydrology and water quality require monitoring and management of 
groundwater conditions during construction and incorporation of water conservation strategies 
into project design. These measures include installation of groundwater monitoring wells and 
preparation of baseline surveys to evaluate potential effects of dewatering on adjacent 
structures, as well as use of alternative water sources for irrigation to reduce potable water 
demand. Implementation of these measures would minimize potential impacts related to 
groundwater levels, dewatering activities, and water resource use. Alternative A would result in 
similar impacts compared to the Proposed Project. 

4.5.10 Land Use and Planning 
Alternative A would introduce a reduced intensity of uses to the Project Site as compared to the 
Proposed Project and would occur pursuant to the development framework established under 
the 2014 Master Plan. Like the Proposed Project, this alternative would not require a zone 
change or general plan amendment.  

Implementation of Alternative A would not physically divide an established community. This 
alternative would occur within the boundaries of the Project Site and would not introduce new 
physical barriers. This alternative would include improvements to the internal circulation system 
to increase connectivity within the Project Site and would not alter existing access patterns 
between the Project Site and surrounding community. Therefore, land use and planning impacts 
resulting from this alternative would be less than significant. This alternative would result in 
similar impacts compared to the Proposed Project.  

4.5.11 Noise 
Under Alternative A, future development pursuant to the 2014 Master Plan framework would 
occur on the Project Site, though at a reduced scale compared to the Proposed Project. 
Construction activities under this alternative would involve less demolition and new building 
construction than the Proposed Project, resulting in fewer pieces of heavy construction 
equipment operating simultaneously at any given time. As a result, peak construction noise 
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levels and vibration associated with equipment such as pile drivers, loaders, and excavators 
would be less compared to the Proposed Project.  

However, similar to the Proposed Project, construction activities under Alternative A would still 
include the use of heavy equipment and demolition activities in proximity to nearby sensitive 
receptors. As identified in the 2014 Master Plan EIR, these activities would continue to result in 
noise levels that exceed applicable local construction noise standards during certain phases of 
construction. Although the reduced scale of development would result in fewer construction 
activities overall, the noise significance criteria are based on maximum noise levels rather than 
construction duration, and construction noise levels would remain capable of exceeding 
applicable standards. Therefore, consistent with the findings of the 2014 Master Plan EIR and 
applicable local noise threshold that remain in effect, this alternative would continue to result in 
significant and unavoidable construction noise and vibration impacts with the implementation 
of mitigation. This alternative would reduce the Proposed Project’s impacts related to 
construction noise but would not avoid the Proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable 
impacts related to construction noise. Construction noise mitigation measures identified in the 
2014 Master Plan EIR require limiting construction activities to specified daytime hours and 
implementing standard noise control practices to minimize impacts to nearby sensitive 
receptors. These measures include restricting construction to permitted hours, maintaining 
equipment in good working condition, and monitoring construction activities to ensure 
compliance with applicable noise control requirements. Implementation of these measures 
would reduce construction-related noise impacts to the extent feasible, although significant and 
unavoidable construction noise impacts may still occur during certain phases of construction. 

Operational noise under Alternative A would be less compared to the Proposed Project due to 
the reduced development intensity. Specifically, this alternative would generate fewer vehicle 
trips, reduced mechanical equipment usage, and fewer outdoor activity areas compared to the 
Proposed Project. As a result, operational noise levels associated with traffic, building 
mechanical systems, and outdoor uses would be lower than under the Proposed Project. 
However, as with the Proposed Project, operational noise impacts would remain less than 
significant with implementation of applicable mitigation measures identified in the 2014 Master 
Plan EIR. Operational noise mitigation measures identified in the 2014 Master Plan EIR require 
implementation of standard operational controls and adherence to applicable noise regulations 
to minimize long-term noise exposure. These measures include incorporation of design and 
operational practices consistent with local noise ordinances and ongoing monitoring to ensure 
compliance with applicable operational noise standards. 

This alternative would reduce the Proposed Project’s operational traffic noise; however, the 
traffic noise resulting from this alternative has the potential to increase ambient noise levels. 
Overall, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the Proposed Project; the 
Proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts for construction noise would not be 
avoided. 
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4.5.12 Population and Housing 
Under Alternative A, future development pursuant to the 2014 Master Plan framework would 
occur on the Project Site which would generate new employment opportunities within the 
Project Site, City, and County, though at a reduced scale from the Proposed Project. Because 
Alternative A includes a lesser amount of development than the Proposed Project, employment 
growth associated with this alternative would represent a proportion of regional employment 
growth that is less than the approximately 2 percent contribution attributed to the Proposed 
Project as projected by SCAG. The new employment opportunities would not be expected to 
induce substantial population growth. The Project Site is located within a highly urbanized area 
of the County and City and is characterized by a large and diverse existing labor pool. As such, 
new jobs associated with this alternative would reasonably be anticipated to be filled by 
individuals who already reside within the surrounding communities. Alternative A would not 
include a residential component; therefore, this alternative would not directly generate new 
permanent residents within the Project Site, City, or County. Additionally, like the Proposed 
Project, under this alternative, the extension of roads and other infrastructure improvements, 
which has the potential to induce indirect population growth, would not occur in undeveloped 
areas outside the boundaries of the Project Site. As used here, undeveloped areas refer to lands 
within the broader City of Los Angeles and unincorporated County areas beyond the Project 
Site, rather than specific undeveloped parcels immediately adjacent to the Project Site. Under 
this alternative, roadway and infrastructure improvements would occur primarily within the 
boundaries of the Project Site to support internal circulation and connectivity associated with 
development pursuant to the 2014 Master Plan framework. As with the Proposed Project, some 
infrastructure improvements may occur off-site within the City of Los Angeles; these off-site 
improvements would be limited in scope and would primarily serve the uses within the Campus 
rather than facilitate new residential development. Thus, this alternative would not directly or 
indirectly substantially impact the residential population within the Project Site, City, or County. 
Therefore, population and housing impacts resulting from this alternative would be less than 
significant. This alternative would result in similar impacts compared to the Proposed Project. 

4.5.13 Public Services 
Under Alternative A, future development pursuant to the 2014 Master Plan framework would 
occur on the Project Site, at a reduced intensity from that of the Proposed Project. Thus, this 
alternative would generate reduced demand for public services as analyzed in the 2014 Master 
Plan EIR. This alternative would result in less-than-significant impacts on public services, similar 
to the Proposed Project; however, compared to the Proposed Project, Alternative A would 
reduce new demand increases on public services. 
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4.5.14 Recreation 
Under Alternative A, future development pursuant to the 2014 Master Plan framework would 
occur on the Project Site at a reduced intensity compared to the Proposed Project and would 
not include a residential component. As a result, this alternative would generate fewer 
employment opportunities and would not introduce residents to the Project Site, City, and 
County. Open space and recreational opportunities identified under the 2014 Master Plan 
would be implemented and construction of these features would involve typical site 
preparation activities such as demolition, grading and excavation, and construction of 
permanent facilities.  

Compared to the Proposed Project, Alternative A would not generate net new demand for 
recreational facilities associated with residential population growth because no permanent 
residents would be introduced under this alternative. Employees associated with Alternative A 
are anticipated to be drawn from the existing regional labor pool and would not substantially 
increase demand for recreational facilities beyond existing levels. However as identified in the 
2014 Master Plan EIR, construction activities associated with development under the 2014 
Master Plan, including construction of open space and recreational facilities, could result in 
noise and air quality impacts on nearby sensitive receptors, resulting in significant and 
unavoidable impacts. Although the reduced scale of development under Alternative A would 
result in fewer construction activities compared to the Proposed Project, these impacts would 
not be avoided. Accordingly, Alternative A would result in similar significant and unavoidable 
recreation impacts associated with construction activities and would not avoid the Proposed 
Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts.  

4.5.15 Transportation 
Under Alternative A, future development pursuant to the 2014 Master Plan framework would 
occur on the Project Site, but at a reduced scale compared to the Proposed Project. This 
alternative would implement applicable mitigation measures from the 2014 Master Plan EIR to 
reduce impacts related to transportation associated with the prior thresholds utilized in the 
2014 Master Plan EIR (related to level of service, and not vehicle miles traveled [VMT]). These 
mitigation measures include preparation of traffic control measures, roadway and intersection 
improvements, and transportation demand management. 

Alternative A would not conflict with applicable plans, programs, ordinances or policies 
addressing transit, roadway, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. Development would occur within 
the Campus that is served by established transportation infrastructure and located within one-
half mile of a high-quality transit corridor, which supports multimodal access. Improvements 
under Alternative A would be limited to internal circulation and localized roadway modifications 
and would not remove or interfere with existing bicycle or pedestrian facilities.  
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With respect to vehicle miles traveled (VMT), the anticipated medical-related uses under 
Alternative A would occur within a transit-rich area and would generate fewer vehicle trips 
compared to the Proposed Project due to the reduced development intensity. Because the 
Project Site is within a half-mile of a high-quality transit corridor (HQTC), redevelopment at the 
Project Site would be screened out of a VMT analysis. Therefore, Alternative A is not anticipated 
to result in a significant VMT impact. 

Alternative A would also avoid the significant and unavoidable transportation hazard related to 
freeway ramp queuing identified for the Proposed Project. The reduced development intensity 
under Alternative A is expected to result in a reduced number of vehicle trips and reduced 
demand on nearby freeway ramps. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s significant and 
unavoidable impact associated with potential hazards due to freeway ramp queueing would be 
avoided. Therefore, Alternative A would have reduced impacts when compared to the Proposed 
Project. 

4.5.16 Tribal Cultural Resources 
Under Alternative A, future development and disturbance pursuant to 2014 Master Plan 
framework would occur on the Project Site, though at a reduced intensity and scale from the 
Proposed Project. Through compliance with existing law and implementation of applicable 
mitigation measures identified in the Cultural Resources Chapter from the 2014 Master Plan EIR 
(refer to Section 4.5.4 for a summary of the mitigation measures), impacts on tribal cultural 
resources would be less than significant, similar to the Proposed Project.  

4.5.17 Utilities and Service Systems 
Under Alternative A, future development pursuant to the 2014 Master Plan framework would 
occur on the Project Site at a reduced intensity from that of the Proposed Project. Thus, this 
alternative would generate reduced demand for utility and service systems, as analyzed in the 
2014 Master Plan EIR. Compared to the Proposed Project, Alternative A would reduce net new 
demand increases on utility services, including water supply. However, the 2014 Master Plan EIR 
concluded impacts related to water supply would be significant and unavoidable. This 
alternative would result in a reduced impact on water demand compared to the Proposed 
Project, though the significant and unavoidable impact would remain.  

4.5.18 Wildfire 
The Project Site is not in the State Responsibility Area (SRA) or a very high fire hazard severity 
zone (FHSZ). The nearest lands classified as very high FHSZ are 0.45 miles north of the Project 
Site. Under Alternative A, future development pursuant to the 2014 Master Plan framework 
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would occur on the Project Site, at a reduced intensity from that of the Proposed Project. 
Impacts related to wildfire would be less than significant, similar to the Proposed Project.  

4.6 ALTERNATIVE B: GENERAL HOSPITAL ADAPTIVE 
REUSE 

The General Hospital Adaptive Reuse Alternative (Alternative B) would result in the seismic 
retrofit and adaptive reuse of the General Hospital Building and immediately adjacent areas 
within the Los Angeles General Hospital–Acute Building Historic District only. This includes the 
visitor and patient buildings in the Forecourt. As with the Proposed Project, under this 
alternative, selective demolition would occur within the General Hospital Building and 
approximately 1.2 million square feet of new uses would be developed in the General Hospital 
Building. The construction duration under this alternative is anticipated to occur over a period 
of seven years. 

Additionally, as part of the adaptive reuse of the General Hospital Building, this alternative 
would include the demolition of non-historic buildings and features around the General Hospital 
Building and area immediately north of the General Hospital Building (mini warehouse building, 
barracks D and G, and trailers). The demolition of the mini warehouse building and barracks D 
and G would accommodate the construction of a new above grade parking structure north of 
the General Hospital Building to serve existing and new uses. The demolition of the trailers near 
the General Hospital Building would help accommodate the adaptive reuse of the General 
Hospital Building. 

No additional development would occur on the remaining portions of the Project Site. The 
remaining portions of the Project Site would otherwise generally remain in its existing 
condition, except for required safety/maintenance upgrades and infrastructure upgrades 
necessary to support continued use of the Campus operations, which could include some off-
site improvements. Demolition of additional buildings outside of the General Hospital Building 
and Los Angeles General Hospital–Acute Building historic district would not occur under this 
alternative. Under this alternative, utility infrastructure would connect to the existing 
infrastructure network.  

This alternative would implement the proposed programming for the General Hospital Building 
as described in Chapter 2, Project Description, which includes up to 90,000 square feet of office 
space, leasable commercial areas, and event/dining space, as well as up to 615 residential units, 
within the General Hospital Building. The remaining portions of the Project Site would not be 
redeveloped and would remain in its existing condition, apart from required safety and 
maintenance upgrades to support the continued use of the Campus. As with the Proposed 
Project, all activities within the General Hospital Building and larger General Hospital–Acute 
Unit Historic District would be achieved in strict accordance with the Secretary of Interior 
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Standards. This alternative would require different seismic requirements as compared to the 
Proposed Project due to the modified programming.  

4.6.1 Aesthetics 
Apart from selective demolition proposed to support adaptive reuse of the General Hospital 
Building and demolition of non-historic buildings around the General Hospital Building (mini 
warehouse building, barracks D and G, and trailers), Alternative B would not result in the 
demolition of any existing structures on the remaining parts of the Project Site. It should be 
noted that select structures around the General Hospital Building were identified for demolition 
under the 2014 Master Plan EIR. As with the Proposed Project, this alternative could include the 
construction of an above-ground parking structure. No new construction on the remainder of 
the Project Site would occur, and overall changes to the visual character of the Project Site 
would continue as in current conditions, which is an active medical campus. Specifically, the 
General Hospital Building would be adaptively reused and key historic features on the interior 
and exterior of the building would be retained in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards. As development would be limited to adaptive reuse and construction of a parking 
structure similar to that proposed under the Proposed Project, this alternative would not 
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the surrounding neighborhood. 

