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Traffic volumes generated by the Proposed Project were then combined with the appropriate benchmark
volumes to develop the 2012 With Project traffic volumes. These were analyzed to determine the traffic
impacts directly attributable to the Proposed Project. Figure IV.K-10, Future (2012) With Project Traffic
Volumes AM Peak Hour, and Figure IV.K-11, Future (2012) With Project Traffic Volumes PM Peak
Hour, show future traffic volumes with implementation of the Proposed Project.

As shown in Table IV.K-11, Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) Summary Future (2012) Traffic
Conditions — Without and With Project, under the future 2012 Without Project condition, the Proposed
Project would not have a significant impact on any study intersection. Six of the seven study
intersections would operate at acceptable levels of service, LOS D or better, during both the AM and PM
peak hour. The remaining intersection would operate at LOS F during the AM peak hour.

Table IV.K-11
Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) Summary
Future (2012) Traffic Conditions — Without and With Project

No. e Peak | W.ithout Project With Project
Hour CMA LOS CMA LOS | Change | Impact
| 83" Street and Lincoln AM 1.011 F 1.015 F 0.004 No
" | Boulevard PM 0.826 D 0.825 D -0.001 No
5 83" Street and Rayford AM 0.485 A 0.489 A 0.004 No
" | Drive PM 0.432 A 0.428 A -0.004 No
3 | Manchester Avenue and AM 0.365 A 0.366 A 0.001 No
" | Pershing Drive PM 0.455 A 0.455 A 0.000 No
4 | Manchester Avenue and AM 0.328 A 0.332 A 0.004 No
" | Rayford Drive PM 0.237 A 0.233 A -0.004 No
s | Manchester Avenue and AM 0.712 C 0.719 C 0.007 No
" | Lincoln Boulevard PM 0.824 D 0.819 D -0.005 No
6. | Manchester Avenue and AM 0.350 A 0.350 A 0.000 No
" | Loyola Boulevard PM 0.444 A 0.445 A 0.001 No
;| Loyola Boulevard and AM 0.279 A 0.281 A 0.002 No
" | Lincoln Boulevard PM 0.483 A 0.481 A -0.002 No
Source: Crain & Associates, January 2009.

Congestion Management Program

To address the increasing public concern that traffic congestion was impacting the quality of life and
economic vitality of the State of California, the Congestion Management Program (CMP) was enacted by
Proposition 111. The intent of the CMP is to provide the analytical basis for transportation decisions
through the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) process. A countywide approach has been
established by Metro, the local CMP agency, designating a highway network that includes all state
highways and principle arterials within the County and monitoring the network’s LOS to implement the
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statutory requirements of the CMP. This monitoring of the CMP network is one of the responsibilities of
local jurisdictions. If LOS standards deteriorate, then local jurisdictions must prepare a deficiency plan to
be in conformance with the countywide plan.

The local CMP requires that all CMP intersections be analyzed where a project would likely add 50 or
more trips during the peak hours. A review of the project trip distribution and net project traffic additions
to the project vicinity shows that the Proposed Project would not add 50 or more trips during the AM and
PM peak hours to any CMP monitored intersection.

In addition, any CMP monitored freeway segment where a project is expected to add 150 or more trips in
any direction during the peak hours is also to be analyzed. Based on the project trip distributions
described previously, the Proposed Project is not expected to add 150 or more directional trips to any
monitored freeway segment. Therefore, no significant, project-related impact would occur at any CMP
monitored freeway location and no additional freeway analysis is necessary.

Analysis of Residential Street Traffic

A residential street traffic analysis was also conducted to determine the potential impact of project traffic
on the residential street segment of Rayford Drive, south of 85" Street. As outlined in Mitigation
Measure K-1, appropriate signs would be posted at the intersection of the alley and Rayford Drive to
prohibit project-generated and other traffic from using the alley to travel through the community south of
the project site. Specifically, a “No left-turn” sign for westbound traffic will be installed along the alley
at Rayford Drive and a “No right-turn” sign for northbound traffic will be installed along Rayford Drive
at the alley to prohibit cut-through traffic. Therefore, this selected street segment is considered the most
appropriate indicator of traffic impacts that the Proposed Project could have on the surrounding
residential street system.

Per LADOT policy, the determination of a residential street traffic impact is based on daily traffic
volumes traversing the study street segment. Daily traffic counts were conducted on this residential street
segment on April 10, 2008. This daily traffic volume was used as the basis for the residential street
impact analysis.

For the analysis of future traffic volume on the residential street segments, future traffic volume was
estimated using the same procedures described previously for the development of future peak-hour
intersection volumes. The Future Without Project daily traffic volume estimates were based on the
ambient traffic growth and related projects volumes. The Future With Project daily traffic volume
scenario includes the addition of project traffic. Development of the Proposed Project would not cause an
increase in traffic on the residential street segment as there would be a net decrease in daily project trips
when compared to the existing uses currently found on-site (see Table IV.K-12, Residential Street Impact
Analysis).

Due to the concern of cut through traffic in the communities south of the project site, project site access is
not allowed from the south through these communities. As discussed above, appropriate signs would be
posted at the intersection of the alley and Rayford Drive to prohibit traffic from traveling through the
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Table 1V.K-12
Residential Street Impact Analysis

Daily Volume

Street Segment Existing (2008) Without Project With Project Percent
9 Project (2012) Traffic (2012) Project Traffic
Rayford Drive south 2,350 2,652 12 2,640 -0.5%

of 85™ Street
Source: Crain & Associates, January 2009.

community south of the project site. Specifically, a “No left-turn” sign along the alley way to Rayford
Drive and a “No right-turn” sign along Rayford Drive to the alley would be installed at the intersection.
Further, the Proposed Project would not cause the study residential street segment to experience an
increase in traffic as the Proposed Project would result in a net decrease in daily trips (see Table IV.K-12,
Residential Street Impact Analysis, above).

Parking

Parking for the Proposed Project would be provided in three levels of parking (one subterranean level,
two aboveground levels) at a rate of 1.83 spaces per unit for a total of 475 parking spaces. The parking
area would be constructed behind the joint live/work units with additional parking beneath the residential
units. As discussed in Section IV.G, Land Use and Planning, the Proposed Project would require a total
of approximately 406.5 resident parking spaces under the current LAMC regulations. Therefore, the 475
parking spaces provided by the Proposed Project would provide more than adequate parking to meet the
requirements under LAMC. As such, Proposed Project impacts related to parking would be less than
significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The analysis of traffic impacts of the Proposed Project examines the effects of future growth in traffic in
the region through consideration of traffic generated by the 19 related projects and the application of a
growth factor. Consequently, impacts of cumulative growth are already incorporated into the traffic
model and area reflected in the Without Project condition in Table IV.K-11, Related Projects Location,
Description, and Trip Generation, above. Impacts of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with the related
projects, are shown in the With Project column in Table IV.K-11, Related Projects Location, Description,
and Trip Generation.

As shown in Table IV.K-11, Related Projects Location, Description, and Trip Generation, development of
the Proposed Project would have the potential to combine with the related projects to cause the LOS at
one of the study intersections (Manchester Avenue and Lincoln Boulevard) to worsen from LOS B to
LOS C during the AM peak hour. However, the increase of 0.007 shown for the Manchester Avenue and
Lincoln Boulevard intersection (Table IV.K-11) does not exceed the significance threshold of 0.040 as
indicated in Table IV.K-5. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s impact is not significant. Nevertheless, as
previously discussed, a portion of the Proposed Project has already been approved (134 du) and the Playa
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del Oro development is adjacent to the project site (see Related Project No. 1 in Table IV.K-7, and on
Figure IV.K-7, Related Projects Location Map). The Traffic Study for the Playa del Oro project
concluded that it was expected to significantly impact the intersection of Manchester Avenue and Lincoln
Boulevard. However, this impact was mitigated by shortening and modifying the raised median on the
east leg of Manchester Avenue; removing the painted chevron island on the west leg of Manchester
Avenue, and restriping the east and west legs to provide an additional westbound and eastbound left-turn
lane on Manchester Avenue at Lincoln Boulevard. Thereby, reducing the impact at Manchester Avenue
and Lincoln Boulevard to less than significant. As such, the Proposed Project, in conjunction with the
related projects, would not cause a cumulatively considerable effect and impacts with respect to traffic
would be less than significant.

MITIGATION MEASURES

K-1 In accordance with LADOT standards, a “No left-turn” sign for westbound traffic will be
installed along the alley at Rayford Drive and a “No right-turn” sign for northbound traffic
will be installed along Rayford Drive at the alley to prohibit cut-through traffic.

As discussed in intersection, CMP, and street segment analyses, the Proposed Project would not
significantly impact any of the seven study intersections, the CMP network, or the study residential street
segment. As shown in Table IV.K-1, the Playa del Oro project on the adjacent site, will implement
mitigation measures that will alleviate forecasted traffic increases such that levels of service are not
significantly affected pursuant to the City’s thresholds (see Table IV.K-4 and Table [V.K-11).

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

Impacts with respect to traffic, transportation, and parking would be less than significant.
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
L. UTILITIES AND SERVICES
1. WATER

This section describes the utility supply and infrastructure that currently serve the project site and
surrounding area, assesses potential impacts associated with the project on this supply and infrastructure,
and identifies the need for improvements in order to serve the project and related development, if needed.
Each utility issue is discussed in its own subsection (1. Water; 2. Sewer; 3. Solid Waste; 4. Electricity
Supply; and 5. Natural Gas Supply).

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Water Supplies

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) is responsible for ensuring that water
demand within the City of Los Angeles is met and that State and Federal water quality standards are
achieved. The City’s water supplies are derived from the following sources: 75 percent from the eastern
Sierra Nevada Mountains by way of the Los Angeles Aqueduct (LAA) system, local groundwater, and 25
percent from purchases from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD).! In
addition, water storage is essential for the LADWP to supply water during high demand conditions and
provide for firefighting and emergencies. To serve the residents, businesses, and industry of Los Angeles,
LADWP has more than 7,200 miles of pipelines, 680,000 water service connections, 59,000 fire hydrants,
100 reservoirs and tanks in the City, and eight storage reservoirs along LAA.2

Currently, the existing on-site uses consume an estimated 2,458 gallons of water per day (see Table IV.L-
1).

Table IV.L-1
Existing Uses Water Consumption
Land Use Size Consumption Rate Total (gallon/day)
Retail 24,000 sf 102.4 gallons/per 1,000 sf/day 2,458
Total 2,458

sf = square feet
Source: City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation, Sewer Generation Rates Table, March 20, 2002; calculated as 128% of
wastewater generation.

! City of Los Angeles, Department of Water and Power, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan.

2 City of Los Angeles, Department of Water and Power, LADWP Quick Facts and Figures,

http://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/cms/ladwp000509.jsp, August 26, 2008.
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Los Angeles Aqueduct

The LAA system extends approximately 340 miles from the Mono Basin to Los Angeles. Water is
collected from snowmelt runoff in the eastern Sierra Nevada Mountains, where the City holds water
rights, and is conveyed by gravity to the City of Los Angeles.> However, the amount of surface runoff
collected from the Sierra Nevada is variable because the runoff depends on the annual snowfall.
Secondarily, LAA water supplies are supplemented by groundwater pumping, which can also fluctuate
year-to-year due to varying hydrological conditions. In recent years, the LAA supplies have been
decreased because of environmental obligations to restore the water level of Mono Lake and mitigate dust
from Owens Lake.*

Local Groundwater

The LADWP extracts groundwater from various locations throughout the Owens Valley, where it owns
extensive property, and four local groundwater basins, and appropriates groundwater from its lands in the
Owens Valley and in Los Angeles, as part of its long-term groundwater management plan.’ In addition,
the LADWP holds adjudicated extraction rights in the following four local groundwater basins: San
Fernando, Sylmar, Central, and West Coast.