Construction activities under this alternative would involve demolition, grading, and building 
construction similar to the Proposed Project. These activities would require temporary lighting 
for safety and security purposes and could introduce sources of glare from construction 
equipment and materials. As with the Proposed Project, such effects would be temporary, 
intermittent, and limited to the duration of construction activities. 

Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative B would introduce new sources of nighttime lighting 
associated with building occupancy and operation of the parking structure. However, lighting 
would be designed using standard practices, such as shielding and directional controls, to 
minimize spillover and glare onto surrounding areas. As development would occur within an 
existing developed campus environment, Alternative B would not result in substantial new 
sources of light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. 
Additionally, given new construction would be limited to a parking garage, no new 
shade/shadow impacts would result. 

This alternative would occur within the same boundaries as the Proposed Project. The Project 
Site is not located within a State scenic highway and the Project Site is not a part of a scenic 
vista. The nearest designated scenic highway is the Arroyo Seco Federal Byway. However, the 
Project Site is not visible from most vantage points along the byway, and only limited views of 
the upper portions of the General Hospital Building may be available from select locations. As 
Alternative B would involve adaptive reuse of the existing building and limited new construction 
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within the existing campus, this alternative would not adversely affect scenic resources or views 
from the Arroyo Seco Federal Byway. 

Under this alternative, the General Hospital Building would be adaptively reused; key historic 
features on the interior and exterior of the building would be retained. No new aesthetic 
impacts would occur compared to the Proposed Project. Impacts would be less than significant, 
similar to the Proposed Project. However, this alternative would result in reduced impacts 
related to aesthetics compared to the Proposed Project due to the reduced development 
footprint and area of disturbance.  

4.6.2 Air Quality 
Under Alternative B, adaptive reuse of the General Hospital Building and accompanying parking 
structure would require less construction and grading as compared to the Proposed Project 
because construction activities would be limited to the General Hospital Building and General 
Hospital–Acute Unit Historic District rather than occurring across the entire Project Site. Thus, 
this alternative would reduce off-road equipment use and fugitive dust during construction 
compared to the Proposed Project. Renovation activities within the General Hospital Building 
and General Hospital–Acute Unit Historic District would generate short-term dust and 
equipment emissions, but at lower total volumes than that of the Proposed Project. This 
alternative would result in the demolition of existing buildings and structures (mini warehouse 
building, Barracks D, and Barracks G [27,510 square feet total]) north of the General Hospital 
Building to accommodate the proposed above ground parking structure. This alternative would 
result in similar construction activities, but at a substantially reduced scale compared to the 
Proposed Project.  

Because construction activities under Alternative B would occur over a smaller area and involve 
fewer simultaneous construction phases, daily construction intensity would be reduced 
compared to the Proposed Project. Fewer pieces of off-road equipment operating 
simultaneously and reduced disturbance areas would result in lower daily emissions of fugitive 
dust and equipment exhaust. Although construction activities such as demolition, grading, and 
building renovation would still occur, daily emissions would be lower compared to the Proposed 
Project due to the reduced scale of construction activities. However, consistent with the 
Proposed Project, construction emissions under Alternative B would be considered significant 
before mitigation due to the potential for daily emissions to exceed applicable SCAQMD 
thresholds. Implementation of Mitigation Measures AIR-1 through AIR-6 would reduce impacts; 
however, similar to the Proposed Project, significant and unavoidable construction air quality 
impacts could still occur. 

Operationally, because this alternative would substantially reduce new square footage, long-
term mobile source and energy-related emissions would be lower than the Proposed Project. 
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Applicable regulatory controls and standard mitigation (dust control, equipment emission 
controls, CARB/air district rules) would apply. Under this alternative, Mitigation Measures AIR-1 
through AIR-6 identified in this Draft SEIR would be implemented to reduce impacts related to 
air quality. Due to the elimination of industrial and warehouse uses and the reduced 
development footprint under Alternative B, long-term operational emissions associated with 
mobile sources, area sources, and energy use would be less than the Proposed Project. As a 
result, operational emissions under Alternative B are not anticipated to exceed applicable 
SCAQMD regional significance thresholds. Therefore, this alternative would avoid the Proposed 
Project’s significant and unavoidable operational air quality impacts. 

Construction activities under Alternative B could generate temporary odors associated with 
diesel equipment and architectural coatings; however, these odors would be short-term and 
typical of construction activities. Operational uses associated with Alternative B would not 
introduce substantial new sources of odor. Therefore, odor impacts would be similar to or 
reduced compared to the Proposed Project. 

Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative B would support the goals and policies of the South 
Coast Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), which promotes reductions in regional emissions 
through improved energy efficiency, reduced vehicle trips, and implementation of emission 
control technologies. Due to the reduced development footprint and associated emissions 
compared to the Proposed Project, Alternative B would remain consistent with applicable 
AQMP policies. 

Overall, Alternative B would result in reduced construction and long-term operational air quality 
emissions compared to the Proposed Project and would lessen the Proposed Project’s 
significant air quality impacts. Alternative B would avoid the Proposed Project’s significant but 
mitigable operational impacts and would lessen, but not avoid, the Proposed Project’s 
significant and unavoidable construction impacts. 

Alternative B would result in reduced construction and long-term operational air quality 
emissions compared to the Proposed Project and, therefore, is likely to lessen the air quality 
impacts that the Proposed Project would otherwise cause. This alternative would avoid the 
Proposed Project’s significant but mitigable operational impacts. It would lessen the Proposed 
Project significant and unavoidable impacts, but would not avoid the Proposed Project’s 
significant and unavoidable construction impacts. 

4.6.3 Biological Resources 
Under Alternative B, the General Hospital Building and immediately adjacent areas within the 
Los Angeles General Hospital–Acute Building Historic District would be modified through 
adaptive reuse and an above ground parking garage would be constructed north of the General 
Hospital Building. As with the Proposed Project, the buildings and structures north of the 
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General Hospital Building would be demolished to accommodate the new parking garage. 
Under this alternative, Draft SEIR Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 would continue to be 
implemented to reduce impacts related to nesting birds and bats as these resources have the 
potential to be present in vacant portions of the General Hospital Building. Additionally, 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would be implemented for any tree removals.  

Similar to the Proposed Project, implementation of Alternative B would be required to comply 
with applicable federal, State, and local policies and ordinances intended to protect biological 
resources, including regulations protecting nesting birds and bats and requirements governing 
tree removal. With implementation of Draft SEIR Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-3 and 
compliance with applicable regulatory requirements, Alternative B would remain consistent 
with local policies and ordinances protecting biological resources. 

Alternative B would involve a reduced scope of disturbance compared to the Proposed Project, 
as disturbance would be limited to the General Hospital Building and General Hospital–Acute 
Unit Historic District, and would not introduce new or more severe impacts to biological 
resources. Therefore, the biological resources impacts resulting from Alternative B would be 
less than significant with mitigation, consistent with the Proposed Project. This alternative 
would result in reduced impacts compared to the Proposed Project.  

4.6.4 Cultural Resources 
Under Alternative B, the General Hospital Building and immediately adjacent areas within the 
Los Angeles General Hospital–Acute Building Historic District would be modified to support 
adaptive reuse of the building. Draft SEIR PDFs 1 through 3 would be implemented for 
Alternative B as part of the required Project design, as under the Proposed Project. These PDFs 
would facilitate the required ongoing Proposed Project compliance with the existing Standards. 
Additionally, the County is pursuing Federal Historic Preservation Tax Incentives for the Acute 
Unit’s proposed rehabilitation work, which requires rigorous review by the National Park Service 
(NPS) and California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) for compliance with the Rehabilitation 
Standards. Impacts to the Los Angeles General Hospital–Acute Building Historic District would 
be less than significant. In addition, due to the distance and intervening development and 
topography that visually separate the Old Administration Building, this alternative would avoid 
the Proposed Project’s potentially significant and unavoidable impacts on that historical 
resource. 

Similar to the Proposed Project, though at a reduced intensity, ground-disturbing activities, 
including the demolition of existing buildings and structures north of the General Hospital 
Building could impact archaeological resources. Mitigation Measure CUL-2 from this Draft SEIR 
would be required to reduce potential impacts to archaeological resources to less than 
significant. Additionally, standard procedures, including adherence to the California Health and 
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Safety Code Section 7050.5 would be applied to avoid impacts from inadvertent discoveries of 
human remains. Impacts would be less than significant. This alternative would result in similar 
impacts on archaeological resources and any human remains present on the Project Site as 
compared to the Proposed Project. 

4.6.5 Energy 
Under Alternative B, adaptive reuse would reduce energy demand and avoid the energy-
intensive processes associated with demolition and new construction as compared to the 
Proposed Project. Operational energy use depends on the systems installed: retrofits that 
electrify heating and upgrade building envelopes can produce lower operational energy and 
emissions. Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative B would be required to comply with 
applicable State and local renewable energy efficiency requirements. Specifically, compliance 
with current Title 24 and implementation of site electrification measures would further reduce 
operational energy impacts. The Adaptive Reuse Alternative would likely result in reduced net 
energy consumption compared to the Proposed Project, with potential operational energy 
benefits if retrofit electrification and efficiency upgrades are implemented. Implementation of 
adaptive reuse and building efficiency upgrades under Alternative B would support the goals 
and policies identified in the Energy Action Plan, County of Los Angeles 2045 Climate Action 
Plan, and the Long-Term Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan, which promote energy conservation, 
electrification, and reductions in energy demand and GHG emissions. Impacts would be less 
than significant. This alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the Proposed 
Project.  

4.6.6 Geology and Soils 
Under Alternative B, ground disturbance would be focused around the General Hospital Building 
and immediately adjacent areas within the Los Angeles General Hospital–Acute Building Historic 
District, whereas ground disturbance under the Proposed Project could occur across the entire 
Campus. Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative B would be subject to Mitigation Measure 
GEO-1 from this Draft SEIR, as well as standard engineering practices and existing regulations.  

Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative B would be subject to seismic hazards typical of the 
Southern California region, including ground shaking associated with nearby active faults. 
However, as development under Alternative B would occur within previously developed areas 
and would be required to comply with applicable building codes and standard engineering 
practices, including the California Building Code requirements for seismic design, impacts 
related to seismic risks would remain less than significant, consistent with the Proposed Project. 

Alternative B would not expose people or structures to substantial risks associated with erosion, 
landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or expansive soils beyond those 
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identified for the Proposed Project. The Project Site is located within an urbanized and 
previously developed area, and site-specific geotechnical investigations and engineering design 
measures would be implemented to address potential soil-related hazards. Due to the reduced 
extent of ground-disturbing activities under Alternative B, the potential for exposure to these 
hazards would be similar to or reduced compared to the Proposed Project. 

Given an overall reduction in ground-disturbing activities, the potential to encounter 
paleontological resources would be less than the Proposed Project; however, Mitigation 
Measure GEO-2 would continue to be required. Therefore, the geology and soils impacts 
resulting from Alternative B would be less than significant with mitigation, which would be 
consistent with the Proposed Project.  

4.6.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Under Alternative B, adaptive reuse would reduce GHG emissions through substantially reduced 
demolition and construction activities. Demolition and construction activities would be limited 
to the General Hospital Building and Los Angeles General Hospital–Acute Building Historic 
District, whereas the Proposed Project would involve redevelopment across a larger portion of 
the Project Site. As a result, construction-related GHG emissions under this alternative would be 
reduced due to the smaller development footprint, reduced material use, and shorter duration 
of construction activities compared to the Proposed Project. 

Operational GHG emissions would also be reduced under Alternative B due to the overall 
reduction in land uses and associated mobile source emissions, which represent the largest 
source of GHG emissions under the Proposed Project. 

Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative B would be required to comply with applicable State 
and local regulations intended to reduce GHG emission. Implementation of Alternative B would 
support the goals and policies identified in the Los Angeles County 2045 Climate Action Plan, 
which promotes reductions in GHG emission through energy efficiency, electrification, and 
reduced vehicle trips. Due to the reduced scope of development and associated decrease in 
construction and operational emissions, Alternative B would remain consistent with applicable 
GHG reduction plans. 

Due to the reduced activities under this alternative compared to the Proposed Project, 
Alternative B would likely reduce GHG emission impacts compared to the Proposed Project and 
would lessen the Proposed Project’s significant GHG impacts but would not avoid the Proposed 
Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts.  
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4.6.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Alternative B would involve the adaptive reuse of the General Hospital Building and 
immediately adjacent areas within the Los Angeles General Hospital–Acute Building Historic 
District. This alternative would result in the soft demolition activities within the General 
Hospital Building and demolition of existing buildings and structures north of the General 
Hospital Building, which would result in the removal of materials that have the potential to 
contain ACMs and LBP, though these are anticipated to be at reduced quantities than the 
Proposed Project. It would also result in demolition of non-historic buildings and features 
around the General Hospital Building (mini warehouse building, barracks D and G, and trailers). 
As with the Proposed Project, this alternative would be required to implement Draft SEIR 
Mitigation Measures HAZ-1a through HAZ-1f, and HAZ-2 through 4, as well as comply with 
current regulations and requirements governing hazardous materials.  

Similar to the Proposed Project, implementation of Alternative B would not interfere with an 
adopted emergency response or evacuation plan. Construction activities under Alternative B 
would be limited to the General Hospital Building and adjacent areas and would be required to 
maintain emergency access to the campus at all times. The reduced scope of construction 
activities compared to the Proposed Project would result in fewer potential temporary 
disruptions to on-site circulation. During operation, Alternative B would not alter the existing 
circulation network in a manner that would impair emergency vehicle access or evacuation 
routes. Therefore, Alternative B would not interfere with implementation of adopted 
emergency response or evacuation plans, and impacts would be similar to or reduced compared 
to the Proposed Project. 

Operational hazardous materials handling would remain regulated by existing laws. 
Implementation of standard hazardous materials management plans and abatement programs 
would mitigate impacts. Therefore, the hazards and hazardous materials impacts resulting from 
this alternative would be less than significant with mitigation, which would be similar to the 
Proposed Project.  