MWD Purchases

MWD imports its water supplies from northern California through the State Water Project’s California
Agueduct and from the Colorado River by way of MWD’s Colorado River Aqueduct. LADWP continues
to rely on MWD to meet its current and future supplemental water needs. LADWP is one of twenty-six
member agencies that have preferential rights to purchase water from MWD.® LADWP has worked with
the MWD to develop a framework to allocate water supplies during periods of shortage as well as surplus.
MWD’s Water Surplus and Drought Management Plan provides a framework to address periods of
drought. LADWP intends to work within this framework to acquire water supplies during periods of
drought in the future.

MWD plans to meet the long-term needs of its member agencies through water transfer programs,
outdoor conservation measures, and development of additional local resources (e.g., recycling, brackish

City of Los Angeles, Department of Water and Power, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, page 3-4.

City of Los Angeles, Department of Water and Power, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, pages 3-4 through
3-6.

Inyo County Water Department, Inyo/LA Long Term Water Agreement,
http://lwww.inyowater.org/Water_Resources/water_agreement/default.ntml, March 31, 2008.

City of Los Angeles, Department of Water and Power, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan.
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water desalination, and seawater desalination). In addition, MWD has more than one million AF of
storage capacity available in reservoir facilities.’

On December 15, 2008, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) completed its biological
opinion on the effects of the operations of the Central Valley Project (CVP) and the California State
Water Project (SWP) on the threatened Delta smelt (2008 BiOp). The 2008 BiOp concluded that the
coordinated operations of the CVP and SWP, as proposed, are likely to jeopardize the continued existence
of the Delta smelt and required restricted operations of the CVP and SWP pumps in the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta during a defined period in the spring. Several lawsuits challenging the 2008 BiOp ensued.?
On May 29, 2009, United States District Court Judge Oliver Wanger enjoined the USFWS from setting
and implementing unnecessarily restrictive flow restrictions unless it first considers the harm that these
decisions and actions are likely to cause humans, the community, and the environment.’

The California legislature has been working to find a solution to the Delta issues. On October 11, 2009,
Governor Schwarzenegger called for a special session to address California’s water crisis to restore the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and other ecosystem restoration projects.™

Water Supply Infrastructure

Much of the City’s water flows from north to south, entering Los Angeles at the Los Angeles Aqueduct
Filtration Plant (LAAFP) in Sylmar, which is owned and operated by LADWP. Water entering LAAFP
undergoes treatment and disinfection before being distributed throughout LADWP’s Water Service
Area. LAAFP has a design capacity of 600 million gallons per day (gpd). The average plant flow is
450 million gpd in non-summer months and 550 gpd during summer months.

Groundwater quality is closely monitored by LADWP to ensure that it meets both State and Federal water
quality standards. LADWP monitors over 90 chemicals and bacteria. Water samples are also regularly

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, Fact Sheets, Fact Sheets & Brochures,
http://www.mwdh20.com/mwdh2o/pages/news/news01.html, March 31, 2008.

8 E.D. Cal, Case Nos. 1:09-CV-00407; 1:09-CV-004422; 1:09-CV-00480; 1:09-CV-631; and 1:09-CV-892.

® E.D. Cal, Case No. 1:09-CV-00407.

10 Office of the Governor, Newsroom, Press Release 11/11/2009, Gov. Schwarzenegger Calls Special Session to

Address California’s Water Crisis, website: http://gov.ca.gov/index.php?/press-release/13568/, February 4,
2010.

11

City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, Health & Safety, Water Quality, City of Los Angeles
Water Services Annual Water Quality Report, 2006 Annual Water Quality Report,
http://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/cms/ladwp001965.jsp, March 31, 2008.
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collected and tested from watersheds, reservoirs, groundwater supply wells, storage facilities, and other
locations.

Treated water is conveyed throughout the City of Los Angeles by a system of 280 miles of trunk lines that
act as the major arteries for water delivery; these trunk lines are 20 inches and greater in diameter.™
Water is further conveyed by a local system of water mains and lines that also serve the project site.

In addition to providing domestic water service, LADWP also provides water for firefighting services in
accordance with the Fire Code of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). Fire flow
requirements are closely related to land use as the amount of water necessary for fire protection varies
with the type of development found in the immediate community and the proposed development itself.
City established fire flow requirements vary from 2,000 gallons per minute in low-density residential
areas to 12,000 gallons per minute in high-density commercial and industrial areas. In all cases, a
residual water pressure of 20 pounds per square inch (PSI) is to remain in the pipes in the project area
while the appropriate fire flow is streaming.

Regulatory Framework
State Water Conservation

State of California Senate Bills (SB) 610 and 221 became effective January 1, 2002, amending sections
10910- 10915 of the State Water Code, and requiring that counties and cities consider the availability of
adequate water supplies for certain new large development projects. These statutes require that cities and
counties obtain from the local water supplier written verification of sufficient water supply to serve
proposed large development projects in their jurisdiction. Pursuant to SB 610, projects that are required
to obtain water supply assessments include the following:

o aproposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units;

e a proposed shopping center or business establishment of more than 500,000 square feet of floor
space or employing more than 1,000 persons;

e a proposed commercial office building of more than 250,000 square feet of floor space or
employing more than 1,000 persons;

e aproposed hotel or motel of more than 500 rooms;

e aproposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant or industrial park of more than 40 acres
of land, more than 650,000 square feet of floor area, or employing more than 1,000 persons;

2 Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, Supply & Reliability, Los Angeles Aqueduct, Water Quality,

http://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/cms/ladwp000547.jsp, March 31, 2008.

13 City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, Supply & Reliability, Water Improvement Projects, Trunk

Line Improvements, http://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/cms/ladwp004121.jsp, March 31, 2008.
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e amixed-use project that falls in one or more of the above identified categories; or

e a project not falling in one of the above-identified categories, but would demand water equal or
greater to a 500 dwelling unit project.

Pursuant to SB 221, subdivisions that are required to obtain a Water Supply Assessment are defined as:

e “subdivision” means a proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units, except
that for a public water system that has fewer than 5,000 service connections, “subdivision” means
any proposed residential development that would account for an increase of 10 percent or more in
the number of the public water system’s existing service connections.

Municipal Water Conservation

Water use in the City of Los Angeles is currently approximately equal to the water use in the City 20
years ago despite an increase in population of over 750,000 persons during this period.** This stability in
water use is mostly attributed to the City’s public education campaigns and water conservation programs
over the past 15 years. In addition to conformance with SB 610 and SB 221, LADWP has instituted its
own City level water conservation measures, which include:

o “Water Closet, Urinal and Showerhead Regulations” (LAMC Sections 122.00-122.10) — Reduces
water consumption by requiring new buildings to include water conservation fixtures (such as
ultra-low flush toilets, urinals, taps, and showerheads) and plumbing fixtures that reduce water
loss from leakage in order to obtain City building permits. In addition, there are provisions
requiring xeriscaping (i.e., the use of low-maintenance, drought-resistant plants).

e “The Emergency Water Conservation Plan of the City of Los Angeles” (LAMC Sections 121.00-
121.13) — Provides for the implementation of a citywide phased water conservation program to
respond to dry weather periods based on LADWRP’s evaluation of the projected supply and
demand of City water supplies. The phased conservation program provides for mandatory water
conservation measures at the user level and customer use curtailment of normal water usage.

o LADWRP is also continuing its water recycling efforts to reduce further the demand on imported
water. Currently, almost 64,000 AFY of the City’s wastewater is recycled. Approximately 1,950
AFY of recycled water is used for municipal and industrial purposes; 28,000 AFY of recycled
water is used for environmental enhancement and recreation in the Sepulveda Basin; and
approximately 34,000 AFY of recycled water is sold to MWD, which then provides further
treatment to meet demands within its service area."

4 City of Los Angeles, Department of Water and Power, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, Page ES-3.

> City of Los Angeles, Department of Water and Power, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, page ES-8.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
Methodology

The environmental impacts of the Proposed Project with respect to water are determined based on the
proposed increase in water demand and the capacity of existing and proposed infrastructure. The existing
water demand is compared to the Proposed Project’s water demand and water infrastructure capacity,
including improvements associated with the Proposed Project.

Water consumption for the Proposed Project was calculated based on standard wastewater generation
rates plus an additional percentage to account for outdoor water usage.

Thresholds of Significance

In accordance with guidance provided in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Proposed Project
would have a potentially significant water impact if it would:

(&) Require or result in the construction of new water facilities or expansion of existing facilities,
the construction of which could cause a significant environmental effect; or

(b) Have insufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed.

Based upon criteria established in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, whether or not the Proposed Project
would have a significant impact is determined on a case-by-case basis considering the following factors:

(a) The total estimated water demand for the project;

(b) Whether sufficient capacity exists in the water infrastructure that would serve the project,
taking into account the anticipated conditions at project buildout;

(c) The amount by which the project would cause the projected growth in population, housing, or
employment for the Community Plan area to be exceeded in the year of the project
completion; and

(d) The degree to which scheduled water infrastructure improvements or project design features
would reduce or offset service impacts.

Project Impacts

As discussed in Section 11, Project Description, development of the Proposed Project would involve the
demolition of all existing uses and the construction of 260 apartment units, including 16 joint live/work
units, in a four- to six-story building above three levels of parking. In 2004, City Council adopted a
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the Playa del Oro mixed-use development, a portion of which
has recently been constructed on the property that adjoins the project site. A portion of the Playa del Oro
development originally included a 134-unit multi-family residential building on the westerly end of the
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Playa del Oro site, which will no longer be constructed. In lieu of constructing the previously-approved,
vested and mitigated 134-unit building, the Applicant proposes to construct the Proposed Project, which
is comprised of 260 units, resulting in a net increase of 126 dwelling units. As the 134-unit building has
already undergone environmental review pursuant to CEQA, the baseline conditions have been adjusted
to assume that the approved Playa del Oro development already exists on the eastern portion of the
project site. Therefore, the following discussion focuses on the incremental effects of constructing an
additional 126 dwelling units (as compared to the previously-approved Playa del Oro project) on an
expanded project site.

As shown in Table IV.L-2, Proposed Project Water Consumption, the Proposed Project would result in a
net increase in consumption of approximately 21,804 gpd of water over baseline conditions.

Table 1V.L-2
Proposed Project Water Consumption

Land Use \ Size \ Consumption Rate Total (gallons/day)

Proposed Project

E‘ffige”t'a” Live/Work 260 units 189 gallons/unit/day 49,140
Multi-Purpose/Gym 1,400 sf 320 gallons/ 1,000 sf/day 448
Proposed Project Subtotal 49,588

Less Baseline Conditions

Existing Retail 24,000 sf 102.4 gallons/1,000 sf/day 2,458

Previously-Approved

Residential Building 134 units 189 gallons/unit/day 25,326
Baseline Conditions Subtotal 27,784
Net Increase in Water Consumption over Baseline 21,804

Source: City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation, Sewer Generation Rates Table, March 20, 2002. Water consumption
calculated as 118% of wastewater generation for residential uses and 128% for non-residential uses.

Source (table): Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, February 2009.

Water Supply

The Proposed Project does not meet any of the criteria for SB 610 or SB 221; as such, a Water Supply
Assessment is not required.

LADWP addresses issues of water supply in its Final Year 2005 Urban Water Management Plan
(UWMP). The UWMP considers growth that is projected in regional planning documents, such as
SCAG’s Blueprint Report, estimates the projected future water demand associated with this growth, and
identifies water sources and ways to meet the demand during various hydrological conditions over the
next 25 years. According to the UWMP, LADWP has analyzed three different hydrological conditions to
determine the reliability of water supplies for the City of Los Angeles: average, single dry year, and
multi-year drought. In each of the three hydrological conditions, the projected water demand was
calculated taking into account growth in billing data, water conservation efforts, and demographics. The
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UWMP states that LADWP can reliably meet the projected water demand in each of the hydrological
conditions over the next 25 years with its supply portfolio.'®

As shown on Table IV.L-2, the project would result in a net consumption increase of approximately
21,804 gpd. Based on the existing land use designation and zoning for the project site, the site could be
developed with approximately 236 residential units, assuming no land use designation or zoning changes.
This development would result in a net consumption increase of 16,820 gpd of water.

As described in Section 1V.G, Land Use and Planning, the Proposed Project would be consistent with the
policies identified in the City of Los Angeles General Plan. In addition, the Westchester-Playa Del Rey
Community Plan designates the project site as “Community Commercial”, is approximately 4,984 gpd of
water less than estimated for the project. Because the water consumption associated with the project is
consistent with what would occur based on what the City has planned for the project site, the Proposed
Project would be consistent with the UWMP. Therefore, the project’s demand for water supply could be
accommodated by the LADWP. Additionally, the Proposed Project would not consume water in excess
of the water supplies available to the City of Los Angeles. Impacts related to water supply would be less
than significant.

Local Water Infrastructure

According to the Ten-Year Capital Improvement Program for the Fiscal Years 2003-2012 of the Water
Services Organization (WSO) of LADWP, WSO is in a 10-year process of capital upgrades to the water
infrastructure system of the City of Los Angeles. Through this program, WSO can provide reliable
sources of water to the residents of the City."” No infrastructure deficiencies are known to occur in the
project vicinity, and it is anticipated that the existing infrastructure system could serve the Proposed
Project. Further, during the project’s construction phase, the project applicant would be required to
coordinate with LADWP to confirm water conveyance capacity and would be required to install any
upgrades that would be necessary. Through this process, project impacts related to water conveyance
infrastructure would be less than significant.

Water Quality

The Proposed Project would result in a net increase in water consumption of approximately 21,804 gpd
over the existing uses. LAAFP has a remaining treatment capacity of approximately 150 million gallons
per day in non-summer months and 50 million gallons per day during summer months. For purposes of a
conservative analysis, it is assumed that LAAFP only has 50 million gallons of remaining capacity. The
net increase in water consumption by the Proposed Project represents approximately 0.04 percent of the

16 City of Los Angeles, Department of Water and Power, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, page 24.

7 City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, Water Services Organization, Ten-Year Capital

Improvement Program for the Fiscal Years 2003-2012, http://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/cms/ladwp004791.pdf,
March 31, 2008.
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remaining treatment capacity at LAAFP. As such, impacts related to treatment capacity as a result of the
Proposed Project would be less than significant.

Fire Flow

According to the Fire Code, the overall fire flow requirement for the Proposed Project (located in a high
density residential and commercial neighborhood) is 4,000 gpm from four fire hydrants flowing
simultaneously with a 20 PSI minimum residual pressure.® According to LADWP, a 10-inch water main
is required to satisfy the required 4,000-gpm fire flow. As discussed previously, should it be determined
that the existing water main infrastructure is unable to accommodate the estimated water consumption for
the project during the project’s construction phase, the project applicant would be required to coordinate
with LADWP to confirm water conveyance capacity and would be required to install any upgrades that
would be necessary, including those for fire flow. Through this process, project impacts related to fire
flow would be less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Water Supply

Implementation of the Proposed Project in combination with the related projects identified in Section II,
Environmental Setting, would increase the demand for water supplies provided by LADWP. As shown in
Table 1V.L-3, Cumulative Water Consumption, the related projects within the City of Los Angeles,
Culver City, and Marina Del Rey would consume approximately 1,695,919 gpd of water. Similar to the
Proposed Project, water consumption for the related projects was estimated utilizing the 118 percent
method for calculating residential water consumption and the 128 percent method for non-residential
water consumption, which uses standard wastewater rates and then adds a percentage of the totals (18
percent for residential, 28 percent for non-residential) to include outdoor water usage.

Implementation of the Proposed Project in combination with the nineteen related projects identified
within LADWP service area would increase the demand for water. The net cumulative water
consumption of the related projects in combination with the Proposed Project is estimated at 1,717,723
gpd of water. LADWP anticipates that its projected water supplies available during the average, single
dry year, and multi-year drought study scenarios, as included in the 20-year projection contained in the
2005 UWMP, would meet the projected water demand associated with the planned future uses in
LADWP system."® Therefore, cumulative impacts to water supply would be less than significant.

Implementation of the Project in conjunction with regional growth would increase the demand for the
water supply in the City. Using SCAG regional growth forecast in calculating future water demands for
its service area in the Blueprint Report, MWD takes into consideration anticipated water demands of

8 City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, Chapter 5, Public Safety and Protection, Division 9, Access, Hydrants,

and Fire Flow, Section 57.09.07, Table 9-C.

9 City of Los Angeles, Department of Water and Power, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, page ES-2 — ES-6.
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LADWP and states that MWD’s water supplies are fully reliable to meet the demands of its customers
(including LADWP) in all hydrologic conditions through at least 2030. Even during shortages, MWD
expects that it will be able to meet its member agencies’ long-term needs through a combination of
actions, including water-transfer programs, outdoor conservation measures, and development of
additional local resources, such as recycling, brackish water desalination, and seawater desalination.
Additionally, MWD has more than approximately 3.8 million AF of storage capacity available in
reservoirs and banking/transfer programs.

LADWP has outlined aggressive short-term water conservation strategies in its Water Supply Action Plan
that will be implemented and enforced to ensure a sufficient and reliable water supply in the event of a
water supply shortage. These strategies include, but are not limited to: 1) more rigorous enforcement of
existing prohibited uses of water, as well as new and expanded prohibited uses; 2) additional restrictions
on landscape watering and washing/rinsing of vehicles, and increased monetary penalties for violations;
3) expansion of the agency’s rebate and incentive program to further encourage water conservation
efforts; and 4) increased rates to encourage water conservation and curb usage. In the unlikely event that
an unexpected water supply shortage was to occur, LADWP would intensify, accelerate, and expand on
these short-term conservation strategies to continue to ensure a sufficient and reliable water supply.

As discussed previously, the project’s water demand is consistent with what has been anticipated for the
project site, based on the existing land use designation and zoning for the site and is consistent with the
future demand assumptions made by MWD and could be accommodated by LADWP’s existing
entitlements. Thus, the project’s contribution to the cumulative demand for water supply would not be
considerable. Therefore, cumulative water impacts would be less than significant.

Water Treatment Facilities

The Proposed Project, in conjunction with the related projects located within the City of Los Angeles,
would cumulatively consume approximately 1,717,723 gpd of water (refer to Table 1V.L-3). As stated
above, LAAFP has a remaining treatment capacity of approximately 150 million gallons per day in non-
summer months and 50 million gallons per day during summer months. For purposes of a conservative
analysis, it is assumed that LAAFP only has 50 million gallons of remaining capacity. The cumulative
consumption of water by the Proposed Project and the related project represents approximately 3.4
percent of the remaining treatment capacity at LAAFP. As such, cumulative impacts on treatment
capacity as a result of the Proposed Project and related projects would be less than significant.

Table IV.L-3
Cumulative Water Consumption
Map Location - g o oF " Total
No. (Address) Size Unit Description Consumption Rate (gallons/day)
1 SWC Lincoln Playa del Oro/Furama Redevelopment
Blvd./Manchester 539 du Apartment 188.8 gallons/du/day 101,763
Ave. 27000 | sf | Retail 102.4 gallons/1,000 2,765
sf/day
(500) rm Hotel (to be removed) 166.4 (83,200)
gallons/rooms/day '
Playa Manchester Project IV.L Utilities and Services
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Table IV.L-3 (Continued)
Cumulative Water Consumption
Map Location . . — . Total
No. (Address) Size Unit Description Consumption Rate (gallons/day)
(10,420) sf Retail (to be removed) 1024 2?}&2;3/1000 (1,067)
(10,590) sf Office (to be removed) | 192 gallons/1,000 sf/day (2,033)
High-Turnover )
(4,800) sf Restaurant (to be 25.6 gallons/seat/day (4,480)'
removed
7215 W. 102.4 gallons/1,000
2 Manchester Ave.? 4,850 sf Walk-In Bank sf/day 497
3 | pesW.Centuy | g du | Hotel 166.4 gallons/room/day | 29,952
4 | [9005 Loyola 16 st | Daycare Center 10.2 gallons/st/day 163
5 | [351 Sepulveda 600 st | School Expansion 10.2 gallons/st/day 6,120
6 2?01 Beethoven 420 st Private School 10.2 gallons/st/day 4,284
7 8632 Sepulveda 3,621 sf Walk-In Bank 102.4 gallons/1,000 371
Blvd. sf/day
8 58?53 Grosvenor 208 du | Condominium 188.8 gallons/du/day 39,270
9 4500 Via Marina’ 120 du Apartment (expansion) 188.8 gallons/du/day 22,656
478 du gﬂelélig'eiigllly 188.8 gallons/du/day 90,246
Sout_r_\_ern terminus 500 sf Restaurant 384 gallons/1,000 sf/day 192
10 | of Fiji Wy. - K
(Parcel 64)°1 34 slip | Boat n/a -
(224) | qu | AApartment (to be 188.8 gallons/du/day |  (42,291)
removed) ' '
132 rm Hotel 166.4 gallons/room/day 21,964
1,230 seat | Restaurant 38.4 gallons/seat/day 47,232
. 102.4 gallons/1,000
W/o Fiji Wy. 24,250 sf Retail sf/day 2,483
Near Terminus 5,200 sf Office 192 gallons/1,000 sf/day 998
11 | Fisherman's 26 slip | Boat n/a“ -
Village®! (Parcels Retail/Commercial (to 102.4 gallons/1,000
55/56/W) (12,984) st be removed) sf/day (1,330)
Restaurant (to be h
(16,149) sf removed) 38.4 gallons/seat/day (23,040)
(17) slip | Boat (to be removed) n/a“ -
W/o Lincoln
Blvd., N/o Fiji . . 102.4 gallons/1,000
12 Wy. (Parcels 4,700 sf Specialty Retail sf/day 481
50&83))
134557 | sf | Warehouse 25.6 g;l}gg;’ 1,000 3,445
13 12700 Braddock 1,357 sf Office 192 gallons/1,000 sf/day 261
Dr. University of CA 102.4 gallons/1.000
(58,323) | sf | Laundry Building (to 49 ' (5,972)

be removed)