4.6.9 Hydrology and Water Quality 
Alternative B would result in substantially less Project Site disturbance and a lower net addition 
of uses compared to the Proposed Project. Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative B would 
not substantially affect groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge, as 
development would occur within previously developed areas of the Campus and would not 
introduce substantial new impervious surfaces beyond those analyzed for the Proposed Project. 
Demolition and construction activities would be limited to the General Hospital Building and Los 
Angeles General Hospital–Acute Building Historic District. Due to the reduced scope of 
disturbance under Alternative B, impacts related to drainage patterns, erosion, runoff, and 



L A  C O UN T Y  GE N E R AL  HO S P I T AL  C A MP U S  M A S TE R  P L AN  
D R A F T  S U B SE Q UE N T  E I R  

C O U N T Y  O F  LO S  AN GE LE S  
4 .  A L T E R N A T I V E S  T O  T H E  P R O P O S E D  P R O J E C T  

MAY 2026 4 -35 

localized flooding would be similar to or reduced compared to the Proposed Project. 
Implementation of standard erosion and sediment control measures and compliance with 
applicable drainage design requirements would minimize potential temporary construction-
related effects. 

Alternative B would also be required to comply with applicable regional water quality 
requirements, including the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements 
and applicable stormwater management regulations. Additionally, Alternative B would not 
conflict with applicable water quality control plans or sustainable groundwater management 
requirements, as the Project Site is located within an urbanized area and development would be 
subject to existing regulatory controls governing stormwater and groundwater protection. 

Similar to the Proposed Project, this alternative would implement Mitigation Draft SEIR 
Measures HYD-1 and HYD-2, and be subject to standard engineering practices and existing State 
and local regulations related to water quality and hydrology. Therefore, the hydrology and water 
quality impacts resulting from this alternative would be less than significant with mitigation, 
similar to the Proposed Project.  

4.6.10 Land Use and Planning 
Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative B would not require a zone change or general plan 
amendment. This alternative would include the adaptive reuse of the General Hospital Building 
and adjacent areas, while introducing new residential and supporting uses to the Project Site. 
Development would occur within previously developed portions of the Campus and would not 
introduce new physical barriers or features that would divide an established community. Access 
to and from surrounding neighborhoods would remain substantially the same as existing 
conditions, and Alternative B would not reduce connectivity between surrounding land uses. 

Additionally, Alternative B would be required to comply with applicable land use plans, policies, 
and regulations governing development within the Project Site. Because development would 
occur within the existing developed Project Site and would not require amendments to 
applicable planning documents, Alternative B would not conflict with applicable land use plans, 
policies, or regulations. Land use and planning impacts resulting from this alternative would be 
less than significant, similar to the Proposed Project.  

4.6.11 Noise 
Alternative B would reduce the intensity of new construction at the Project Site and would focus 
these activities at the General Hospital Building and immediately adjacent areas rather than 
occurring across a larger portion of the Project Site. Nearest off-site sensitive receptors to this 
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General Hospital Building include recreational uses (Hazard Park), educational uses (Francisco 
Bravo Magnet High), East Los Angeles Occupational Center, and some residences.  

Construction noise levels under this alternative would be reduced compared to the Proposed 
Project due to the reduced scope of demolition and construction activities, fewer simultaneous 
construction phases, and reduced use of heavy equipment across the broader Project Site. 
However, high-noise activities such as pile driving or structural modifications could still occur 
near sensitive receptors and would have the potential to exceed applicable construction noise 
thresholds. Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would be required; however, similar 
to the Proposed Project, construction noise impacts under this alternative are conservatively 
assumed to remain significant and unavoidable due to the potential for temporary high-noise 
activities in proximity to sensitive receptors. 

Similar to the Proposed Project, construction activities under Alternative B would have the 
potential to generate vibration associated with demolition, pile driving, or heavy equipment 
use. However, due to the reduced scope of construction activities compared to the Proposed 
Project, vibration impacts would be similar to or reduced compared to those identified for the 
Proposed Project. Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-4 and standard construction 
practices would minimize vibration-related effects.  

Operational noise impacts under this alternative would comply with the County’s interior and 
exterior noise standards. Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-3a and Mitigation 
Measures NOI-3b would reduce impacts related to operational noise conditions. Mobile noise 
source associated with project-generated traffic would be reduced compared to the Proposed 
Project due to the lower number of residential units and reduced overall site activity levels, 
resulting in fewer vehicle trips and lower traffic-related noise levels along surrounding 
roadways. 

Overall, Alternative B would reduce the magnitude of construction and operational noise 
compared to the Proposed Project; however, similar to the Proposed Project, temporary 
construction noise impacts would remain significant and unavoidable due to the potential for 
short-term high-noise activities and vibration activities occurring near sensitive receptors.  

4.6.12 Population and Housing 
Alternative B would introduce a new residential use, as well as supporting commercial and 
office uses, within the adaptive reuse of the General Hospital Building and would include 
construction of a new parking structure. Due to the limited scope of development under this 
alternative, the anticipated population generated under this alternative would be less than the 
Proposed Project. This alternative would result in a nominal increase in new residents and 
employees to the Project Site, City, and County. Additionally, like the Proposed Project, under 
this alternative, the extension of roads and other infrastructure improvements, which has the 
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potential to induce indirect population growth, would not occur in undeveloped areas outside 
the boundaries of the Project Site. As used here, undeveloped areas refer to lands within the 
broader City of Los Angeles and unincorporated County areas beyond the Project Site, rather 
than specific undeveloped parcels immediately adjacent to the Project Site. This alternative 
would result in substantially less net new residents and employee as compared to the Proposed 
Project. As with the Proposed Project, population and housing impacts resulting from this 
alternative would be less than significant. This alternative would result in reduced impacts 
compared to the Proposed Project. 

4.6.13 Public Services 
Alternative B would introduce new residential uses to the Project Site, as well as new 
commercial and office uses within the General Hospital Building. As with the Proposed Project, 
the net new residents and employees would be within the population projections identified by 
the SCAG for the SCAG region. As with the Proposed Project, this alternative would result in an 
increase in demand for public services, including police, fire, schools, and libraries. Compared to 
the Proposed Project, Alternative B would result in substantially less population increases 
compared to the Proposed Project and, therefore, would result in a substantially less increase in 
demand on public services. This alternative would result in a reduced impact on public services 
compared to the Proposed Project. Impacts on public services under this alternative would be 
similar but less than those associated with the Proposed Project. 

4.6.14 Recreation 
As with the Proposed Project, Alternative B would introduce residents to the Project Site; 
however, this alternative would result in a reduced residential population compared to the 
Proposed Project. This alternative would include residential amenities within the General 
Hospital Building. Outdoor recreational improvements assumed under this alternative could 
consist of rooftop amenity space located on the proposed parking structure and may include 
seating areas, passive recreation space, landscaping, and similar residential support features. 
Accordingly, the demand for parkland and recreational facilities would be proportionally lower.  

Construction of these rooftop recreational amenities would occur as part of the parking 
structure development and would not require separate ground-disturbing activities beyond 
those already analyzed for Alternative B. As a result, development of these recreational 
amenities would not create new or more severe environmental impacts beyond those identified 
for the Proposed Project.  

This alternative would not modify existing recreational resources on-site and would result in 
equal or reduced demand land local and regional parks when compared to the Proposed 
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Project. Overall, impacts on recreational resources under Alternative B would be similar to but 
less than those associated with the Proposed Project. 

4.6.15 Transportation 
Alternative B would introduce residential, commercial, and office uses within the adaptive reuse 
of the General Hospital Building; however, this alternative would result in a substantially 
reduced residential and employee population due to the overall reduction in development 
compared to the Proposed Project. The reduced number of residential units, commercial space, 
and office uses assumed under this alternative would result in fewer vehicle trips compared to 
the Proposed Project. Additionally, because the Project Site is within a half-mile of a HQTC, 
redevelopment at the Project Site would be screened out of a VMT analysis, consistent with the 
Proposed Project.  

Although this alternative would reduce the number of vehicle trips compared to the Proposed 
Project, this alternative would generate traffic that would have the potential to result in hazards 
due to freeway ramp queuing. Implementation of Draft SEIR Mitigation Measures TRA-1 
through TRA-3 would still be required. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s significant and 
unavoidable impact associated with potential hazards due to freeway ramp queueing would be 
reduced but may not be avoided. Alternative B would have reduced impacts when compared to 
the Proposed Project. 

Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative B would be required to comply with applicable 
plans, programs, and policies governing the circulation system, including those addressing 
roadway operations, transit access, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Because development 
under Alternative B would occur within an existing urbanized Project Site with established 
transit service and pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, this alternative would remain 
consistent with adopted circulation plans and policies intended to support multimodal 
transportation systems. 

Alternative B would maintain existing access points to the Project Site and would not introduce 
roadway configurations that would impair emergency vehicle access. Site design and circulation 
improvements under Alternative B would be required to comply with applicable safety and 
access standards, and therefore would not create new transportation hazards. Due to the 
reduced scope of development and associated traffic generation, Alternative B would provide 
adequate emergency access and would not introduce transportation hazards beyond those 
identified for the Proposed Project. 

Overall, Alternative B would reduce traffic generation and associated transportation impacts 
compared to the Proposed Project; however, similar to the Proposed Project, impacts related to 
freeway ramp queuing would remain significant and unavoidable. 



L A  C O UN T Y  GE N E R AL  HO S P I T AL  C A MP U S  M A S TE R  P L AN  
D R A F T  S U B SE Q UE N T  E I R  

C O U N T Y  O F  LO S  AN GE LE S  
4 .  A L T E R N A T I V E S  T O  T H E  P R O P O S E D  P R O J E C T  

MAY 2026 4 -39 

4.6.16 Tribal Cultural Resources 
Alternative B would result in substantially less ground disturbance than the Proposed Project, 
limited to areas around the General Hospital Building. While the overall intensity of ground-
disturbing activities would be reduced, tribal consultation pursuant to AB 52 conducted for the 
Proposed Project indicates a sensitivity for discovery. Therefore, implementation of Draft SEIR 
Mitigation Measures TCR-1a through TCR-1c would still be required. Impacts for Alternative B 
would similarly be less than significant as with the Proposed Project. 

4.6.17 Utilities and Service Systems 
Alternative B would introduce residential and commercial uses within the adaptive reuse of the 
General Hospital Building; however, both the total square footage of development and the 
residential and employee population under this alternative would be reduced compared to the 
Proposed Project. As with the Proposed Project, the net new residents and employees would be 
within the population projections identified by the SCAG for the SCAG region. This alternative 
would result in an increase in demand for utilities and service systems, including water supply, 
though the demand on utilities and service systems; however, because the overall development 
and associated population would be substantially reduced compared to the Proposed Project, 
demand on utilities and service systems would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project. 
Utility demand calculation associated with building size and occupancy would therefore be less 
than those identified for the Proposed Project.  

Mitigation Measure USS-1 would continue to be required under Alternative B. Overall, this 
alternative would result in a reduced impact on utilities and service systems compared to the 
Proposed Project.  

4.6.18 Wildfire 
The Project Site is not in an SRA or a very high FHSZ. The nearest lands classified as very high 
FHSZ are 0.45 miles north of the Project Site. Alternative B would not expand development into 
undeveloped or high fire hazard areas and would introduce fewer residents than the Proposed 
Project. Impacts related to wildfire would be less than significant, similar to the Proposed 
Project. 

4.7 ALTERNATIVE C: REDUCED DENSITY MEDICAL 
CAMPUS ALTERNATIVE 

The Reduced Density Medical Campus Alternative (Alternative C), would allow for the 
demolition of previously approved buildings and structures approved for demolition under the 
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2014 Master Plan, buildings and structures proposed for demolition under the Proposed 
Project, and redevelopment of the Project Site, over a 25-year horizon, with uses related to the 
medical and community-serving uses included by the Proposed Project.  

Alternative C would implement the Proposed Project with a focus on medical-related uses and 
would not include the adaptive reuse of the approximately 1.2-million-square-foot General 
Hospital Building. Under the Proposed Project, the General Hospital Building could 
accommodate a mix of residential, commercial, office, patient and caregiver lodging, and 
community facility uses. Under Alternative C, these uses would not occur, and the building 
would remain unused or be retained for future determination. No residential, general office, 
retail, patient and care giver lodging, education, or clean tech/advanced industrial uses would 
be developed. Alternative C would be limited to uses including 735,300 square feet of medical 
office, 400,000 square feet of hospital (450-beds), 160,000 square feet of warehouse uses, and 
parking would be provided, which are the same square footages proposed for these uses under 
the Proposed Project (see Chapter 2, Project Description). As with the Proposed Project, this 
alternative would include sufficient parking spaces to accommodate demand, with no parking 
minimums pursuant to Assembly Hill 2097. Parking areas would be strategically located to 
accommodate the various uses at designated locations, in consideration of the three main 
access points into the Project Site (from Mission Road, State Street/Marengo Street, and State 
Street/Zonal Avenue). Overall, approximately 1,295,300 square feet of new uses would be 
introduced on the Project Site. All development that would occur on the Project Site would be 
new construction, and no adaptive reuse of the General Hospital Building would occur. 
Demolition as previously evaluated in the 2014 Master Plan EIR would be implemented, as well 
as demolition of additional buildings as identified in this Draft SEIR (Viaduct, Pharmacy Building, 
trailers, and crypts). Similar to the Proposed Project, Campus-wide infrastructure and utility 
improvements necessary to implement the new uses would also occur. Like the Proposed 
Project, in addition to on-site improvements to infrastructure, some work may occur off-site 
within the City of Los Angeles, such as utility connections/replacements, public right-of-way 
improvements, and other related-activities. Any future off-site improvements would be 
coordinated directly with and overseen by the appropriate agencies (i.e., LADWP, LASAN, City of 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation, City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, 
etc.). Additionally, similar to the Proposed Project, a minimum of ten percent of the building 
footprint would be developed with open space. Compared to the Proposed Project, Alternative 
C would result in a reduced overall development intensity, fewer new buildings, and a more 
limited mix of land uses.  