sf/day
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Table IV.L-3 (Continued)
Cumulative Water Consumption
Map Location . . — . Total
No. (Address) Size Unit Description Consumption Rate (gallons/day)
Playa Vista Phase |
3,246 du Condominium 188.8 gallons/du/day 612,845
2’1402’05 sf Office 192 gallons/1,000 sf/day 411,274
25000 | sf | Retail 102.4 gallons/1,000 2560
sf/day
S/o Jefferson 1,129,90 sf Production & Staging 102.4 gz#:jonsll,ooo 115,702
14 | Blvd., Elo Lincoln |—9 2“'090” e i
Blvd. 65.000 sf ommunity Serving 4 gallons/1, 6,656
Uses sf/day
(2,166) du Condominium 188.8 gallons/du/day (408,941)
(221)'000 sf | Office 192 gallons/1,000 sfiday |  (42,432)
. 102.4 gallons/1,000
(12,500) sf Retail st/day (1,280)
Playa Vista Phase Il
175,000 sf Office 192 gallons/1,000 sf/day 33,600
S/o Jefferson 2,600 du Apartment 188.8 gallons/du/day 490,880
15 | Blvd./ Westlawn . 102.4 gallons/1,000
Ave 150,000 sf Shopping Center sf/day 15,360
40,000 s Community Serving 102.4 gallons/1,000 4,096
Uses sf/day
Dry Stack Storage K i
N/is Fiji Wy, wio | 3% | Vessel | ity n/a
16 | Admiralty Wy. 30 Vessel | Mast Up Storage Space n/a“ -
J - -
(Parcel 52/GG) 1,500 sf She_r '.ff Boatwright 192 gallons/1,000 sf/day 288
Facility
e Loyola Marymount
17 | 1LMU Dr. 7,800 st University Master Plan 23 gallon/st/day 179,400
18 6161 W Centinela Carlyle Radisson
Ave. 342,409 | sf | Office | 192 gallons/1,000 sf/day | 65,743
Airport Blvd Carwash
19 9204 Airport 15,380' sf Car Wash (Avg. Process Flow)™ -
Blvd.® Car Rental Facility (to 102.4 gallons/1,000
(15,251) st be removed) sf/day (1,562)
Related Projects Total 1,695,919
Proposed Project Net Total 21,804
Cumulative Total 1,717,723

Traffic impact study for Bank of America project at Lincoln Boulevard/Manchester Ave., Crain & Associates, June 2008.
Traffic analysis for a Proposed 478-unit Residential Development on Parcel 64 in Marina del Rey, Crain & Associates,
January 2007.
Traffic study for the Fisherman’s Village Retail and Commercial Development Project, Hirsch Green Traffic Consultant,
March 2007.
Traffic analysis for the Village at Playa Vista Project, Kaku Associates, Inc. and Raju Associates, Inc., July 2003.

No net increase of number of students or expansion of campus square footage. Therefore, no net increase in trip generation
for the project.
Traffic Impact Study Report for Proposed Entrada Office Project at 6161 W. Centinela Avenue, Culver City, Crain &
Associates, November 16, 2007. Added as part of the analysis as a worst case scenario.
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for the 9204 Airport Boulevard Carwash Project, Crain & Associates, March 19,
2008.
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Table IV.L-3 (Continued)
Cumulative Water Consumption

Map Location . . — . Total
No. (Address) Size Unit Description Consumption Rate (gallons/day)

Estimated as 600 seats.

Estimated as 175 seats.

Located in Marina Del Rey and added as part of the analysis as a worst case scenario.

Uses are not anticipated to consume water, therefore no consumption rate was used.

Based on telephone communication with Helen Shi at Crain & Associates, July 1, 2008.

The Bureau of Sanitation does not have a standard average process flow for car washes, instead process flows are provided by
the developer and are unique to each car wash. Therefore, no rate is available to calculate water consumption.

Source: Crain & Associates, Traffic Impact Study for Residential Project at Lincoln Boulevard/Manchester Avenue (8601 Lincoln
Boulevard), City of Los Angeles, June 23, 2008, p. 27-29.

h
i
i
k
I
m

MITIGATION MEASURES

Because no significant impacts to water service were identified, no mitigation measures are required.
However, the City requires the following standard measures to ensure that impacts are as less than
significant:

L-1.  The landscaped irrigation system shall be designed, installed, and tested to provide uniform
irrigation coverage for each zone. Sprinkler head patterns shall be adjusted to minimize over
spray onto walkways and streets. Each zone (sprinkler valve) shall water plants having
similar watering needs (do not mix shrubs, flowers and turf in the same watering zone).

Automatic irrigation timers shall be set to water landscaping during early morning or late
evening hours to reduce water losses from evaporation. Irrigation run times shall be adjusted
for all zones seasonally, reducing water times and frequency in the cooler months (fall,
winter, spring). Sprinkler timer run times shall be adjusted to avoid water runoff, especially
when irrigating sloped property.

The irrigation systems shall also meet the following requirements:

o Weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff;

o Flow sensor and master valve shutoff (large landscapes);

o Matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads;

o Drip/microspray/subsurface irrigation where appropriate;

e Minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent;

e Proper hydro-zoning, turf minimization and use of native/drought tolerant plant
materials; and

e Use of landscaping contouring to minimize precipitation runoff.

Playa Manchester Project IV.L Utilities and Services
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L-2.

L-3.

L-5.

L-6.

L-8.

L-9.

L-10.

Drought-tolerant, low water consuming plant varieties shall be used to reduce irrigation water
consumption. For a list of these plant varieties, refer to Sunset Magazine, October 1988,
“The Unthirsty 100,” pp. 74-83, or consult a landscape architect.

The Project Applicant shall use recycled water (where available) for appropriate end uses
(irrigation, cooling towers, sanitary).

The Project Applicant shall install ultra-low-flush high-efficiency toilets (1.28 gallons/flush
or less, includes dual flush), ultra-low-flush high-efficiency urinals (0.5 gallons/flush or less,
includes waterless), and water-saving showerheads (2.0 gallons/minute or less). Low flow
faucet aerators shall be installed on all sink faucets with a faucet flow rate of 1.5
gallons/minute or less.

Significant opportunities for water savings exist in air conditioning systems that utilize
evaporative cooling (i.e., employ cooling towers). Cooling towers shall be operated at a
minimum of 5.5 cycles of concentration.

The Project Applicant shall install domestic water heating systems located in close proximity
to point(s) of use. Tank-less and on-demand water heaters shall be used as feasible.

The Project Applicant shall install high-efficiency clothes washers (water factor of 6.0 or
less) where clothes washers are provided, and high-efficiency dishwashers (Energy Star
rated) shall be installed where dishwashers are provided. Water conserving clothes washers
and dishwashers are now available from many manufacturers. Water savings also represent
energy savings, in that the water saved by these appliances is typically heated.

The Project Applicant shall install onsite water recycling systems for wastewater discharge
for commercial laundries, dye houses, food processing, certain manufacturing operations, etc.
(subject to a payback threshold of five years or less).

Single-pass cooling systems shall be prohibited.
The Project Applicant shall install metering systems as follows:

o  All dwelling units shall have individual metering and billing for water use; and

o All irrigated landscapes of 5,000 square feet or more require separate metering or
submetering.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

Impacts related to water service would be less than significant.

Playa Manchester Project IV.L Utilities and Services
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
L. UTILITIES AND SERVICES
2. SEWER

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Existing Conditions

The City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Bureau of Sanitation Division (LABS) provides
sewer conveyance infrastructure and wastewater treatment services to the project area. The Hyperion
Treatment Plant (HTP), located west of Los Angeles International Airport in Playa del Rey, provides
treatment capacity for wastewater flows generated throughout the City of Los Angeles, including the
project area. The HTP has a design capacity of 450 million gallons per day (gpd) and currently treats an
average of approximately 362 million gpd to primary and secondary treatment standards, using three
levels of filtration treatment before discharging the treated wastewater five miles offshore.?® The
remaining capacity at the HTP is therefore approximately 88 million gpd or approximately 20 percent of
its total capacity.

The Hyperion Service Area (HSA) encompasses approximately 328,000 acres, or approximately 515
square miles, of the greater Los Angeles area and serves approximately four million people. HSA also
serves 53,000 acres outside the jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles on a contractual basis. HSA
includes approximately 96 percent of the total area served by LABS.

The sewer infrastructure in the vicinity of the project site includes existing eight-inch line on Loyola
Boulevard. The sewage from the existing pipe flows to a 10-inch and a 15-inch pipe on Loyola
Boulevard, and then feeds into an 18-inch line on Northside Parkway before discharging to a 114-inch
line on Westchester Parkway.?" The design capacities at the current flow level (d/D) of 50 percent for the
eight-inch line is 537,809 gpd; for the 10-inch line is 455,475 gpd; for the 15-inch line is 1.93 million
gpd: for the 18-inch is 1.09 million gpd; and for the 114-inch line is 122.40 million gpd.?* The sewer
system’s d/D currently is approximately 26 percent for the 10-inch line and 18 percent for the 18-inch
line.?? There are two sewer maintenance holes located on the project site, and three maintenance holes
located on the Playa Del Oro project site.?

2 City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works Bureau of Sanitation Division, Wastewater Website, Facts

and Figures, http://www.lacity.org/san/wastewater/factsfigures.htm, March 31, 2008.

2L City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering, Navigate L.A.,

http://navigatela.lacity.org, July 2, 2008.

22 Letter correspondence with Brent Lorscheider, Acting Division Manager, Wastewater Engineering Services

Division, Bureau of Sanitation, City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, September 15, 2008.

2 Letter correspondence with Brent Lorscheider, Acting Division Manager, Wastewater Engineering Services

Division, Bureau of Sanitation, City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, September 15, 2008.
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The existing uses on the project site currently generate an estimated 1,920 gpd of wastewater (see Table
IV.L-4).

Table IV.L-4
Existing Uses Wastewater Generation
Land Use Size Generation Rate Total (gallon/day)
Retail 24,000 sf 80 gallons/1,000 sf/day 1,920
Total 1,920

sf = Square Feet
Source: Brent Lorscheider, Acting Division Manager, Wastewater Engineering Services Division, Bureau of
Sanitation, City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, September 15, 2008.

Regulatory Framework
Wastewater Facilities Plan/Integrated Resources Plan

The City’s sewer system is subject to Section 201 of the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA). According to
CWA, the City must adopt a facilities plan in accordance with the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA) Rules and Regulations, 40 CFR, Section 35.917. Section 201 specifies the following:

Facilities planning will demonstrate the need for facilities and, by a systematic
evaluation of feasible alternatives, will also demonstrate that the proposed measures
represent the most cost-effective means of meeting established effluent and water quality
goals while recognizing environmental and social considerations.?

The City prepared a Wastewater Facilities Plan (WFP) in 1982 and updated it in 1991. The 1991 WFP
update planned for facilities through the year 2010 and currently regulates wastewater facilities in the
City. WEFP is focused primarily on developing cost effective construction improvements and analyzes
wastewater, water recycling, and storm-water services in the City.?

2 City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering, Navigate L.A.,

http://navigatela.lacity.org, July 2, 2008.

% City of Los Angeles Integrated Resources Plan Facilities Plan, Volume 1, July 2004, Revised November 2005,

page 3-1, http://www.lacity.org/san/irp/documents/v1-1of3-wastewater-management.pdf, March 31, 2008.

% City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation, Integrated Resources Program,

http://www.lacity.org/san/irp/About_IRP.htm, March 31, 2008.
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Wastewater System Facilities
Hyperion Treatment Plant

As discussed above, HTP is located in the Playa del Rey community of the City of Los Angeles and
serves an area of approximately 515 square miles, 90 percent of which is located within the City of Los
Angeles. HTP is subject to the State Ocean Plan, the Clean Water Enforcement and Pollution Prevention
Act of 1999 (SB 709), and a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit
(CA0109991). HTP meets all existing requirements under these regulations, although its NPDES permit
expired in 1999. HTP is currently operating under a renewal permit.”’ Furthermore, HTP is subject to
City of Los Angeles Ordinance No. 166,060, which limits the annual increase in wastewater discharge
from HTP to 5 million gpd.?