4.7.1 Aesthetics 
Alternative C would result in the demolition of existing buildings and structures included in the 
2014 Master Plan EIR and redevelopment within the boundaries of the Project Site with 
medical-campus focused uses. The surrounding neighborhood includes a mix of commercial, 
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mixed-use, residential, park, and public facility uses, which together establish an urban visual 
character consisting of varied building types, heights, and architectural styles. Under Alternative 
C, development would be limited to hospital, medical office, and warehouse uses, and would 
not include the adaptive reuse of the General Hospital Building or buildings within the 
Forecourt. However, retention of the existing General Hospital Building under Alternative C 
would maintain an established visual landmark on the Project Site, thereby reinforcing the 
continuity of the campus visual character. The amount of new construction would be 
substantially less than that contemplated under the Proposed Project. As a result, the scale and 
massing of new development visible from surrounding public vantage points, as well as nearby 
residential and commercial areas, would be less extensive than under the Proposed Project. 

As identified in the Aesthetic Chapter of this Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project, there are no 
scenic vistas within the Project Site viewshed, and therefore Alternative C would not result in 
impacts related to scenic vistas. Similar to the Proposed Project, this alternative would 
introduce new buildings within an existing urbanized medical campus setting that is 
characterized by large-scale institutional buildings, surface parking areas, internal roadway, and 
supporting infrastructure. Development under Alternative C would reinforce the established 
visual character of the Project Site, which consists primarily of hospital and institutional uses 
associated with the Los Angeles General Medical Center and adjacent urban development. 
Because Alternative C would result in fewer new buildings, reduced overall development 
intensity, and preservation of existing prominent campus features, visual impacts related to 
building massing, scale, and alteration of views would be reduced compared to the Proposed 
Project. While some changes to the visual environment would occur, such changes would be 
consistent with an urban medical campus setting and would not substantially degrade scenic 
vistas or visual quality of the Project Site or surrounding community.  

As with the Proposed Project, this alternative would result in new sources of nighttime lighting 
associated with the hospital, medical office, and warehouse uses. These light sources could be 
visible from surrounding land uses. However, Alternative C would involve fewer illuminated 
buildings, reduced nighttime activity levels, and fewer exterior lighting fixtures compared to the 
Proposed Project. Similarly, overall introduction of new development could result in new 
shade/shadow, however, with an overall reduction from that of the Proposed Project.  

Due to reduced new construction, aesthetic impacts under Alternative C would be less than 
significant and reduced compared to the Proposed Project. 

4.7.2 Air Quality 
Under Alternative C, development would be reduced and be limited to new construction (no 
adaptive reuse of General Hospital Building). As with the Proposed Project, Alternative C has the 
potential to result in redevelopment across the Project Site but at a reduced scale compared to 
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the Proposed Project. Alternative C would result in reduced construction-related air pollutant 
emissions compared to the Proposed Project due to substantially less new construction. Under 
this alternative, adaptive reuse of the General Hospital Building would not occur; this would 
include the construction of the associated parking structure north of the General Hospital 
Building. Like the Proposed Project, this alternative would include sufficient parking spaces to 
accommodate demand, with no parking minimums pursuant to Assembly Bill 2097, within the 
Project Site. Parking would be accommodated in structured and surface parking areas. Parking 
areas would be strategically located to accommodate the various uses at designated locations, 
in consideration of the three main access points into the Project Site (from Mission Road, State 
Street/Marengo Street, and State Street/Zonal Avenue). Centralized parking would be paired 
with active parking management strategies to balance parking demand across the different user 
groups and peak periods.  

Construction-related air pollutant emissions under Alternative C would be generated by heavy-
duty equipment, material hauling, and site preparation activities. While Alternative C would 
involve a reduced total construction program compared to the Proposed Project, daily 
construction emissions, would depend on the number and type of equipment operating the 
acreage disturbed during individual construction phases. If similar construction equipment and 
daily disturbance areas are required for specific construction activities under Alternative C, 
short-term peak daily emissions could be similar to those of the Proposed Project. However, 
because Alternative C would eliminate construction associated with adaptive reuse of the 
General Hospital Building and associated parking facilities, the overall duration and number of 
concurrent construction phases would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project. 
Therefore, total construction emissions over the life of the project would be reduced, although 
daily emissions during peak construction periods may remain similar. However, demolition and 
construction activities could still generate criteria pollutant emissions that exceed regional 
thresholds.  

With respect to operational emissions, Alternative C would result in reduced overall 
development intensity due to the elimination of residential, commercial, lodging, and 
community-serving uses associated with the adaptive reuse of the General Hospital Building. 
Removal of these uses would reduce operational sources of air pollutant emissions, including 
mobile sources (vehicle trips), area sources (consumer products and landscaping), and energy-
related emissions. Although hospital and medical office uses totaling approximately 1,295,300 
square feet would still be developed and operated under Alternative C, the elimination of up to 
approximately 1.2 million square feet of mixed-use development would reduce the overall level 
of operational activity. Operational emissions would be reduced due to lower overall 
development intensity, though would still be considered significant and unavoidable. Air quality 
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable, though reduced in magnitude.  

Alternative C would also be consistent with the SCAQMD AQMP. Similar to the Proposed 
Project, Alternative C would support regional growth assumptions by remaining consistent with 
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SCAG population and employment forecasts, and would implement applicable emission 
reduction strategies, including compliance with SCAQMD rules, CARB regulations, and Title 24 
energy efficiency standards. 

With respect to sensitive receptors, nearby residential, park, and public facility uses surrounding 
the Project Site would remain exposed to short-term increases in pollutant concentrations 
during construction activities. Similar to the Proposed Project, implementation of applicable 
construction control measures and regulatory requirements would reduce exposure to the 
extent feasible. Because Alternative C would involve fewer total construction activities and 
reduced operational emissions compared to the Proposed Project, exposure of sensitive 
receptors to pollutant concentrations would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project; 
however, impacts may remain significant and unavoidable. 

Operational activities under Alternative C could also generate odors associated with medical 
facility operations, equipment use, and maintenance activities. Similar to the Proposed Project, 
compliance with applicable SCAQMD rules governing odor control and equipment emissions 
would minimize odor generation. Because Alternative C would eliminate mixed-use components 
that could introduce additional odor sources associated with commercial and service activities, 
potential odor impacts would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project. 

4.7.3 Biological Resources 
Under Alternative C, future development of medical-related uses would occur on the Project 
Site. As discussed, the Project Site is fully developed with buildings, paved areas, utilities, and 
infrastructure associated with the Campus. As documented in this Draft SEIR, the Project Site 
does not support sensitive vegetation communities, and Alternative C would not expand 
disturbance beyond areas previously developed. Reduced construction intensity and reuse of 
existing structures would further limit potential effects. Similar to the Proposed Project, Draft 
SEIR Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 would continue to be required given that nesting 
birds and bats have the potential to be present within buildings and structures on the Project 
Site. Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would also be implemented for any tree removals. Therefore, 
biological resources impacts resulting from Alternative C would be less than significant with 
mitigation, which would be consistent with the Proposed Project. This alternative would result 
in similar impacts compared to the Proposed Project. 

4.7.4 Cultural Resources 
Under Alternative C, future development of medical-related uses would occur on the Project 
Site. Alternative C would result in the demolition of structures and buildings identified for 
demolition in the 2014 Master Plan EIR. Under this alternative, adaptive reuse of the General 
Hospital Building would not occur, including the construction of the above ground parking 
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structure north of the General Hospital Building. Similar to the Proposed Project, the ultimate 
location and massing of potential structures in relation to the existing historic buildings to 
remain (i.e., the Old Administration Building, Los Angeles General Hospital–Acute Building and 
historic district) is unknown. In addition, construction impacts resulting in vibration damage to 
historical resources could also occur. Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would be implemented; 
however, impacts on historical resources are assumed to remain significant and unavoidable, 
similar to the Proposed Project. Under Alternative C, there would be no adaptive reuse of the 
General Hospital Building, which could lead to future degradation and deterioration of this 
historic structure, impacting its ability to retain its historic integrity and importance. Thus, 
impacts to historic resources under this alternative have the potential to be greater compared 
to the Proposed Project. 
Similar to the Proposed Project, though at a reduced intensity, ground-disturbing activities could 
impact archaeological resources. Mitigation Measure CUL-2 from this Draft SEIR would be 
required to reduce potential impacts to archaeological resources to less than significant levels. 
Additionally, standard procedures, including adherence to the California Health and Safety Code 
Section 7050.5 would be applied to avoid impacts from inadvertent discoveries of human 
remains. Impacts would be less than significant. This alternative would result in similar 
archaeological impacts compared to the Proposed Project. 

4.7.5 Energy 
Alternative C would reduce overall energy demand compared to the Proposed Project due to 
the reduced intensity of new construction. Similar to the Proposed Project, new buildings 
constructed under Alternative C would be required to comply with current Title 24 and 
implementation of site electrification measures would further reduce operational energy 
impacts. Alternative C would likely result in reduced net energy consumption compared to the 
Proposed Project, with potential operational energy benefits if retrofit electrification and 
efficiency upgrades are implemented.  

Alternative C would be consistent with applicable State renewable energy and energy efficiency 
planning documents, including the Energy Action Plan and the Long-Term Energy Efficiency 
Strategic Plan. Development under Alternative C would be required to comply with Title 24 and 
CALGreen standards, and would incorporate energy-efficient building systems and electrification 
measures consistent with the County’s CAP strategies aimed at reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions and improving energy efficiency in new development. Because Alternative C would 
eliminate adaptive reuse of the approximately 1.2-million-square-foot General Hospital Building 
and result in reduced overall development intensity compared to the Proposed Project, this 
alternative would support the County’s CAP goals by reducing overall operational energy 
demand and associated emissions. 
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Impacts would be less than significant. This alternative would result in similar or reduced 
impacts compared to the Proposed Project. 

4.7.6 Geology and Soils 
Under Alternative C, future development of medical-related uses would occur on the Project 
Site. The entire Project Site has been subject to previous disturbance and development. Similar 
to the Proposed Project, Alternative C would involve ground-disturbing activities that could 
expose site soils to erosion and potential geologic hazards. 

Alternative C would be subject to seismic hazards typical of the Southern California region, 
including strong ground shaking associated with nearby active faults. As with the Proposed 
Project, development under Alternative C would be required to comply with applicable building 
requirements, which incorporate seismic design standards intended to reduce the risk of 
structural failure and associated hazards during seismic events. Compliance with applicable 
building requirements and implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 from this Draft SEIR, 
as well as standard engineering practices would reduce impacts related to seismic hazards to 
less than significant levels.  

Because the Project Site is relatively level and previously developed, the potential for landslides 
would remain low under Alternative C. However, grading and excavation activities could result 
in localized soil instability or erosion if not properly controlled. Implementation of standard 
construction BMPs, erosion control measures, and compliance with applicable grading 
regulations would minimize erosion potential. As such, impacts related to landslides and erosion 
would be less than significant and similar to those identified for the Proposed Project. 

Soils underlying the Project Site may include materials with the potential for expansive soil 
behavior, which can affect structural stability if not properly addressed. Similar to the Proposed 
Project, site-specific geotechnical investigations required under Mitigation Measure GEO-1 
would identify the presence of expansive soils and recommend appropriate design measures to 
reduce associated risks. Compliance with applicable engineering standards would ensure that 
impacts related to expansive soils would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Given demolition and new construction would occur, ground-disturbing activities and the 
resulting potential to encounter paleontological resources would be similar to the Proposed 
Project, and Mitigation Measure GEO-2 would be required.  

Overall, geology and soils impacts resulting from Alternative C would be less than significant 
with mitigation, which would be consistent with the Proposed Project. 
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4.7.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Compared to the Proposed Project, Alternative C would result in reduced construction-related 
GHG emissions due to a lower overall amount of new construction and reduced grading and 
ground disturbance. Specifically, Alternative C would not include the adaptive reuse of the 1.2 
million square foot General Hospital Building and not include the development of residential, 
general office, retail, patient and care giver lodging, education, or clean tech/advanced 
industrial uses, resulting in a lower total building area requiring renovation and fewer 
associated construction activities. Although demolition and construction of new hospital, 
medical office, and warehouse facilities would still occur, the overall amount of construction 
activity, including grading and ground disturbance, would be reduced compared to the 
Proposed Project. As such, construction-related GHG emissions under Alternative C would be 
reduced compared to the Proposed Project. 

Operational GHG emissions under Alternative C would also be reduced or comparable to the 
Proposed Project, associated with the elimination of residential, commercial, lodging, and 
community-serving uses associated with the adaptive reuse of the General Hospital Building. 
Removal of these mixed-use components would reduce overall building square footage, energy 
demand, water use, solid waste generation, and mobile source emissions associated with 
residents, visitors, and commercial activities. As a result, total operational GHG emissions 
associated with energy use, water consumption, and waste generation would be lower 
compared to the Proposed Project. 

However, operational activities under Alternative C would remain comparable in nature to the 
Proposed Project because major operational components including hospital, medical office, and 
warehouse uses totaling approximately 1,295,300 square feet would still be constructed and 
operated under this alternative. These uses are operationally intensive and generate substantial 
energy demand, employee trips, patient visits, and delivery activities. Therefore, while total 
operational GHG emissions would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project due to the 
removal of approximately 1.2 million square feet of adaptive reuse development, emissions 
associated with remaining hospital and medical uses would still represent a substantial portion 
of overall emissions and would be similar in type and operational characteristics to those 
associated with the Proposed Project. 

Alternative C would comply with applicable County of Los Angeles General Plan 2035 policies, 
the County Climate Action Plan, and applicable State regulations related to GHG reduction and 
energy efficiency, including Title 24 energy efficiency standards and regulations adopted by the 
CARB. Similar to the Proposed Project, incorporation of energy-efficient building design, 
electrification measures, and compliance with applicable regulatory requirements would 
support consistency with GHG reduction goals. 
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Overall, Alternative C would result in reduced total GHG emissions compared to the Proposed 
Project due to the reduction in total building square footage and elimination of mixed-use 
operational activities. However, the uses proposed under this alternative would continue to 
generate substantial emissions and the Proposed Project GHG impacts were determined to be 
significant and unavoidable, GHG emissions associated with Alternative C would remain 
significant and unavoidable, although reduced compared to the Proposed Project. 

4.7.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Alternative C would result in the demolition of existing structures as previously evaluated in the 
2014 Master Plan EIR and those additional buildings included under the Proposed Project 
(Viaduct, Pharmacy Building, trailers, and crypts). This alternative would result in the demolition 
of buildings that have the potential to contain hazardous materials such as ACMs and LBP, and 
subsurface hazardous materials could be encountered. As with the Proposed Project, this 
alternative would be required to implement Draft SEIR Mitigation Measures HAZ-1a through 
HAZ-1f, and HAZ-2 through 4, as well as comply with current regulations and requirements 
governing hazardous materials.  

In addition to these mitigation measures, demolition and construction activities under 
Alternative C would be subject to existing federal, State, and local regulations governing 
hazardous materials, including requirements for hazardous materials surveys, abatement of 
ACMs and LBP, and proper transport and disposal of hazardous materials. Compliance with 
these regulatory requirements, including preparation and implementation of required 
hazardous materials management and abatement programs, would be mandatory and would 
reduce the potential for exposure to hazardous materials during demolition and construction 
activities. Operational hazardous materials handling associated with medical uses would 
continue to be regulated under existing laws governing hazardous materials storage, handling, 
and disposal. 

With respect to emergency response and evacuation, Alternative C would include demolition 
and construction activities that could temporarily affect circulation within portions of the 
Project Site and along adjacent roadways. However, construction activities would be required to 
maintain access for emergency vehicles at all times and would be subject to review and 
approval by applicable emergency service providers. Construction staging and traffic control 
plans would ensure that emergency access routes remain unobstructed during demolition and 
construction activities. 

During operation, Alternative C would retain the same primary site access points as the 
Proposed Project, including access from Mission Road, State Street/Marengo Street, and State 
Street/Zonal Avenue, which would continue to support emergency vehicle access. Because 
Alternative C would eliminate the adaptive reuse of the approximately 1.2-million-square-foot 
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General Hospital Building and elimination of residential, commercial, lodging, and community-
serving uses, the overall level of activity and population on the Project Site would be reduced 
compared to the Proposed Project. As a result, operational traffic volumes would be reduced 
relative to the Proposed Project, reducing the potential to interfere with adopted emergency 
response or evacuation plans. Therefore, the hazards and hazardous materials impacts resulting 
from this alternative would be less than significant with mitigation, which would be similar to 
the Proposed Project. 

4.7.9 Hydrology and Water Quality  
Under Alternative C, ground-disturbing activities would occur across the Project Site, though the 
amount of new construction would be reduced from that of the Proposed Project. Although 
ground-disturbing activities would still occur, the total amount of new construction and overall 
development intensity would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project due to the 
elimination of adaptive reuse of the approximately 1.2-million-square-foot General Hospital 
Building and elimination of residential, commercial, lodging, and community-serving uses. 
Similar to the Proposed Project, this alternative would implement Draft SEIR Mitigation 
Measures HYD-1 and HYD-2, and be subject to standard engineering practices and existing State 
and local regulations related to water quality and hydrology.  

Ground-disturbing activities under Alternative C could result in soil exposure that may increase 
the potential for erosion and sediment transport during construction. However, implementation 
of erosion control measures, construction BMPs, and compliance with NPDES permit 
requirements would reduce the potential for erosion and sedimentation impacts. Because the 
extent of grading and construction under Alternative C would be reduced compared to the 
Proposed Project, the potential for erosion and sedimentation would be similar in nature but 
reduced in magnitude. 

Alternative C would introduce new impervious surfaces associated with buildings, parking areas, 
and internal circulation routes, which could affect surface runoff and drainage patterns. 
However, drainage improvements would be designed in accordance with applicable engineering 
standards to ensure that runoff is properly conveyed and managed without substantially 
altering existing drainage patterns or causing off-site flooding. Because Alternative C would 
involve fewer new buildings and reduced impervious surface area compared to the Proposed 
Project, increases in stormwater runoff would be reduced relative to the Proposed Project. 
Therefore, impacts related to changes in drainage patterns, runoff, and flooding potential would 
be similar in nature but reduced in magnitude. 

With respect to groundwater supplies and groundwater recharge, Alternative C would result in 
reduced water demand compared to the Proposed Project due to the elimination of residential, 
commercial, lodging, and community-serving uses associated with the adaptive reuse of the 
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General Hospital Building. As a result, groundwater demand associated with potable and non-
potable uses would be reduced relative to the Proposed Project. In addition, the reduced 
amount of impervious surface area under Alternative C would maintain a greater potential for 
on-site infiltration compared to the Proposed Project, thereby reducing the potential to affect 
localized infiltration patterns compared to the Proposed Project. Therefore, impacts related to 
groundwater supplies and recharge would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project. 

Alternative C would also be required to comply with applicable water quality control plans, 
including the Los Angeles RWQCB Basin Plan, which establishes water quality objectives and 
implementation measures for surface water and groundwater resources in the region. Although 
the Project Site is not located within a groundwater basin subject to a groundwater 
sustainability plan, compliance with applicable RWQCB requirements, including NPDES permit 
requirements, along with implementation of Draft SEIR Mitigation Measures HYD-1 and HYD-2, 
would ensure that construction and operational activities do not result in substantial 
degradation of water quality.  

Therefore, the hydrology and water quality impacts resulting from Alternative C would be less 
than significant with mitigation, similar to the Proposed Project  

4.7.10 Land Use and Planning 
Alternative C would introduce medical-related uses to the Project Site, including hospital, 
medical office, and warehouse uses, which are consistent with the existing institutional 
character of the Project Site as in current conditions. Like the Proposed Project, this alternative 
would not require a zone change or general plan amendment. 

This alternative would include improvements to the internal circulation system to increase 
connectivity within the Project Site and improve access among hospital, medical office, and 
support facilities. These improvements would occur within the boundaries of the existing 
campus and would not alter the location of existing site access points connecting to surrounding 
public roadways, including Mission Road, State Street/Marengo Street, and State Street/Zonal 
Avenue. As a result, access between the Project Site and surrounding neighborhoods would 
remain generally consistent with existing conditions and the Proposed Project. 

The surrounding area includes a mix of commercial, mixed-use, residential, park, and public 
facility uses, and the Project Site currently functions as a large institutional and medical campus 
integrated within this urban setting. Development under Alternative C would occur within the 
existing campus footprint and would not introduce new physical barriers such as major 
roadways or infrastructure that would divide established neighborhoods. Similarly, Alternative C 
would not remove existing public access routes or disrupt pedestrian or vehicular connections 
between surrounding land uses. Therefore, Alternative C would not physically divide an 
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established community, and the relationship between the Project Site and the surrounding 
neighborhood would remain consistent with existing conditions. 

Alternative C would not conflict with applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations. Land use 
and planning impacts resulting from this alternative would be less than significant, similar to the 
Proposed Project. Overall, land use and planning impacts resulting from this alternative would 
be less than significant. This alternative would result in similar impacts compared to the 
Proposed Project.  

4.7.11 Noise 
Under Alternative C, demolition and construction activities would occur across the Project Site, 
including removal of existing structures and construction of new hospital, medical office, and 
warehouse facilities. Although the total amount of construction under Alternative C would be 
reduced compared to the Proposed Project due to elimination of adaptive reuse of the 
approximately 1.2-million-square-foot General Hospital Building and elimination of residential, 
commercial, lodging, and community-serving uses, construction activities would still involve the 
use of heavy equipment capable of generating substantial noise levels.  

Construction noise levels under this alternative would depend on the type and number of 
equipment operating at any given time and the proximity of construction activities to nearby 
sensitive receptors, including surrounding residential and mixed-use areas. While the intensity 
and duration of construction-related noise impacts would be reduced from the Proposed 
Project, peak construction noise levels could be similar if similar types and number of 
equipment are used during individual construction phases. However, because Alternative C 
would involve construction of fewer buildings and elimination of adaptive reuse activities, the 
overall duration of construction activities and the number of concurrent construction phases 
would likely be reduced compared to the Proposed Project. As a result, the frequency and 
duration of exposure to elevated noise levels would be reduced compared to the Proposed 
Project, even if short-term peak noise levels remain similar during active construction periods. 

Construction activities under Alternative C would also generate groundborne vibration, 
particularly during activities such as pile driving, drilling, or heavy equipment operation. Similar 
to the Proposed Project, vibration impacts could affect nearby structures and sensitive 
receptors depending on proximity to construction activities. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures NOI-1 through NOI-4, including construction noise and vibration control measures, 
would be required, would reduce construction-related and operational noise, though 
construction noise impacts are assumed to remain significant and unavoidable, similar to the 
Proposed Project.  

Operational noise generated under Alternative C would be associated with hospital and medical 
office activities, mechanical equipment, loading operations, and on-site vehicle circulation. 
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These operational noise sources would be required to comply with applicable County interior 
and exterior noise standards, similar to the Proposed Project. Because Alternative C would 
eliminate residential, commercial, lodging, and community-serving uses associated with 
adaptive reuse of the General Hospital Building, the total number of employees, residents, 
visitors, and service trips would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project. As a result, off-
site mobile noise associated with project-generated traffic would be reduced relative to the 
Proposed Project due to lower overall trip generation. This alternative would likely reduce the 
Proposed Project’s significant construction and operational noise impacts, though they would 
continue to be significant and unavoidable. 

4.7.12 Population and Housing 
Alternative C would eliminate a residential population and be limited to new employees 
introduced to the Project Site. Alternative C would eliminate the residential, lodging, and mixed-
use components associated with the adaptive reuse of the approximately 1.2-million-square-
foot General Hospital Building, and would instead be limited to development of hospital, 
medical office, and warehouse uses. As a result, Alternative C would not introduce a new 
residential population to the Project Site. Employment growth would be within the SCAG 
growth assumptions for the SCAG Region. Population impacts would be less than significant, 
similar to the Proposed Project. Therefore, Alternative C would not result in substantial 
unplanned population growth. 

Alternative C would include improvements to internal circulation and infrastructure systems 
necessary to support on-site medical uses, such as upgrades to internal roadways, utilities, and 
service connections within the Project Site. However, these improvements would occur within 
the boundaries of the existing Project Site and would not include construction of new off-site 
roadways or major infrastructure expansions that would extend into surrounding 
neighborhoods. Access to the Project Site would continue to occur via existing primary access 
points at Mission Road, State Street/Marengo Street, and State Street/Zonal Avenue, similar to 
existing conditions and the Proposed Project. 

Because Alternative C would not introduce new residential uses and would not construct new 
off-site roadways or major infrastructure improvements that would extend into surrounding 
areas, this alternative would not induce substantial population growth or encourage 
development of additional housing or infrastructure beyond that anticipated in regional 
planning forecasts. In addition, elimination of residential uses associated with the General 
Hospital Building would reduce the demand for housing compared to the Proposed Project. 

Overall, Alternative C would eliminate on-site residential population growth, would limit 
employment increases to levels consistent with regional forecasts, and would not introduce 
infrastructure improvements that would induce additional growth in surrounding communities. 
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Therefore, population and housing impacts associated with Alternative C would be less than 
significant and reduced compared to the Proposed Project. 

4.7.13 Public Services 
As with the Proposed Project, Alternative C would result in an increase in demand for public 
services, including police and fire. Because this alternative does not include a residential 
component, this alternative is not anticipated to result in a direct increase in demand for 
schools and libraries. Compared to the Proposed Project, Alternative C would not result in a 
residential population and would result in substantially less employee increases compared to 
the Proposed Project and, therefore, would result in a substantially less increase in demand on 
public services. Impacts would be less than significant, similar to the Proposed Project. 
However, this alternative would result in a reduced impact on public resources compared to the 
Proposed Project. 

4.7.14 Recreation 
Under Alternative C, no residential uses would be developed, and the adaptive reuse of the 
approximately 1.2-million-square-foot General Hospital Building would not occur. Under the 
Proposed Project, the General Hospital Building could accommodate residential, commercial, 
office, lodging, and community-serving uses, which would generate additional employees, 
visitors, residents, and patrons. Elimination of these uses under Alternative C would reduce the 
overall number of employees and visitors that would otherwise be associated with commercial, 
lodging, and community-serving activities within the General Hospital Building.  

Although Alternative C would still introduce employees associated with hospital, medical office, 
and warehouse uses, the total employment and visitor activity would be reduced compared to 
the Proposed Project due to the removal of mixed-use components that typically generate 
additional daily visitors and support staff. As a result, Alternative C would result in fewer users 
of nearby recreational facilities compared to the Proposed Project. 

Because Alternative C would not introduce residential uses and would result in reduced overall 
employee and visitor populations compared to the Proposed Project, the demand for parks and 
recreational facilities would be reduced relative to the Proposed Project. Similar to the 
Proposed Project, existing recreational facilities in the surrounding area would continue to serve 
the Project Site workforce and visitors, and Alternative C would not require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities. This alternative would result in a reduction of employees 
and visitors to the Project Site compared to the Proposed Project. Reduced employee and 
visitor populations would decrease demand on recreational facilities compared to the Proposed 
Project. Recreation impacts would be less than significant, similar to the Proposed Project. 
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4.7.15 Transportation 
Under Alternative C, future development of medical-related uses would occur on the Project 
Site, including hospital, medical office, and warehouse uses. This alternative would have the 
potential to result in redevelopment of the Project Site but at a reduced scale compared to the 
Proposed Project. Overall, Alternative C is expected to result in a reduced number of vehicle 
trips when compared to the Proposed Project. Therefore, overall trip generation and associated 
operational traffic volumes would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project. 

Additionally, because the Project Site is within a half-mile of a HQTC, redevelopment at the 
Project Site would be screened out of a VMT analysis. Although this alternative would reduce 
the number of vehicle trips compared to the Proposed Project, this alternative would generate 
traffic that would have the potential to result in hazards due to freeway ramp queuing. 
Implementation of Draft SEIR Mitigation Measures TRA-1 through TRA-3 would still be required. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable impact associated with potential 
hazards due to freeway ramp queueing would be reduced but may not be avoided.  