Wastewater Conveyance Facilities

Over 6,700 miles of sewer lines convey wastewater to the City’s four wastewater treatment plants, which
include HTP, the Terminal Island Treatment Plant, the Donald C. Tillman Water Reclamation Plant, and
the Los Angeles-Glendale Water Reclamation Plant. Approximately 550 million gpd flow through the
system, which is regulated by Federal and local entities.?

The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board enforces Section 122.41(m) of part 40 of the
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), which prohibits the bypassing of water treatment facilities and
sanitary sewer overflows.

In addition to the CFR, the sewer conveyance system is subject to regulation by the South Coast Air
Quality Management District, which responds to claims regarding odors.

The City also regulates the sewer conveyance system through the Collection System Settlement
Agreement (CSSA) and the ten-year City sewers program, which define maintenance and construction
project schedules and are currently managing approximately 100 sewer infrastructure improvement
projects.’*® CSSA is a settlement agreement that was reached in 2004 to resolve a lawsuit brought against
the City by the Santa Monica Baykeeper and other community organizations after a number of sanitary

27 state of California, Water Resources Control Board, Board Decisions, Adopted Orders, Permit Search Tool,

http://Iwww.waterboards.ca.gov/rwqcb4/board_decisions/adopted_orders/by_permits_tools.shtml, March 31,
2008.

% City of Los Angeles, Environmental Affairs Department, CEQA, L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 20086,
http://www.cityofla.org/EAD/EADWeb-AQD/thresholdsguide.htm, March 31, 2008.

2 City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation, Integrated Resources Program,

Wastewater System, http://www.lacity.org/san/irp/Wastewater.htm, March 31, 2008.

% City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, LA Sewers, City Sewers, Current Construction,

http://www.lasewers.org/sewers/current_projects/index.htm, March 31, 2008.
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sewer overflows occurred in the City in February of 1998. CSSA requires the City to enhance, repair, and
update the City’s sewer system and sets specific timelines for the City to complete the upgrades. In
addition, the agreement mandates that the City spend $8.5 million in supplemental environmental
enhancement projects.®* The City must prepare annual progress reports detailing its success at meeting
the terms and goals of the agreement. The fourth annual progress report, the Fiscal Year 2007-2008
progress report published in August 2008, indicates that the City is in full compliance with CSSA and in
many cases has gone beyond the requirements. The 10-year City sewers program was put into place in
order to carry out the mandates of CSSA, which has a compliance period of 10 years.

City Permits

Section 62.105 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code requires permits to be obtained for
construction on any property, street, or other right-of-way owned by, to be owned by, or under control of
the City (e.g., sewers, sidewalks, curbs, gutters, pavement, grading, storm drains, etc.). A type “B”
Permit is required for extensive public works improvements, such as the installation of sewer, storm
drains, street lighting, and traffic signals. A Type “S” (Sewer) Permit is required to connect a property’s
sewer line to the City’s sewer system or to repair and existing connection.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
Methodology

The environmental impacts of the Proposed Project with respect to wastewater are determined based on
the proposed increase in wastewater generation and the capacity of existing and proposed wastewater
infrastructure. The existing sewer capacity and wastewater generation is compared to the Proposed
Project’s wastewater generation and future sewer capacity, including improvements associated with the
Proposed Project. Wastewater generation is estimated based on generation rates provided by Brent
Lorscheider, Acting Division Manager in the Wastewater Engineering Services Division of the City of
Los Angeles Department of Public Works’ Bureau of Sanitation in a service letter response dated
September 15, 2008.

Thresholds of Significance

In accordance with guidance provided in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Proposed Project
would have a potentially significant wastewater impact if it were to:

(a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board;

(b) Require or result in the construction of a new wastewater treatment facility or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects;

%1 City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, LA Sewers, Collection System Settlement Agreement, Annual

Report Fiscal Year 2007-2008, http://www.lasewers.org/cssa/annualreports.html, February 2, 2009..
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(c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; or

(d) Resultin a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to
the provider’s existing commitments.

Furthermore, as set forth in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the determination of significance shall be
made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following:

(@) The project would cause a measurable increase in wastewater flows at a point where, and a
time when, a sewer’s capacity is already constrained or that would cause a sewer’s capacity
to become constrained; or

(b) The project’s additional wastewater flows would substantially or incrementally exceed the
future scheduled capacity of any one treatment plant by generating flows greater than those
anticipated in the Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its amendments.

Project Impacts

As discussed in Section I11, Project Description, development of the Proposed Project would involve the
demolition of all existing uses and the construction of 260 apartment units, including 16 joint live/work
units, in a four- to six-story building above three levels of parking. In 2004, City Council adopted a
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the Playa del Oro mixed-use development, a portion of which
has recently been constructed on the property that adjoins the project site. A portion of the Playa del Oro
development originally included a 134-unit multi-family residential building on the westerly end of the
Playa del Oro site, which will no longer be constructed. In lieu of constructing the previously-approved,
vested and mitigated 134-unit building, the Applicant proposes to construct the Proposed Project, which
is comprised of 260 units, resulting in a net increase of 126 dwelling units. Ads the 134-unit building has
already undergone environmental review pursuant to CEQA, the baseline conditions have been adjusted
to assume that the approved Playa del Oro development already exists on the eastern portion of the
project site. Therefore, the following discussion focuses on the incremental effects of constructing an
additional 126 dwelling units (as compared to the previously-approved Playa del Oro project) on an
expanded project site.

As shown in Table 1V.L-5, Proposed Project Wastewater Generation, the Proposed Project is anticipated
to generate a net increase of approximately 18,590 gpd of wastewater over the baseline conditions.
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Table IV.L-5
Proposed Project Wastewater Generation
Land Use \ Size \ Generation Rate Total (gallons/day)

Proposed Project

SisilgentlaI/leeNVork 260 units 160 gallons/unit/day 41,600
Multi-Purpose/Gym 1,400 sf 250 gallons/ 1,000 sf/day? 350
Proposed Project Subtotal 41,950
Less Baseline Conditions
Existing Retail 24,000 sf 80 gallons/1,000 sf/day 1,920
Previously-Approved . .
Residential Building 134 units 160 gallons/unit/day 21,440
Baseline Conditions Subtotal 23,360
Net Increase in Wastewater Generation over Baseline 18,590

& Calculated utilizing the “Gymnasium” generation rate.

Source: Brent Lorscheider, Acting Division Manager, Wastewater Engineering Services Division, Bureau of Sanitation, City of
Los Angeles Department of Public Works, September 15, 2008.

Source (table): Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, February 2009.

No sewer infrastructure deficiencies are known to occur in the project vicinity. During the project’s
construction phase, the project applicant would be required to coordinate with LABS to confirm sewer
capacity availability and would be required to implement any upgrades that would be needed.** Through
this process, impacts related to wastewater conveyance infrastructure would be less than significant.

Wastewater generated on the project site would be subsequently conveyed to HTP, which has a remaining
treatment capacity of approximately 88 million gpd. The 18,590 gpd net increase in wastewater over the
existing uses represents approximately 0.02 percent of the remaining capacity at HTP. Therefore, HTP
has enough remaining capacity to accommodate the Proposed Project. Impacts to wastewater treatment
capacity as a result of the buildout of the Proposed Project would be less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Implementation of the Proposed Project in combination with the related projects identified in Section I,
Environmental Setting, would increase the demand for wastewater services provided by LABS. As
shown in Table 1V.L-6, Cumulative Wastewater Generation, the related projects within the City of Los
Angeles, Culver City, and Marina Del Rey would generate an estimated 1,385,225 gpd of wastewater.

% Letter correspondence with Brent Lorscheider, Acting Division Manager, Wastewater Engineering Services

Division, City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation, September 15, 2008.

IV.L. Utilities and Services
Page IV.L-20

Playa Manchester Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Table IV.L-6
Cumulative Wastewater Generation
Map Location . . .. . Total
No. (Address) Size Unit Description Generation Rate (gallons/day)
Playa del Oro/Furama Redevelopment
539 du Apartment 160 gallons/du/day 86,240
27,000 sf Retail 80 gallons/1,000 sf/day 2,160
(500) rm ':?T:ell(tg be 130 gallons/room/day (65,000)
SWC Lincoln oo et)b
1 | Blvd./Manchester | (10420) | sf | Retil (tobe 80 gallons/L,000 sfiday |  (834)
Ave. re:fwove(d) -
Office (to be
(10,590) sf removed) 150 gallons/1,000 sf/day (1,589)
High-Turnover _
(4,800) sf Restaurant (to be 20 gallons/seat/day (3,500)'
removed)
7215 W.
2 Manchester Ave.2 4,850 sf Walk-In Bank 80 gallons/1,000 sf/day 388
3 | plesW.Centuy | g0 du | Hotel 130 gallons/room/day 23,400
4 E?Sg S. Loyola 16 st Daycare Center 8 gallons/st/day 128
5 E?% Sepulveda 600 st School Expansion 8 gallons/st/day 4,800
6 2?01 Beethoven 420 st Private School 8 gallons/st/day 3,360
7 88?35 Sepulveda 3,621 sf Walk-In Bank 80 gallons/1,000 sf/day 290
8 58?\?3 Grosvenor 208 du Condominium 160 gallons/du/day 33,280
9 | 4500 Via Marina 120 du | Apartment 160 gallons/du/day 19,200
(expansion)
478 du Multi-Family 160 gallons/du/day 76,480
Southern terminus Residential
500 sf Restaurant 300 gallons/1,000 sf/day 150
10 | of Fiji Wy. - K
b, j 34 slip Boat n/a -
(Parcel 64) Apartment (to be
(224) du removed) 160 gallons/du/day (35,840)
132 rm Hotel 130 gallons/room/day 17,160
1,230 seat Restaurant 30 gallons/seat/day 36,900
24,250 sf Retail 80 gallons/1,000 sf/day 1,940
W/o Fiji Wy. 5,2220 7f (;ffltce 150 gallonsﬁll,(OOO sf/day 780
Near Terminus S oat - na .
1 Fisherman's Retail/Commerci
Village® (Parcels (12,984) sf al (to be 80 gallons/1,000 sf/day (1,039)
55/56/W) removed)
Restaurant (to be h
(16,149) sf removed) 30 gallons/seat/day (18,000)
. Boat (to be K
a7 slip removed) n/a -
W/o Lincoln
Blvd., N/o Fiji . .
12 Wy. (Parcels 4,700 sf Specialty Retail 80 gallons/1,000 sf/day 376
50&83)
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Table IV.L-6 (Continued)
Cumulative Wastewater Generation
'\I<II§I.D (IA%CC?::EOSQ) Size Unit Description Generation Rate (gaI;Z%EE;:jay)
134,557 sf Warehouse 20 gallons/1,000 sf/day 2,691
12700 Braddock 1,357 sf Office 150 gallons/1,000 sf/day 204
B 1o University of CA
(58,323) sf Laundry Building | 80 gallons/1,000 sf/day (4,666)
(to be removed)
Playa Vista Phase |
3,246 du Condominium 160 gallons/du/day 519,360
2,142,050 sf Office 150 gallons/1,000 sf/day 321,308
25,000 sf Retail 80 gallons/1,000 sf/day 2,000
S/o Jefferson Production &
14 Blvd.. E/o Lincoln 1,129,900 sf Staging Support 80 gallons/1,000 sf/day 90,392
Blvd. 65,000 sf gom.m“”'ty 80 gallons/1,000 sf/day 5,200
erving Uses
(2,166) du Condominium 160 gallons/du/day (346,560)
(221,000) sf Office 150 gallons/1,000 sf/day (33,150)
(12,500) sf Retail 80 gallons/1,000 sf/day (1,000)
Playa Vista Phase 11
S/o Jefferson 175,000 sf Office 150 gallons/1,000 sf/day 26,250
15 BIvd./ Westlawn 2,600 du Apartment 160 gallons/du/day 416,000
Ave. 150,000 sf Shopplng_ Center 80 gallons/1,000 sf/day 12,000
40,000 sf | Sommunity 80 gallons/1,000 sf/day 3,200
Serving Uses
Dry Stack K
345 Vessel Stg’rage Facility n/a -
N/s Fiji Wy., w/o Mast Up Storage K
16 Admirjalty)\/Ny.. 30 Vessel Space P ) n/a i
(Parcel 52/GG)! Sheriff
1,500 sf Boatwright 150 gallons/1,000 sf/day 225
Facility
Loyola
17 |1LMUDr 7,800 st Mﬁir\}’e”r’g?;fwaster 18 gallon/st/day 140,400
Plan
18 6161 W Centinela Carlyle Radisson
Ave/ 342,409 | st | Office | 150 gallons/1,000 sf/day | 51,361
Airport Blvd Carwash
9204 Airport 15,380’ sf Car Wash (Avg. Process Flow)" -
19 Blvd.® Car Rental
(15,251) sf Facility (to be 80 gallons/1,000 sf/day (1,220)
removed)
Related Projects Total 1,385,225
Proposed Project Net Total 18,590
Cumulative Total 1,403,815