With respect to consistency with applicable circulation plans, programs, ordinances, and 
policies, Alternative C would maintain existing access to the Project Site via Mission Road, State 
Street/Marengo Street, and State Street/Zonal Avenue, and would include improvements to 
internal circulation systems. Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative C would support the 
use of transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities by maintaining proximity to existing transit 
services associated with the nearby HQTC and by maintaining pedestrian and bicycle 
connections to surrounding streets. Internal circulation improvements would be designed to 
enhance on-site connectivity while maintaining compatibility with existing off-site pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities. Therefore, Alternative C would remain consistent with applicable plans and 
policies addressing the circulation system. 

Alternative C would also provide adequate emergency access to the Project Site. The existing 
primary access points at Mission Road, State Street/Marengo Street, and State Street/Zonal 
Avenue would remain in place and would continue to accommodate emergency vehicle access. 
Improvements to internal circulation under Alternative C would be designed in accordance with 
applicable fire and emergency access standards to ensure that emergency vehicles can safely 
access all areas of the Project Site. 

With respect to transportation hazards, Alternative C would include roadway and site circulation 
improvements designed in accordance with applicable engineering and safety standards. These 
improvements would not introduce design features that would create new transportation 
hazards, such as unsafe roadway alignments or inadequate sight distance. Although Alternative 
C would generate traffic associated with medical uses, roadway and access improvements 
would be reviewed and approved by applicable agencies to ensure safe operation of the 
transportation system.  
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Overall, Alternative C would result in reduced vehicle trips and reduced traffic-related impacts 
compared to the Proposed Project due to the elimination of mixed-use development within the 
General Hospital Building. However, similar to the Proposed Project, impacts related to freeway 
ramp queuing may remain significant and unavoidable, although reduced in magnitude. 
Therefore, transportation impacts associated with Alternative C would be reduced compared to 
the Proposed Project. 

4.7.16 Tribal Cultural Resources 
Under Alternative C, demolition of existing structures and construction of new hospital, medical 
office, and warehouse facilities would require ground-disturbing activities, including excavation, 
grading, trenching, and foundation installation. These activities would have the potential to 
disturb previously undisturbed soils and could result in the inadvertent discovery of tribal 
cultural resources buried beneath the ground surface. Tribal consultation pursuant to AB 52 
conducted for the Proposed Project indicates a sensitivity for discovery. Because Alternative C 
would involve similar types of excavation and construction activities capable of disturbing 
subsurface materials, the potential to encounter tribal cultural resources would remain similar 
in nature to that of the Proposed Project. Therefore, implementation of Draft SEIR Mitigation 
Measures TCR-1a through TCR-1c would still be required for Alternative C. Compliance with 
these measures would ensure that any tribal cultural resources encountered during 
construction are identified and appropriately treated in coordination with consulting tribes. 
Impacts for Alternative C would similarly be less than significant as with the Proposed Project. 

4.7.17 Utilities and Service Systems 
Alternative C would result in the demolition of existing buildings and structures included in the 
2014 Master Plan EIR and redevelopment within the boundaries of the Project Site with 
medical-campus focused uses. Under Alternative C, the amount of new construction would be 
substantially less than that contemplated under the Proposed Project. Development would 
include approximately 735,300 square feet of medical office uses, 400,000 square feet of 
hospital uses (450 beds), and 160,000 square feet of warehouse uses, consistent with the 
square footage of these medical-related components under the Proposed Project. However, 
Alternative C would not include the adaptive reuse of the approximately 1.2-million-square-foot 
General Hospital Building, which under the Proposed Project could accommodate residential, 
commercial, office, lodging, and community-serving uses. As a result, the total overall building 
square footage under Alternative C would be substantially less than that contemplated under 
the Proposed Project.  

As with the Proposed Project, employees would be within the population projections identified 
by SCAG for the SCAG region. However, because Alternative C would eliminate up to 
approximately 1.2 million square feet of adaptive reuse development, utility demand associated 
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with building operations including water supply, wastewater generation, solid waste disposal, 
and energy consumption would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project. Utility demand 
calculations are based in part on building size and operational intensity; therefore, the reduced 
overall building square footage under Alternative C would result in lower overall utility demand 
relative to the Proposed Project. Alternative C would still increase demand for utilities and 
service systems relative to existing conditions due to the introduction of new hospital, medical 
office, and warehouse facilities. Draft SEIR Mitigation Measure USS-1 would still be required to 
address potential infrastructure capacity needs. Impacts would be less than significant with 
mitigation, similar to the Proposed Project. However, this alternative would result in a reduced 
impact on utilities and service systems compared to the Proposed Project.  

4.7.18 Wildfire 
The Project Site is not in an SRA or a very high FHSZ. The nearest lands classified as very high 
FHSZ are 0.45 miles north of the Project Site. Alternative C would not expand development into 
undeveloped or high fire hazard areas and would introduce fewer residents than the Proposed 
Project. Impacts related to wildfire would be less than significant, similar to the Proposed 
Project. 

4.8 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION 
Table 4-2, Comparison of Project Alternative Impacts, compares the impact of each alternative 
to impacts of the Proposed Project. The impacts of each alternative are classified as having a 
reduced (↓), similar or comparable to (=), or greater (↑) level of impact when compared to the 
proposed project. As analyzed in the preceding discussions, Alternatives B and C would not 
eliminate any of the identified significant and unavoidable impacts of the Proposed Project.  

Table 4-2 Comparison of Project Alternative Impacts     

Environmental Topic 
Proposed 
Project1 

Alternative A: 
No Project 
Alternative 

Alternative B: 
General 
Hospital 

Reuse 

Alternative C: 
Reduced Density 
Medical Campus 

Alternative 
3.1 Aesthetics LTS ↓ ↓ ↓ 

3.2 Air Quality SU ↓ ↓ ↓ 

3.3 Biological Resources LTS/M = ↓ = 

3.4 Cultural Resources SU =/↑ =/↓ =/↑ 

3.5 Energy LTS ↓ ↓ =/↓ 

3.6 Geology and Soils LTS/M = = = 
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Table 4-2 Comparison of Project Alternative Impacts     

Environmental Topic 
Proposed 
Project1 

Alternative A: 
No Project 
Alternative 

Alternative B: 
General 
Hospital 

Reuse 

Alternative C: 
Reduced Density 
Medical Campus 

Alternative 
3.7 Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

SU ↓ ↓ =/↓ 

3.8 Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

LTS/M = = = 

3.9 Hydrology and Water 
Quality 

LTS/M = = = 

3.10 Land Use and Planning LTS = = = 

3.11 Noise SU ↓ ↓ ↓ 

3.12 Population and Housing LTS =/↓ ↓ ↓ 

3.13 Public Services LTS =/↓ ↓ ↓ 

3.14 Recreation SU ↓ ↓ ↓ 

3.15 Transportation SU ↓ ↓ ↓ 

3.16 Tribal Cultural Resources LTS/M = = ↓ 

3.17 Utilities and Service 
Systems 

SU ↓ ↑ ↓ 

3.18 Wildfire LTS = = = 

Notes: 
1. The impacts listed in this column represent the highest significance determination for each respective topic. 
NI No Impact 
LTS  Less than Significant                                             ↓ Reduced impact in comparison to the proposed project 
LTS/M  Less than Significant with Mitigation           = Similar impact in comparison to the proposed project 
SU Significant and Unavoidable                                 ↑ Greater impact in comparison to the proposed project 

Table 4-3, Ability to Meet Proposed Project Objectives, identifies the ability of each of the 
project alternatives to meet the Proposed Project’s objectives. 
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Table 4-3 Ability to Meet Proposed Project Objectives Summary     

Objective 
Proposed 

Project 

Alternative A: 
No Project 
Alternative 

Alternative B: 
General 
Hospital 

Reuse 

Alternative C: 
Reduced 
Density 
Medical 
Campus 

Alternative 
1. To meet the current and future 

healthcare needs of Los Angeles 
region by supporting the 
continued provision of essential 
medical services and enabling 
evolving models of care. 

Yes Partially Met No Yes 

2. To redevelop the campus in a 
manner that advances whole-
person health, including reducing 
housing insecurity, improving 
access to healthcare services, 
expanding access to open space, 
advancing transportation equity, 
and supporting social and 
economic wellbeing. 

Yes Partially Met Partially Met Partially Met 

3. To preserve and adaptively reuse 
the historic General Hospital, 
maintaining architectural, 
cultural, and civic significance 
while enabling functional 
modernization and long-term 
economic viability. 

Yes No Yes No 

4. To maximize the provision of new 
housing, including affordable, 
supportive, workforce, and other 
needed housing types, in order to 
address housing needs of the 
County and the greater Los 
Angeles region. 

Yes No Partially Met No 

5. To promote economic and 
workforce development that 
benefits surrounding 
communities, including 
opportunities for job creation, 
workforce training, and local-

Yes Partially Met Partially Met Partially Met 
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Table 4-3 Ability to Meet Proposed Project Objectives Summary     

Objective 
Proposed 

Project 

Alternative A: 
No Project 
Alternative 

Alternative B: 
General 
Hospital 

Reuse 

Alternative C: 
Reduced 
Density 
Medical 
Campus 

Alternative 
serving commercial and 
institutional uses. 

6. To provide community-serving, 
institutional, educational, 
commercial, community facilities, 
and public-facing uses that 
support daily needs, encourage 
shared use of the campus, and 
reinforce the campus’s role as an 
accessible and welcoming civic 
place. 

Yes Partially Met Partially Met No 

7. To develop multimodal circulation 
that enhances connectivity within 
the Campus, specifically between 
east and west Campus and 
improves access to adjacent 
neighborhoods, institutions, and 
regional transportation systems. 

Yes Partially Met No Partially Met 

8. To create a cohesive, campus-
wide landscape and open space 
framework that provides 
abundant, accessible public and 
semi-public spaces to support 
community activity, wellness, and 
social interaction. 

Yes Partially Met Partially Met No 

9. To replace and modernize aging 
utilities and infrastructure to 
support long-term campus 
operations. 

Yes Partially Met Partially Met Partially Met 

10. To promote environmental 
sustainability through compact 
development, adaptive reuse, 
efficient infrastructure systems, 
and reduced reliance on single-
occupancy vehicle travel. 

Yes No Partially Met No 
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Table 4-3 Ability to Meet Proposed Project Objectives Summary     

Objective 
Proposed 

Project 

Alternative A: 
No Project 
Alternative 

Alternative B: 
General 
Hospital 

Reuse 

Alternative C: 
Reduced 
Density 
Medical 
Campus 

Alternative 
11. To develop resilient infrastructure 

designed to withstand and 
recover from natural hazards 
while providing reliable, 
sustainable systems that support 
both project operations and serve 
as a community resource during 
emergencies. 

Yes Partially Met Partially Met Yes 

 

4.8.1 Summary of Alternative A: No Project Alternative/ 2014 
Master Plan 

Under Alternative A, the Proposed Project would not be implemented. Instead, the Project Site 
would continue to develop under the previously adopted 2014 Master Plan, and ongoing uses 
and operations would remain in place. No new construction or redevelopment envisioned 
under the Proposed Project would occur. This alternative represents the “No Project” scenario 
under CEQA and reflects the reasonably foreseeable conditions at the Project Site if the County 
continues to rely on the 2014 planning framework.  

As summarized in Table 4-2, Alternative A would generally reduce short-term environmental 
impacts associated with construction, including aesthetics, air quality, energy, GHG, noise and 
vibration, population and housing, public services, recreation, transportation, and utilities and 
service systems. However, several operational impacts would remain when compared to the 
Proposed Project because it would avoid the scale and intensity of construction and 
redevelopment associated with the Proposed Project. Specifically, Alternative A would reduce 
impacts related to aesthetics, air quality, energy, GHG, population and housing, public services, 
construction noise and vibration, recreation, transportation, and utilities and service systems. 
Certain operational impacts related to environmental topics areas such as transportation 
(vehicle trips), air quality and GHG emissions (vehicle and building operations), noise (routine 
vehicle activity and maintenance), and utilities and energy (continued operation of aging 
infrastructure), would be similar to existing conditions and, therefore, similar to or slightly 
reduced compared to the Proposed Project. 
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As shown in Table 4-2, Alternative A would reduce most of the Proposed Project’s significant 
and unavoidable impacts; however, these impacts would not be avoided. Critically, Alternative A 
would increase impacts on cultural resources and would not address existing deficiencies in 
open space, and sustainability. Additionally, the continuation of aging infrastructure and 
outdated site design could exacerbate cumulative impacts over time. For example: 

 Open Space and Circulation: Retaining the 2014 Master Plan Pattern would enhance the 
existing circulation; however, not to the same extent as the Proposed Project, and would 
maintain insufficient open space. The remaining square footage under this alternative would 
result in 245,000 square feet reduction in wellness uses. This alternative would result in 
reduced community well-being.  

 Sustainability and Resilience: Without integrated sustainability measures, the Project Site 
would remain less resilient to climate change, extreme weather, or further public health 
needs, indirectly increasing environmental stressors. 

Overall, Table 4-2 demonstrates that while Alternative A would reduce impacts, this alternative 
would not address existing deficiencies and would forego the long-term environmental benefits 
associated with comprehensive redevelopment. 

A summary of Alternative A relative to each Proposed Project objective is provided in Table 4-3, 
Ability to Meet Proposed Project Objectives Summary. Table 4-4, Ability to Meet Proposed 
Project Objectives – Alternative A, provides a comparison of Alternative A’s ability to meet the 
Proposed Project’s objectives. In summary, Alternative A would not meet the majority of the 
Project Project’s objectives. Specifically, Alternative A would not meet objectives 3, 4, and 10.  

Table 4-4 Ability to Meet Proposed Project Objectives – Alternative A  

Proposed Project Objectives Alternative A Comparison 
1. To meet the current and future healthcare 

needs of Los Angeles region by supporting the 
continued provision of essential medical 
services and enabling evolving models of 
care. 

Partially Met. This alternative would not interfere 
with the operation of the existing Medical Center. 
Alternative A would result in a 535,300 square 
foot reduction in Medical Office use as compared 
to the Proposed Project. Thus, this alternative 
would partially meet this objective because 
Alternative A would include supporting medical 
uses but not to the same extent as the Proposed 
Project. 

2. To redevelop the campus in a manner that 
advances whole-person health, including 
reducing housing insecurity, improving access 
to healthcare services, expanding access to 
open space, advancing transportation equity, 

Partially Met. This alternative would include 
Wellness Oriented Community Facilities and 
Medical Office and enhance pedestrian 
circulation, which would help to advance whole-
person health. However, this alternative would 
not include a residential or commercial 
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Table 4-4 Ability to Meet Proposed Project Objectives – Alternative A  

Proposed Project Objectives Alternative A Comparison 
and supporting social and economic 
wellbeing. 

component. Thus, this alternative would partially 
meet this objective because Alternative A would 
not support housing insecurity or social and 
economic wellbeing. 

3. To preserve and adaptively reuse the historic 
General Hospital, maintaining architectural, 
community facilities, and civic significance 
while enabling functional modernization and 
long-term economic viability. 

Not Met. This alternative would not result in the 
adaptive reuse of the General Hospital Building, 
which would include patient and caregiving 
lodging, residential units, commercial uses, and 
community facilities uses. Thus, this alternative 
would not preserve or adaptive reuse the General 
Hospital Building and would not enable functional 
modernization and long-term economic viability. 

4. To maximize the provision of new housing, 
including affordable, supportive, workforce, 
and other needed housing types, in order to 
address housing needs of the County and the 
greater Los Angeles region. 

Not Met. This alternative would not include a 
residential component. Thus, this alternative 
would not maximize the provision of new housing 
to address the housing needs of the county and 
the greater Los Angeles region. 

5. To promote economic and workforce 
development that benefits surrounding 
communities, including opportunities for job 
creation, workforce training, and local-serving 
commercial and institutional uses. 

Partially Met. This alternative would provide 
opportunities for employment to the area; 
however, due to the reduction in development as 
compared to the Proposed Project, this 
alternative would generate less opportunities for 
employment as compared to the Proposed 
Project. Thus, this alternative would partially 
promote economic and workforce development.  

6. To provide community-serving, institutional, 
educational, commercial, community 
facilities, and public-facing uses that support 
daily needs, encourage shared use of the 
campus, and reinforce the campus’s role as an 
accessible and welcoming civic place. 

Partially Met. This alternative would include 
Wellness Oriented Community Facilities uses, 
Medical Office uses, General Office uses, and 
Research and Development uses. Alternative A 
would not provide educational, commercial, or 
public-facing using that would support daily 
needs, encourage shared use of the campus, or 
reinforce the campus’ role as an accessible and 
welcoming civic place. This alternative would 
provide community-serving and community 
facilities. Thus, this alternative would partially 
reinforce the Campus’ role as an accessible and 
welcoming civic place. 

7. To develop multimodal circulation that 
enhances connectivity within the Campus, 
specifically between east and west Campus, 

Partially Met. This alternative would result in an 
enhanced connection between the east and west 
portions of the Project Site. No new 
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Table 4-4 Ability to Meet Proposed Project Objectives – Alternative A  

Proposed Project Objectives Alternative A Comparison 
and improves access to adjacent 
neighborhoods, institutions, and regional 
transportation systems. 

comprehensive redevelopment or reconfiguration 
of the Campus would occur beyond what is 
approved. This alternative would not include the 
development of the mobility hubs under the 
Proposed Project. Thus, this alternative would 
partially improve access to adjacent 
neighborhoods, institutions and regional 
transportation system. 

8. To create a cohesive, campus-wide landscape 
and open space framework that provides 
abundant, accessible public and semi-public 
spaces to support community activity, 
wellness, and social interaction. 

Partially Met. This alternative would include 
Wellness Oriented Community Facilities uses. 
However, due to the reduced development 
proposed under Alternative A, this alternative 
would provide less opportunities for spaces to 
support community activities Additionally, this 
alternative would also enhance pedestrian 
circulation; however, not to the same extent as 
the Proposed Project. Thus, this alternative would 
partially support community activity, wellness, 
and social interaction. 

9. To replace and modernize aging utilities and 
infrastructure to support long-term campus 
operations. 

Partially Met. This alternative would replace and 
modernize aging utilities to support the 
remaining square footage planned under the 
2014 planning framework. However, this 
alternative would not result in the replacement 
or modernization of aging utilities and 
infrastructure within the General Hospital 
Building. Thus, this alternative would partially 
replace and modernize aging utilities and 
infrastructure. 

10. To promote environmental sustainability 
through compact development, adaptive 
reuse, efficient infrastructure systems, and 
reduced reliance on single-occupancy vehicle 
travel. 

Not Met. This alternative would not support 
compact development because this alternative 
would not include mixed uses. Additionally, this 
alternative would not result in the adaptive reuse 
of the General Hospital Building or replacement 
of infrastructure associated with the General 
Hospital Building. Moreover, Alternative A would 
not result in the construction of up to two 
mobility hubs within the Project Site. 
Furthermore, this alternative would not include 
the sustainable designs proposed under the 
Proposed Project. Thus, this alternative would not 



L A  C O UN T Y  GE N E R AL  HO S P I T AL  C A MP U S  M A S TE R  P L AN  
D R A F T  S U B SE Q UE N T  E I R  

C O U N T Y  O F  LO S  AN GE LE S  
4 .  A L T E R N A T I V E S  T O  T H E  P R O P O S E D  P R O J E C T  

MAY 2026 4 -63 

Table 4-4 Ability to Meet Proposed Project Objectives – Alternative A  

Proposed Project Objectives Alternative A Comparison 
promote environmental sustainability through 
compact development, adaptive reuse, efficient 
infrastructure systems, and reduced reliance on 
single-occupancy vehicle travel. 

11. To develop resilient infrastructure designed to 
withstand and recover from natural hazards 
while providing reliable, sustainable systems 
that support both project operations and 
serve as a community resource during 
emergencies. 

Partially Met. The 2014 Master Plan’s 
infrastructure was not designed to withstand and 
recover from natural hazards while providing 
reliable, sustainable systems that would support 
both project operations. The Project Site would 
continue to serve as a community resource 
during emergencies. 

 

Failure to fully meet the Proposed Project’s objectives would have tangible environmental and 
operational consequences, including reliance on outdated systems that may be less energy- and 
water-efficient, continued circulation and safety deficiencies, and lost opportunities to integrate 
long-term sustainability and resilience measures. 

While Alternative A would reduce short-term construction impacts and would avoid the 
Proposed Project’s operational air quality impacts, it would not achieve the long-term 
environmental and operational benefits, such as co-locating jobs and housing, provided by the 
Proposed Project. By relying on the 2014 Master Plan and retaining the existing development 
pattern, the alternative does not support the County’s long-term vision for a modern, 
integrated, health-supportive campus. Overall, Alternative A is less environmentally 
advantageous over the long term and would partially meet the Proposed General Hospital 
objectives, but would not achieve the same level of flexibility, housing delivery, sustainability, or 
long-term resilience as the Proposed Plan. 

4.8.2 Summary of Alternative B: General Hospital Reuse 
Under Alternative B, redevelopment within the Project Site would be limited to the adaptive 
reuse of the General Hospital Building and immediately adjacent areas within the Los Angeles 
General Hospital–Acute Building Historic District. No new construction beyond the 
rehabilitation, seismic strengthening, and interior reconfiguration of the General Hospital would 
occur. Broader Project Site redevelopment components included in the Proposed Project, such 
as additional new housing, new medical or administrative facilities, open space enhancements, 
circulation improvements, and Project Site-wide utilities upgrades would not be implemented. 
This alternative focuses solely on restoring the historic General Hospital Building for continued 
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use but does not pursue the comprehensive, multi-use redevelopment envisioned in the 
Proposed Project. 

Alternative B would result in a mixed range of environmental effects relative to the Proposed 
Project. Alternative B would largely avoid the majority of construction-related impacts 
associated with new building development elsewhere on the Project Site. This includes reduced 
construction-related impacts including noise, vibration, air quality, GHG emissions, and 
transportation. The footprint of construction activity would be substantially smaller than under 
the Proposed Project. In addition, Alternative B would reduce the Proposed Project’s significant 
and unavoidable transportation hazards impact; however, impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable. This alternative would avoid the Proposed Project’s potentially significant and 
unavoidable impacts on historic resources.  

The adaptive reuse of the General Hospital Building would still require interior renovation, 
seismic upgrades, and building systems replacement, which would result in similar types of 
construction impacts as the Proposed Project but at a much smaller scale. PDFs 1 through 3 
would be implemented for Alternative B in order to ensure compliance with the existing 
Standards, thereby reducing historic impacts.  

While construction impacts would be reduced, Alternative B may result in greater long-term 
impacts related to utilities, energy efficiency, and infrastructure performance, because the 
remainder of the Project Site would not be modernized. Aging pipes, electrical systems, 
stormwater infrastructure, and circulation deficiencies would remain in place. This alternative 
would not achieve the long-term environmental performance improvements associated with 
Project Site-wide modernization under the Proposed Project. For example: 

 Utilities and Energy Efficiency: Continued reliance on outdated electrical, water, and 
mechanical systems would maintain higher energy and water demand relative to a fully 
modernized Campus, with potential inefficiencies and operational disruptions over time. 

 Infrastructure Resilience: Retaining aging stormwater, circulation, and utilities infrastructure 
would limit the Project Site’s resilience to seismic events, flooding, and future climate 
impacts. 

 Environmental Sustainability: Campus-wide sustainability measures, including energy 
efficiency design, stormwater management, and open space enhancements, would be 
forgone, reducing potential reductions in GHG emissions in the long term. 

An evaluation of Alternative B’s consistency with each Proposed Project’s objectives is provided 
in Table 4-5, Ability to Meet Proposed Project Objectives – Alternative B. In summary, this 
alternative would not meet objectives 1 and 7. Alternative B would partially meet objectives 2, 
4 through 11, and would meet objective 3. By limiting improvements to a small geographic area, 
this alternative would fail to achieve the scale, flexibility, and integrated vision of the Proposed 
Project.  
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Table 4-5 Ability to Meet Proposed Project Objectives – Alternative B 
 

Proposed Project Objectives Alternative A Comparison 
1. To meet the current and future healthcare 

needs of the Los Angeles region by supporting 
the continued provision of essential medical 
services and enabling evolving models of 
care. 

Not Met. This alternative would result in the 
adaptive reuse of the General Hospital Building. 
Alternative B would not include uses that would 
support the existing Medical Center. Thus, this 
alternative would not support the provision of 
medical services.  

2. To redevelop the campus in a manner that 
advances whole-person health, including 
reducing housing insecurity, improving access 
to healthcare services, expanding access to 
open space, advancing transportation equity, 
and supporting social and economic 
wellbeing. 

Partially Met. This alternative would result in the 
adaptive reuse of the General Hospital Building, 
which would include residential uses, commercial 
uses, and event/dining space. Alternative B would 
help to reduce housing insecurity and would 
include uses that would support social and 
economic wellbeing. However, this alternative 
would not expand access to open space nor 
improve access to healthcare services. The 
existing pedestrian circulation system would be 
maintained. Thus, this alternative would partially 
redevelop the Campus that advances whole-
person health. 

3. To preserve and adaptively reuse the historic 
General Hospital, maintaining architectural, 
cultural, and civic significance while enabling 
functional modernization and long-term 
economic viability. 

Met. This alternative would result in the adaptive 
reuse of the General Hospital Building and would 
maintain the architecture, include community 
facilities, and retain civic significance of the 
building. This alternative would enable the 
functionality of the building and support long-
term economic viability of the building and the 
overall Project Site.  

4. To maximize the provision of new housing, 
including affordable, supportive, workforce, 
and other needed housing types, to address 
housing needs of the County and the greater 
Los Angeles region. 

Partially Met. This alternative would include up 
to 615 residential units within the General 
Hospital Building. However, this alternative would 
not maximize the provision of new housing on 
the Project Site. Under the Proposed Project, up 
to 3,200 residential units would be provided. This 
alternative would result in a 2,585 residential unit 
reduction compared to the Proposed Project. 
Thus, this alternative would partially provide new 
housing to the County and the greater Los 
Angeles region. 

5. To promote economic and workforce 
development that benefits surrounding 

Partially Met. This alternative would include 
commercial, community facilities, and 
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Table 4-5 Ability to Meet Proposed Project Objectives – Alternative B 
 

Proposed Project Objectives Alternative A Comparison 
communities, including opportunities for job 
creation, workforce training, and local-serving 
commercial and institutional uses. 

event/dining space within the General Hospital 
Building that would benefit surrounding 
communities and provide employment 
opportunities. Thus, this alternative would 
partially promote economic and workforce 
development. 

6. To provide community-serving, institutional, 
educational, commercial, community 
facilities, and public-facing uses that support 
daily needs, encourage shared use of the 
campus, and reinforce the campus’s role as an 
accessible and welcoming civic place. 

Partially Met. This alternative would include 
community-serving uses; however, these uses 
would be localized to the General Hospital 
Building. However, this alternative would not 
include institutional or education uses. Thus, this 
alternative would partially provide community 
serving uses. 

7. To develop multimodal circulation that 
enhances connectivity within the Campus, 
specifically between east and west Campus, 
and improves access to adjacent 
neighborhoods, institutions, and regional 
transportation systems. 

Not Met. This alternative would result in the 
adaptive reuse of the General Hospital Building. 
This alternative would not develop multimodal 
circulation would not enhance connectivity within 
the Campus, specifically between east and west 
Campus. Redevelopment activities would be 
localized to the General Hospital Building. Thus, 
this alternative would not enhance connectivity 
within the Campus nor would this alternative 
improve access to adjacent neighborhoods, 
institutions, and regional transportation systems. 

8. To create a cohesive, campus-wide landscape 
and open space framework that provides 
abundant, accessible public and semi-public 
spaces to support community activity, 
wellness, and social interaction. 