January 2007.

March 2007.

Traffic impact study for Bank of America project at Lincoln Boulevard/Manchester Ave., Crain & Associates, June 2008.
Traffic analysis for a Proposed 478-unit Residential Development on Parcel 64 in Marina del Rey, Crain & Associates,

Traffic study for the Fisherman’s Village Retail and Commercial Development Project, Hirsch Green Traffic Consultant,

Traffic analysis for the Village at Playa Vista Project, Kaku Associates, Inc. and Raju Associates, Inc., July 2003.
No net increase of number of students or expansion of campus square footage. Therefore, no net increase trip generation
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Table IV.L-6 (Continued)
Cumulative Wastewater Generation

Map Location . . — . Total
No. (Address) Size Unit Description Generation Rate (gallons/day)

for the project.

Traffic Impact Study Report for Proposed Entrada Office Project at 6161 W. Centinela Avenue, Culver City, Crain &
Associates, November 16, 2007. Added as part of the analysis as a worst case scenario.

9 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for the 9204 Airport Boulevard Carwash Project, Crain & Associates, March 19,
2008.

Estimated as 600 seats.

Estimated as 175 seats.

Located in Marina Del Rey and added as part of the analysis as a worst case scenario.

Uses not anticipated to generate wastewater, therefore no generation rate was used.

Based on telephone communication with Helen Shi at Crain & Associates, July 1, 2008.

The Bureau of Sanitation does not have a standard average process flow for car washes, instead process flows are provided
by the developer and are unique to each car wash. Therefore, no rate is available to calculate wastewater generation.
Source: Crain & Associates, Traffic Impact Study for Residential Project at Lincoln Boulevard/Manchester Avenue (8601
Lincoln Boulevard), City of Los Angeles, June 23, 2008, p. 27-29.

3 — x - - =

The LABS would provide sewer conveyance for the identified related projects, although it does not
provide the current flow levels and remaining capacities in the sewer lines serving the related projects.
However, each of the related projects would need to obtain a final approval from the LABS for a sewer
capacity connection permit. The sewer line capacity for each related project would be evaluated on a
case-by-case basis, and any upgrades that could be needed would be implemented prior to issuance of any
occupancy permits. Therefore, cumulative impacts to wastewater conveyance infrastructure would be
less than significant.

It is assumed that all of the related projects would rely on the wastewater treatment services provided by
the HTP. As shown in Table IV.L-6, Cumulative Wastewater Generation, the estimated wastewater
generated by the related projects in combination with the Proposed Project would be 1,403,815 gpd. As
previously discussed, the design capacity of HTP is 450 million gallons per day and HTP’s current
average wastewater flow is 362 million gpd. Therefore, the HTP has a remaining capacity of
approximately 88 million gpd. The cumulative sewage generation would be within the design capacity of
HTP representing about 1.6 percent of the remaining capacity. Cumulative impacts to wastewater
treatment capacity would be less than significant.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Because no significant impacts related to sewer service were identified, no mitigation measures are
required.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

Impacts related to sewer service would be less than significant.
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
L. UTILITIES AND SERVICES
3. SOLID WASTE

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Solid Waste Collection and Disposal

Within the City of Los Angeles, various public agencies and private companies administer solid waste
management, including collection and disposal services and landfill operation. Refuse from single-family
residential and limited multi-family residential uses on public streets is collected by the Los Angeles
Bureau of Sanitation (LABS) and disposed of at City operated landfills. Private contractors collect waste
generated by the majority of multi-family residential sources and all commercial and industrial sources.
Private contractors also collect construction waste. Private contractors can dispose of waste at a City
operated landfill or a landfill of their choosing.

Currently, the retail use on the project site generates an estimated 120 pounds of solid waste per day (see
Table IV.L-7).

Table IV.L-7
Existing Uses Solid Waste Generation
Land Use Size Generation Rate Total (pounds/day)
Retail 24,000 sf 5 pounds/1,000 sf/day 120
Total 120

sf = square feet
Source: City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation, ““Solid Waste Generation,” 1981.

Landfills

Waste disposal sites (i.e., landfills) are operated by the City and County of Los Angeles as well as by
private companies. In addition, transfer stations are utilized to temporarily store debris until larger haul
trucks are available to transport the materials directly to the landfills. Landfill availability is limited by
several factors, including: (1) restrictions to accepting waste generated only within a particular landfill’s
jurisdiction and/or wasteshed boundary, (2) tonnage permit limitations, (3) types of waste, and (4)
operational constraints. Planning to serve long-term disposal needs is constantly being conducted at the
regional level (e.g., siting new landfills within the County and transporting waste outside the region).
Most commonly, the Sunshine Canyon Landfill and the Chiquita Canyon Landfill service the City of Los
Angeles. Both landfills accept residential, commercial, and construction waste.
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Sunshine Canyon Landfill

The Sunshine Canyon Landfill is owned and operated by Browning-Ferris Industries, who purchased the
landfill from the City in 1978. In 1991, the operating permit for the landfill expired and operations
ceased. The County Board of Supervisors issued a Conditional Use Permit in 1993 to allow continued
operation at the Landfill on the County portion of the site. As one of the conditions of the permit,
Browning-Ferris Industries had to obtain a City of Los Angeles approval to operate in the City half of the
landfill, thereby establishing a City/County landfill. In 1996, landfill operations on the County side of the
landfill resumed with an approximate 6,600 tons per day capacity with an expected 10-year life span. In
1999, the Los Angeles City Council approved Ordinance 172,933, a zone change and General Plan
amendment, allowing for the continued use on the City portion of the landfill along with a Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report to assess the combined landfill operations.®® The plan approved pursuant to
Ordinance 172,933 allows the City to: (1) work with the County to combine the City and County portions
of the landfill;** (2) expand the landfill footprint to 194 acres in the City and 257 acres in the County; (3)
increase capacity to 55 million tons in the City portion and increase the combined capacity of the
City/County landfill to 90 million tons; (4) permit a daily maximum intake of 5,500 tons per day prior to
the combining of the City and County portions of the landfill; (5) permit a combined City/County daily
maximum intake of 11,000 tons following combining the City and County portions of the landfill;* and
(6) extend the estimated closure date to approximately 2029.>° According to a permit issued on July 7,
2008, as of October 31, 2007, Sunshine Canyon Landfill had approximately 111,200,000 cubic yards of
remaining capacity and a maximum permitted daily intake of 12,100 tons/day.*

Chiquita Canyon Landfill

The Chiquita Canyon Landfill has been owned and operated by Republic Services of California I, L.L.C.,
since 1999. As of May 1, 2003, the landfill has a remaining permitted capacity of approximately
35,800,000 cubic yards and a permitted maximum daily intake of 6,000 tons/day.®” The landfill is
comprised of approximately 592 acres, of which 257 are permitted for actual waste disposal. The
remaining 335 acres are reserved for ponds, buffer zones, and potential future landfill expansions.

¥ Sunshine Canyon Landfill, About Sunshine Canyon Landfill, History,

http://www.sunshinecanyonlandfill.com/about/history.shtml, .August 3, 2009.

¥ Sunshine Canyon Landfill, About Sunshine Canyon Landfill, History,

http://www.sunshinecanyonlandfill.com/about/history.shtml, .August 3, 2009.

¥ City of Los Angeles, Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report Sunshine Canyon Landfill, SEIR 91-0377-

ZCIGPA, State Clearinghouse No. 92041053, July 1997.

% State of California Integrated Waste Management Board, Facility/Site Summary Details: Sunshine Canyon

City/County Landfill (19-AA-2000), http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWI1S/19-AA-2000/Detail/, .August 3, 2009.

% State of California Integrated Waste Management Board, Enforcement, Solid Waste Information System,

Facility/Site Search, http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/19-AA-0052/Detail/, .August 3, 2009.
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Recycling Facilities

Waste generated in the City may also be diverted from landfills and recycled. LABS, Solid Resources
Citywide Recycling Division (SRCRD) develops and implements source reduction, recycling, and
composting programs in the City.*® SRCRD provides technical assistance to public and private recyclers,
oversees the City’s recycling program, manages the Household Hazardous Waste program, and helps
create markets for recycled materials.*® In order to provide more information to public and private sectors
regarding construction waste diversion, SRCRD publishes the Construction and Recycling Guide, which
is a directory of recyclers and certified mixed-debris processors that serve the Los Angeles region.** This
guide, in addition to an alphabetical listing of companies, also provides listings by materials accepted at
the respective facilities so that developers and contractors can tailor their recycling choices to suit their
project needs. While some of the companies listed in the guide also recycle operational waste, the County
of Los Angeles Department of Public Works maintains a list of all types of landfills and recycling
facilities in the County.”* The California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) provides
additional facility details for recycling companies in the County.*” While the final choice in recycling
facilities rests with the project applicant, the nearest facility in the vicinity of the project site that could be
utilized is the City of Santa Monica Transfer Station. This facility is located approximately five-and-one-
quarter miles northwest of the project site at 2401 Delaware Avenue in the City of Santa Monica.

Household Hazardous Waste

The City operates a Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) program in cooperation with the County of Los
Angeles Department of Public Works. The program is a way for private residents to safely dispose of
household chemicals such as household cleaning products, paint substances, automotive products, pool
chemicals, fertilizers, pesticides, batteries, and fluorescent light bulbs.*® City and County residents can
bring their HHW to “Hazmobile” collection sites. *“Hazmobile” is an operation consisting of trailers and
trucks with employees trained in hazardous waste handling. These sites move to different locations

% City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation, Recycling, Construction & Demolition

Recycling Guide, http://www.lacity.org/san/solid_resources/pdfs/C&D_guide.pdf, April 1, 2008.