Partially Met. This alternative would result in the 
adaptive reuse of the General Hospital Building, 
which would include residential units, 
commercial uses, community facilities, and 
event/dining space. Alternative B would support 
community activity, wellness, and social 
interaction. However, redevelopment would be 
localized to the General Hospital Building. 
Therefore, this alternative would not result in 
Campus-wide landscape and open space. Thus, 
this alternative would partially support 
community activity, wellness, and social 
interaction. 

9. To replace and modernize aging utilities and 
infrastructure to support long-term campus 
operations. 

Partially Met. This alternative would result in the 
replacement and modernization of aging utilities 
within the General Hospital Building. However, 
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Table 4-5 Ability to Meet Proposed Project Objectives – Alternative B 
 

Proposed Project Objectives Alternative A Comparison 
replacement and modernization of aging utilities 
and infrastructure would not occur across the 
entire campus. Thus, this alternative would 
partially replace and modernize aging utilities and 
infrastructure. 

10. To promote environmental sustainability 
through compact development, adaptive 
reuse, efficient infrastructure systems, and 
reduced reliance on single-occupancy vehicle 
travel. 

Partially Met. This alternative would include the 
adaptive reuse of the General Hospital and would 
include a mix of uses, including residential. The 
adaptive reuse of the General Hospital Building 
would also include the installation of efficient 
infrastructure systems to support the mix of uses 
proposed within the building. Because this 
alternative would co-locate jobs and housing to 
the Project Site, this alternative could reduce 
reliance on single-occupancy vehicle travel. 
However, redevelopment on the Project Site 
would be localized to the General Hospital 
Building. Thus, this alternative would partially 
promote environmental sustainability. 

11. To develop resilient infrastructure designed to 
withstand and recover from natural hazards 
while providing reliable, sustainable systems 
that support both project operations and 
serve as a community resource during 
emergencies. 

Partially Met. This alternative would localize 
redevelopment at the General Hospital Building. 
Therefore, this alternative would not support the 
development of resilient infrastructure. This 
alternative would not preclude the Project Site as 
continuing to serve as a community resource 
during emergencies. 

Alternative B would provide benefits in preserving the historic General Hospital Building. As 
reflected in Table 4-3, Alternative B meets the adaptive reuse objective most effectively, and 
partially advances the housing and economic development objectives of the Proposed Project. 
However, due to the limited geographic scope of improvements, Alternative B would not meet 
the majority of the Proposed Project’s objectives and would not achieve the County’s long-term 
vision for a modern, integrated health supportive campus. Overall, Alternative B would partially 
meet certain objectives, particularly those related to historic preservation and limited economic 
activation, but would not adequately meet healthcare, housing, infrastructure, and long-term 
planning objectives compared to the Proposed Plan. 
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4.8.3 Summary of Alternative C: Reduced Density Medical 
Campus Alternative 

Under Alternative C, redevelopment within the Project Site would be limited to medical-related 
uses. This alternative would allow for the continued operation and incremental modernization 
of the Medical Center Campus, allowing for renovation, replacement, and limited expansion of 
existing buildings as needed to support ongoing medical, administrative and supportive 
functions. 

Alternative C would result in a mixed range of environmental effects relative to the Proposed 
Project. Alternative C would reduce construction-related impacts associated with new building 
development elsewhere on the Project Site. This includes reduced construction noise, vibration, 
air quality, GHG emissions, and transportation impacts. The footprint of new construction 
activity would be substantially smaller than under the Proposed Project, though site-wide 
demolition and utility improvements would occur. In addition, Alternative C would reduce the 
Proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable transportation hazards impact; however, this 
alternative may not avoid this impact. 

Similar to the Proposed Project, the ultimate location and massing of potential structures in 
relation to existing historic buildings to remain (i.e., the Old Administration Building, Los 
Angeles General Hospital–Acute Building and historic district) is unknown. Mitigation Measure 
CUL-1 would be implemented; however, impacts are assumed to remain significant and 
unavoidable, similar to the Proposed Project. However, because adaptive reuse of the General 
Hospital Building would not occur, impacts on historic resources have the potential to be 
greater.  

An evaluation of Alternative C’s consistency with each Proposed Project’s objective is provided 
in Table 4-6, Ability to Meet Proposed Project Objectives – Alternative C. In summary, Alternative 
C would meet objectives 1 and 11 and would partially meet objectives 2, 5, 7, and 9. While 
Alternative C would maintain essential healthcare operations, preserve historic resources, and 
allow phased redevelopment, it would not achieve the same level of housing delivery, economic 
opportunity, sustainability, or long-term flexibility as the Proposed Project. 

Table 4-6 Ability to Meet Proposed Project Objectives – Alternative C 
 

Proposed Project Objectives Alternative A Comparison 
1. To meet the current and future healthcare 

needs of the Los Angeles region by supporting 
the continued provision of essential medical 
services and enabling evolving models of 
care. 

Met. This alternative would result in the 
development of medical-related uses. This 
alternative would allow for continued operation 
and incremental modernization of the Campus. 
Alternative C would introduce use that would 
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Table 4-6 Ability to Meet Proposed Project Objectives – Alternative C 
 

Proposed Project Objectives Alternative A Comparison 
support the existing Medical Center. Thus, this 
alternative would include uses to meet the 
healthcare needs of the Los Angeles region. 

2. To redevelop the campus in a manner that 
advances whole-person health, including 
reducing housing insecurity, improving access 
to healthcare services, expanding access to 
open space, advancing transportation equity, 
and supporting social and economic 
wellbeing. 

Partially Met. This alternative would result in the 
development of medical-related uses; however, 
this alternative would not include a residential 
component. Alternative C would also include 
circulation improvements, including connection 
between the eastern and western portions of the 
Project Site. This alternative would not include 
commercial, office, patient and caregiver lodging, 
or community facilities. Therefore, this 
alternative would not support social and 
economic wellbeing. Thus, this alternative would 
partially redevelop the campus that advances 
whole person health. 

3. To preserve and adaptively reuse the historic 
General Hospital, maintaining architectural, 
cultural, and civic significance while enabling 
functional modernization and long-term 
economic viability. 

Not Met. This alternative would not include the 
adaptive reuse of the General Hospital Building. 
Alternative would maintain the existing condition 
of the General Hospital. Thus, this alternative 
would not preserve and adaptively reuse the 
General Hospital Building. 

4. To maximize the provision of new housing, 
including affordable, supportive, workforce, 
and other needed housing types, to address 
housing needs of the County and the greater 
Los Angeles region. 

Not Met. This alternative would not include a 
residential component. Thus, this alternative 
would not maximize the provision of new housing 
to address housing needs of the County and the 
greater Los Angeles region. 

5. To promote economic and workforce 
development that benefits surrounding 
communities, including opportunities for job 
creation, workforce training, and local-serving 
commercial and institutional uses. 

Partially Met. This alternative would include 
medical-related uses, which would provide 
employment opportunities. However, this 
alternative would not include commercial and 
institutional uses. The elimination of institutional 
uses would remove opportunities for workforce 
development. Thus, this alternative would 
partially promote economic development.  

6. To provide community-serving, institutional, 
educational, commercial, community 
facilities, and public-facing uses that support 
daily needs, encourage shared use of the 

Not Met. This alternative would not include 
community-serving, institutional, educational, 
commercial, community facilities. Alternative B 
would include medical-related uses. Thus, this 
alternative would not provide uses that would 
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Table 4-6 Ability to Meet Proposed Project Objectives – Alternative C 
 

Proposed Project Objectives Alternative A Comparison 
campus, and reinforce the campus’s role as an 
accessible and welcoming civic place. 

reinforce the Campus’ role as an accessible and 
welcoming civic place. 

7. To develop multimodal circulation that 
enhances connectivity within the Campus, 
specifically between east and west Campus, 
and improves access to adjacent 
neighborhoods, institutions, and regional 
transportation systems. 

Partially Met. In addition to the medical-related 
uses, this alternative would include circulation 
improvements, including enhancing connection 
between the eastern and western portions of the 
Campus. However, this alternative would not 
include the mobility hubs proposed under the 
Proposed Project. Thus, this alternative would 
partially enhance connectivity between the 
Campus and adjacent neighborhoods, 
institutions, and regional transportation systems. 

8. To create a cohesive, campus-wide landscape 
and open space framework that provides 
abundant, accessible public and semi-public 
spaces to support community activity, 
wellness, and social interaction. 

Not Met. This alternative would not include 
community facilities uses. Alternative C would not 
include the construction or expansion of open 
space or recreational facilities. Thus, this 
alternative would not create spaces that would 
support community activity, wellness, and social 
interaction. 

9. To replace and modernize aging utilities and 
infrastructure to support long-term campus 
operations. 

Partially Met. This alternative would redevelop 
the Project Site with medical-related uses and 
would include infrastructure and utility 
improvements necessary to implement the new 
uses. However, the General Hospital Building 
would not be adaptively reused and the existing 
infrastructure and utility systems would be 
retained. Thus, this alternative would partially 
replace and modernize aging utilities and 
infrastructure. 

10. To promote environmental sustainability 
through compact development, adaptive 
reuse, efficient infrastructure systems, and 
reduced reliance on single-occupancy vehicle 
travel. 

Not Met. This alternative would not include a mix 
of uses that would compact development and 
help to reduce reliance on single-occupancy 
vehicle travel as this alternative would not co-
locate housing and employment opportunities. 
Alternative C would replace and modernize again 
utilities throughout the Project Site except for the 
General Hospital Building. Thus, this alternative 
would partially promote environmental 
sustainability. 
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Table 4-6 Ability to Meet Proposed Project Objectives – Alternative C 
 

Proposed Project Objectives Alternative A Comparison 
11. To develop resilient infrastructure designed to 

withstand and recover from natural hazards 
while providing reliable, sustainable systems 
that support both project operations and 
serve as a community resource during 
emergencies. 

Met. This alternative would include the 
infrastructure improvements anticipated under 
the Proposed Project. Additionally, this 
alternative would support the Project Site’s ability 
to serve as a community resource during 
emergencies. Thus, this alternative would meet 
this objective. 

 

4.9 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE  
In addition to the discussion and comparison of impacts of the Proposed Project and the 
alternatives, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an “environmentally 
superior” alternative be selected and the reasons for such a selection be disclosed. In general, 
the environmentally superior alternative is the alternative to the proposed project that would 
be expected to generate the least number of significant impacts. Identification of the 
environmentally superior alternative is an informational procedure, and the alternative to the 
Proposed Project selected may not be the alternative to the Proposed Project that best meets 
the goals or needs of the County. Because State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) requires an 
evaluation of a reasonable range of alternatives to the Proposed Project, the Proposed Project 
under consideration cannot be identified as the environmentally superior alternative. 
Additionally, in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2), if the 
environmentally superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify an 
environmentally superior alternative from among the other alternatives. 

As presented in Table 4-2, Alternative A, Alternative B, Alternative C would reduce certain 
environmental impacts compared to the Proposed Project. However, the scale and nature of the 
reductions vary. Alternative A would reduce construction-related impacts of the Proposed 
Project, but impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

The environmental inferiority of Alternative A is driven by its land use pattern. Alternative A 
would continue to concentrate non-residential, job-generating uses in an area with a high 
concentration of employment and relatively low residential density, perpetuating a job–housing 
imbalance. However, this alternative would avoid the Proposed Project’s significant and 
unavoidable impacts related to transportation hazard. Improvements on the Project Site would 
be based on the framework identified in the 2014 Master Plan. Specifically, the West Central 
Plant would be relocated to elsewhere on the Project Site and a Central Utility Plant (CUP) 
would be constructed. Under the 2014 Master Plan, the CUP was proposed to be located at the 
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site where Restorative Care Village Phase I is located. Thus, relocation of the West Central Plant 
to this area of the Project Site is not feasible and another viable location for the replacement 
CUP would be required. Under Alternative A, required safety/maintenance upgrades and 
infrastructure upgrades necessary to support continued use of the Campus would remain. 
Compared to Alternative B, which limits redevelopment to the adaptive reuse of the General 
Hospital Building and Los Angeles General Hospital–Acute Building Historic District, Alternative 
A would result in greater overall environmental disturbance than Alternative B due to 
infrastructure relocation and broader Campus upgrades. 

Alternative B would substantially reduce construction-related impacts compared to Alternative 
A and the Proposed Project by limiting redevelopment to the adaptive reuse of the General 
Hospital and Los Angeles General Hospital–Acute Building Historic District. This alternative 
would avoid the extensive Project Site-wide development footprint of the Proposed Project 
while still providing long-term environmental and community serving benefits with 
rehabilitation of the historic structure. Alternative B would reduce the Proposed Project’s 
significant and unavoidable impacts; however, these impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

Alternative C would reduce construction-related impacts of the Proposed Project, but impacts 
would remain significant and unavoidable. Alternative C has the potential to result in greater 
long-term environmental impacts due to lack of improvements to the General Hospital Building. 
Alternative C would result in greater overall environmental disturbance than Alternative A and B 
as this alternative would result in demolition and construction across the Project Site. 
Alternative C would reduce the Proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts; 
however, these impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Based on the comparative analysis presented in this chapter of the Draft SEIR, Alternative B is 
identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. While this alternative would not meet all 
of the Proposed Project’s objectives, as shown in Table 4-3, with respect to providing a mix of 
housing, job opportunities, varied land uses, community benefits, and developing a 
comprehensive planning and entitlement framework, this alternative would result in fewer 
overall environmental impacts than Alternatives A and C, as shown in Table 4-2. When weighing 
both construction and operational impacts, Alternative B presents the most balanced and 
environmentally advantageous outcome among the alternatives evaluated. 

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2), Alternative B is identified as 
the Environmentally Superior Alternative because it would: 

 Reduce the magnitude of the Proposed Project’s greatest impacts, 

 Avoid the long-term environmental drawbacks of the No Project Alternative, and 

 Provide meaningful environmental and historic benefits through reuse of the existing 
General Hospital Building and Los Angeles General Hospital–Acute Building Historic District. 
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Southern California Association of Governments 
Ryan Banuelos ............................................................................................. Senior Regional Planner 
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