¥ City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation, Recycling, Construction & Demolition

Recycling Guide, http://www.lacity.org/san/solid_resources/pdfs/C&D_guide.pdf, April 1, 2008.

%0 City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation, Recycling, Construction & Demolition

Recycling Guide, http://www.lacity.org/san/solid_resources/pdfs/C&D_guide.pdf, April 1, 2008.

1 County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Services, Solid Waste Facilities in Los Angeles County,

http://ladpw.org/swims/general/facilities/nearestfacilitylist.asp, April 1, 2008.

2 County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Services, Solid Waste Facilities in Los Angeles County,

http://ladpw.org/swims/general/facilities/nearestfacilitylist.asp, April 1, 2008.

* Los Angeles City Bureau of Sanitation, Household Hazardous Waste Collection Program,

http://www.lacity.org/san/solid_resources/special/services/hazmobil.htm, April 1, 2008.
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within the City, remaining at each site for approximately two or three days. These sites are staffed with
employees trained in hazardous waste handling who safely unload resident’s hazardous waste into trucks
and trailers on-site.**

LABS has also established five permanent waste collection sites throughout the City known as S.A.F.E.
(solvents/automotive/flammables/electronics) Centers, which are open every weekend to allow residents
to conveniently dispose of their HHW. The S.A.F.E. Center nearest to the project site is the Playa del
Rey: Hyperion Treatment Plant S.A.F.E. Center located approximately two miles to the southwest of the
project site at 7660 West Imperial Highway, Gate B. This S.A.F.E. center accepts paints, solvents,
automotive fluids and filters, anti-freeze, cleaning products, pool and garden chemicals, aerosol cans, all
medicine, auto batteries, household (alkaline) batteries, fluorescent tubes and bulbs, thermostats, other
mercury-containing lamps, and electronic devices.*

In addition, CIWMB has certified used motor oil collection centers throughout the State. These locations
accept uncontaminated oil throughout the year. A list of the locations can be obtained from the Bureau of
Sanitation or from CIWMB.*

Construction and Demolition Debris

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) report, Characterization of Building-
Related Construction and Demolition Debris in the United States, characterizes the quantity and
composition of building-related construction and demolition debris generated in the United States, and
summarizes the waste management practices for this waste stream.”” The report also includes building-
related construction and demolition debris generation rate estimates based on empirical data for new
construction sites gathered by the National Association of Homebuilders (NAHB) Research Center; the
Metropolitan Service District (METRO) in Portland, Oregon; Woodbin 2, a non-profit organization in
Wake County, North Carolina; McHenry County, lllinois; and Cornell University. The following
information is based on this USEPA report.

The California State definition of construction and demolition debris includes concrete, asphalt paving
and roofing, lumber, gypsum board, rock, soil, fines, and many miscellaneous and composite materials
generated by demolition and new construction of structures that contain materials that cannot be put in

“ Los Angeles City Bureau of Sanitation, Household Hazardous Waste Collection Program,

http://www.lacity.org/san/solid_resources/special/services/hazmobil.htm, April 1, 2008.

*  City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation, Special Materials: Hazardous Waste,

S.AIF.E. Centers: Permanent Collection Centers, Playa del Rey: Hyperion Treatment Plant,
http://www.lacity.org/san/solid_resources/pdfs/safe-htp-flyer_english.pdf, April 1, 2008.

¢ City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation, Special Materials: Hazardous Waste,

Used Oil Recycling Program, Recycling Facility Locator, http://routemap.lacity.org/oil/oil.htm, April 1, 2008.

4" USEPA Report No EPA530-98-010, Characterization of Building Related Construction and Demolition Debris
in the United States, July 1998, http://www.epa.gov/epaoswer/hazwaste/sqg/c&d-rpt.pdf, April 1, 2008.
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any other type or subtype.”® There is typically less concrete in construction debris than demolition debris,
although some construction projects produce considerable quantities of concrete, depending on the
technology used to build the concrete walls. Scrap from residential construction sites typically represents
between six and eight percent of the total weight of the building materials delivered to the site, excluding
the foundation, concrete floors, driveways, patios, etc. There is typically little waste concrete to dispose
of from residential construction projects. When buildings are demolished, large quantities of waste may
be produced in a relatively short period of time, depending on the demolition technique used. The
demolition project duration can vary depending on the technique used (i.e., implosion with explosives,
use of crane and wrecking ball, or deconstruction of structures). In actual practice, the majority of
demolition projects use a combination of the last two basic techniques, depending on the materials used in
the original project, the physical size of the structure, the surrounding buildings that cannot be disturbed
or impacted, and the time allocated for the project. One hundred percent of the weight of a building,
including the concrete foundations, driveways, patios, etc., may be generated as construction and
demolition debris when a building is demolished. On a per building basis, demolition waste quantities
may be 20 to 30 times as much as construction debris.

Regulatory Framework

The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) was enacted to reduce, recycle, and
reuse solid waste generated in the State to the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, the Act requires
city and county jurisdictions to identify an implementation schedule to divert 50 percent of the total waste
stream from landfill disposal by the year 2000. The Act also requires each city and county to promote
source reduction, recycling, and safe disposal or transformation. Cities and counties are required to
maintain the 50 percent diversion specified by AB 939 by the year 2000. The City of Los Angeles
surpassed the State-mandated 50 percent diversion rate for the year 2000 and achieved a 58.8 percent
diversion rate.** In 2001 and 2002, the City achieved a diversion rate of 63 and 62 percent, respectively.*
In addition, in 1999, the Mayor directed City departments to develop strategies to achieve the citywide
recycling goal of 70 percent by 2015.*

AB 939 further requires each city to conduct a Solid Waste Generation Study and to prepare a Source
Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE) to describe how it would reach the goals. SRRE contains

8 California Integrated Waste Management Board, Publications, CIWMB Publications Catalog, Statewide Waste

Characterization Study 2004, http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Publications/default.asp?pubid=1097, September 2,
2008.

* City of Los Angeles, AB 939 2000 Report, August 2001, page ES-1.

%0 California Integrated Waste Management Board, Jurisdiction Profile for City of Los Angeles,

http://lwww.ciwmb.ca.gov/Profiles/Juris/JurProfile2.asp?RG=C&JURID=272&JUR=Los+Angeles, April 1,
2008.

L City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation, Solid Resources, Facts & Figures,

http://www.lacity.org/san/solid_resources/factsfigures.htm, April 1, 2008.
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programs and policies for fulfillment of the goals of the Act, including the above-noted diversion goals
and must be updated annually to account for changing market and infrastructure conditions. As projects
and programs are implemented, the characteristics of the waste stream, the capacities of the current solid
waste disposal facilities, and the operational status of those facilities are upgraded, as appropriate.
California cities and counties are required to submit annual reports to CIWMB to update it on their
progress toward the AB 939 goals (i.e., source reduction, recycling and composting, and environmentally
safe land disposal).”’ To date, implementation of AB 939 has proven to be a successful method of
reducing landfill waste in the City. Furthermore, the City of Los Angeles Solid Waste Management
Policy Plan (CiSWMPP) provides additional goals, objectives, and policies for solid waste management
in the City. The Framework Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan also supports AB 939 and
its goals by encouraging “an integrated solid waste management system that maximizes source reduction
and materials recovery and minimizes the amount of waste requiring disposal.” In its efforts to reach
AB 939 goals and conform to the Framework Element, LABS prepared the Solid Resources
Infrastructure Strategy Facilities Plan in 2000 with the specific objectives to develop transfer facilities
and/or recycling centers; relocate the East Valley Collection Yard and develop a new East Valley
collection yard facility; develop permanent year-round Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) drop-off
facilities for City residents; continue to pursue development of yard trimmings processing, mulching, and
shipping facilities; and continue to research and develop the use of Material Recovery Facilities to
preprocess all residual waste prior to delivery to a disposal site.>* Furthermore, this plan seeks to
establish a capital improvement expenditure program to upgrade all collection yard facilities to meet
current environmental, health, and safety standards with assistance from the Office of Administrative and
Research Services; perform closure construction at all six inactive City-owned landfill sites; acquire
minimal long-term disposal capacity; identify methods of receiving citywide public review of plans and
actions in the Solid Resources program; and develop a comprehensive and continual Public Education and
Community Outreach program designed to educate and inform the public.”

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
Methodology

The environmental impacts of the Proposed Project with respect to solid waste are determined based on
the proposed increase in solid waste generation and the capacity of existing and proposed solid waste
infrastructure. The existing landfill capacities and solid waste generation is compared to the Proposed
Project’s solid waste generation and future landfill capacities, including a discussion of recycling

%2 california Public Resources Code, §40050 et seq.

5% City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, The Citywide General Plan Framework, 1996, page 9-11.

*  City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Solid Resource Infrastructure Strategy Facilities Plan,

http://www.lacity.org/san/isfp/isfp.pdf, September 2, 2008.

®  City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Solid Resource Infrastructure Strategy Facilities Plan,

http://www.lacity.org/san/isfp/isfp.pdf, September 2, 2008.

Playa Manchester Project IV.L. Utilities and Services
Draft Environmental Impact Report Page IV.L-29



City of Los Angeles March 2010

programs and design features that would be implemented with the Proposed Project. Estimates of the
Proposed Project’s solid waste generation were calculated based on generation rates provided in the City
of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation, “Solid Waste Generation,” 1981.

Thresholds of Significance

In accordance with guidance provided in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Proposed Project
would have a potentially significant solid waste impact if it were to:

(@) Be served by a landfill with insufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s
solid waste disposal needs; or

(b) Not comply with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.

Furthermore, as set forth in L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the determination of significance shall be made
on a case-by-case basis, considering the following:

(@ Amount of projected waste generation, diversion, and disposal during demolition,
construction, and operation of the project, considering proposed design and operational
features that could reduce typical waste generation rates;

(b) Need for additional waste collection route, or recycling or disposal facility to adequately
handle project-generated waste; or

(c) Whether the project conflicts with solid waste policies and objectives in the SRRE or its
updates, CiSWMPP, Framework Element, or the Curbside Recycling Program, including
consideration of the land use-specific waste diversion goals contained in volume 4 of the
SRRE.

Project Impacts

The western portion of the approximately 3.03-acre project site is currently developed with three
commercial structures that include 24,000 square feet of retail uses and associated surface parking lots.

Solid waste would be generated at the project site by both short-term construction activities and long-term
operation of the proposed land uses. The solid waste collection and disposal needs during construction
and operation of the Proposed Project would be met by private contractors, as LABS only collects waste
from single-family and limited multi-family uses on public streets.

As discussed in Section I11, Project Description, development of the Proposed Project would involve the
demolition of all existing uses and the construction of 260 apartment units, including 16 joint live/work
units, in a four- to six-story building above three levels of parking. In 2004, City Council adopted a
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the Playa del Oro mixed-use development, a portion of which
has recently been constructed on the property that adjoins the project site. A portion of the Playa del Oro
development originally included a 134-unit multi-family residential building on the westerly end of the
Playa del Oro site, which will no longer be constructed. In lieu of constructing the previously-approved,
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vested and mitigated 134-unit building, the Applicant proposes to construct the Proposed Project, which
is comprised of 260 units, resulting in a net increase of 126 dwelling units. As the 134-unit building has
already undergone environmental review pursuant to CEQA, the baseline conditions have been adjusted
to assume that the approved Playa del Oro development already exists on the eastern portion of the
project site. Therefore, the following discussion focuses on the incremental effects of constructing an
additional 126 dwelling units (as compared to the previously-approved Playa del Oro project) on an
expanded project site.

Construction Impacts

Construction waste would be generated during demolition and construction activities. While site grading
would occur at the project site and would require soil export, the primary types of demolition/construction
debris that would be removed from the project site would include cement, asphalt, lumber, metal,
masonry materials, and dirt and plant materials. Dirt and plant material would be used at the local
landfills to meet daily coverage requirements. The exported soil would not be disposed of in a landfill.
All “clean” soil, soil that is free of contaminants, is typically exported to other construction sites that need
soil. Soil that has been contaminated is removed from the site and taken to a hazard dump site to be
decontaminated.  Only demolition and construction waste would be disposed of at a landfill.
Construction and demolition debris includes concrete, asphalt, wood, drywall, metals, and other
miscellaneous and composite materials, which would generate approximately 47,976 tons of
demolition/construction debris for the project (see Table IV.L-8, Approximate Project Demolition and
Construction Waste Generation). Based on information provided previously in this section, the Sunshine
Canyon Landfill and the Chiquita Canyon Landfill have a combined remaining capacity of 147,000,000
tons. In accordance with historic recycling trends in the City and the incentives for recycling, most of the
demolition/construction debris associated with the project likely would be recycled. However,
conservatively assuming that none of the demolition/construction debris is recycled, the existing
remaining landfill capacity would be adequate to accommodate the project. Therefore, project impacts
related to landfill capacity as a result of demolition/construction would be less than significant.

Table IV.L-8
Approximate Project Demolition and Construction Waste Generation
Existing Land Use Size (sf) Gen&zit;;)sr;)aR ate ;[8:12;
DEMOLITION
Structures and parking area \ 63,162 sf | 0.75 \ 47,372
CONSTRUCTION
Non-Residential 266,456 0.000973 259
Residential 157,604 0.00219 345
Total Construction Debris 604
Total Demolition/Construction Debris 47,976
& U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Report No. EPA530-98-010, Characterization of Building-Related
Construction and Demolition Debris in the United States, June 1998, page A-1.
®  Assumes parking and recreation and common areas.
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Operational Impacts

Operation of the Proposed Project would result in ongoing generation of solid waste. Over the long-term,
the Proposed Project would be expected to generate a net increase of approximately 384 pounds of solid
waste per day (ppd), or 0.19 tons of solid waste, over the baseline conditions (see Table 1V.L-9, Proposed
Project Solid Waste Generation).

Table IV.L-9
Proposed Project Solid Waste Generation

Land Use ] Size ‘ Generation Rate Total (pounds/day)

Proposed Project

Stra]sigentlaI/leeNVork 260 units 4 pounds/unit/day 1,040
Proposed Project Subtotal 1,040
Less Baseline Conditions

Existing Retail 24,000 sf 5 pounds/1,000 sf/day 120

Previously-Approved . .
Residential Building 134 units 4 pounds/unit/day 536
Baseline Conditions Subtotal 656
Net Increase in Solid Waste Generation over Baseline 384

& City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation, ““Solid Waste Generation,”” 1981.

Source (table): Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, February 2009.

Sunshine Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills are currently permitted to accept 12,100 tons/day and
6,000 tons/day, respectively.”® In total, the two landfills may accept up to 18,100 tons/day. At present,
Sunshine Canyon Landfill accepts approximately 2,360 tons/day at the Citywide landfill. Therefore,
Sunshine Canyon Landfill can accept an additional 9,740 tons net increase in solid waste per day at the
Citywide landfill. Chiquita Canyon Landfill accepts an average of 5,500 tons/day, and therefore, can
accept an additional 500 tons/day net increase in solid waste.”” Solid waste disposal has remained
comparatively consistent since 1990 despite population and economic growth.”® As mentioned, the
Proposed Project would generate a net increase in solid waste generation of approximately 384 ppd, or
0.19 tons per day. This net increase in solid waste represents approximately 0.002 percent of the
remaining daily intake capacity, and approximately 0.002 percent of the total permitted daily intake at
Sunshine Canyon Landfill. At Chiquita Canyon Landfill, this generation rate represents approximately

% State of California Integrated Waste Management Board, Enforcement, Solid Waste Information System,

http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/, September 2, 2008.

" Chiquita Canyon Landfill, FAQ, website: http://www.chiquitacanyon.com/faq.php, February 4, 2010.

%8 Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, “Solid Waste Management in Los Angeles County,” May 10,

2007, Disposal System Overview, Remaining Permitted Capacity for In-County Landfills (as of January 1,
2007), http://ladpw.org/swims/Upload/SWM%20in%20LA%20County_7250.pdf, June 25, 2008.
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0.04 percent of the remaining daily intake capacity, and approximately 0.003 percent of the total
permitted daily intake.

Furthermore, operations within the City and the project site would continue to be subject to the
requirements set forth in AB 939 requiring each city or county to divert 50 percent of its solid waste from
landfill disposal through source reduction, recycling, and composting. The increase in solid waste
generated by the Proposed Project would not result in the need for additional waste collection routes and
recycling or disposal facilities. Therefore, impacts associated with solid waste service would be less than
significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

As shown in Table IV.L-10, Cumulative Solid Waste Generation, the related projects within the City of
Los Angeles, Culver City, and Marina Del Rey would generate an estimated 10,736 ppd of solid waste.

As shown in Table 1V.L-9, the Proposed Project would generate a net total of 384 ppd. The solid waste
generation of the Proposed Project in combination with the identified related projects would be
approximately 11,120 ppd or approximately 5.6 tons per day (see Table 1V.L-10).

Table 1V.L-10
Cumulative Solid Waste Generation
Map Location ] g _ 7 Total
No. (Address) Size Unit Description Generation Rate (pounds/day)
Playa del Oro/Furama Redevelopment
539 du Apartment 4 Ibs/du/day 2,156
27,000 sf Retail 5 1bs/1,000 sf/day 135
SWC Lincoln (500) rm Hotel (to be removed) 2 lbs/room/day (1,000)
1 Blvd./Manchester (10,420) sf Retail (to be removed) 5 1bs/1,000 sf/day (52)
Ave. (10500) | sf | Office (tobe 6 Ibs/1,000 sf/day (64)
removed)
High-Turnover
(4,800) sf Restaurant (to be 5 1bs/1,000 sf/day (24)
removed)
7215 W.
2 Manchester Ave.® 4,850 sf Walk-In Bank 5 1bs/1,000 sf/day 24
3 gzlsg W. Century 180 du Hotel 2 Ibs/room/day 360
4 78?33 S. Loyola 16 st Daycare Center 0.007 lbs/st/day 1
5 | 1331 Sepulveda 600 st | School Expansion 0.007 lbs/st/day 4
g | o0 Beethoven 420 st | Private School 0.007 lbs/st/day 3
7 | Se32Sepulveda ) g6 sf | Walk-In Bank 5 Ibs/1,000 sf/day 18
8 g‘rl’sg Grosvenor 208 du | condominium 4 ls/du/day 832
9 | 4500 Via Marina" 120 du | Apartment 4 Ibs/du/day 480
(expansion)
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Table 1V.L-10 (Continued)
Cumulative Solid Waste Generation
Map Location . . — . Total
No. (Address) Size Unit Description Generation Rate (pounds/day)
478 du 'F\Q"eus'itc;'ei";‘i”;"y 4 \bs/dulday 1,912
h .
10 g? Llitu ie\r/r\};ermmus 500 sf Restaurant 5 1bs/1,000 sf/day 3
(Parcel 6 4)'b, h 34 slip Boat n/a' -
Apartment (to be
(224) du removed) 4 Ibs/du/day (896)
132 rm Hotel 2 Ibs/room/day 264
1,230 seat Restaurant 5 Ibs/1,000 sf/day 162!
24,250 sf Retail 5 Ibs/1,000 sf/day 121
‘N"” o Fiji Wy. 5,200 sf | Office 6 Ibs/1,000 sf/day 31
ear Terminus 26 i Boat a a
11 Fisherman's Sp Roa e a a
Village® " (Parcels | (12,084) | sf | Re@ilCommercial (to | 501 400 sf/day (65)
55/56/W) be removed() -
Restaurant (to be
(16,149) sf removed) 5 1bs/1,000 sf/day (81)
(17) slip Boat (to be removed) n/a' -
W/o Lincoln
Blvd., N/o Fiji . .
12 Wy. (Parcels 4,700 sf Specialty Retail 5 1bs/1,000 sf/day 24
50&83)"
134,557 sf Warehouse 5 1bs/1,000 sf/day 673
1,357 sf Office 6 1bs/1,000 sf/day 8
13 1D2r700 Braddock University of CA '
' (58,323) sf Laundry Building (to n/a' -
be removed)
Playa Vista Phase |
3,246 du Condominium 4 Ibs/du/day 12,984
2'1402'05 st | Office 6 Ibs/1,000 sf/day 12,852
S/o Jefferson 25,000 sf Retail 5 1bs/1,000 sf/day 125
14 | Bivd., Efo Lincoln | 112390 | g | Production &Staging | g 51 000 sfiday 6,779
Blvd. upport_ :
65000 | sf Sger';m““'ty SeVINg | 5 1hs/1,000 sfiday 325
(2,166) du Condominium 4 Ibs/du/day (8,664)
(221,000) sf Office 6 1bs/1,000 sf/day (33,150)
(12,500) sf Retail 5 1bs/1,000 sf/day (63)
Playa Vista Phase Il
S/0 Jefferson 175,000 sf Office 6 1bs/1,000 sf/day 1,050
15 Blvd./ Westlawn 2,600 du Apartment 4 Ibs/du/day 10,400
Ave d 150,000 sf Shopping Center 5 1bs/1,000 sf/day 750
40,000 | sf | CommunitySenving i 501 000 sfiday 200

Uses
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Table 1V.L-10 (Continued)
Cumulative Solid Waste Generation
Map Location . . — . Total
No. (Address) Size Unit Description Generation Rate (pounds/day)
345 Vessel Ee:():/i IS| ttack Storage n/a' -
N/s Fiji Wy., w/o Mast J S '
16 | Admiralty Wy. 30 Vessel | ¢ ast Up torage n/a’ -
(Parcel 52/GG)" Sﬁac,eﬁ Bt
1,500 st | 2o O 6 Ibs/1,000 sf/day 9
acility
Loyola Marymount
17 1LMU Dr.* 7,800 st University Master 0.007 Ibs/st/day 55
Plan
18 6161 W Centinela Carlyle Radisson
Ave/ 342,409 | sf [ Office | 61bs/1,000 sf/day 2,054
Airport Blvd Carwash
19 9204 Airport 15,380% sf Car Wash 5 Ibs/1,000 sf/day 77
Blvd.? Car Rental Facility (to
(15,251) sf be removed) 5 Ibs/1,000 sf/day (76)
Related Projects Total 10,736
Proposed Project Net Total 384
Cumulative Total 11,120
‘;‘ Traffic impact study for Bank of America project at Lincoln Boulevard/Manchester Ave., Crain & Associates, June 2008.

January 2007.

March 2007.

the project.

Traffic analysis for a Proposed 478-unit Residential Development on Parcel 64 in Marina del Rey, Crain & Associates,
Traffic study for the Fisherman’s Village Retail and Commercial Development Project, Hirsch Green Traffic Consultant,

Traffic analysis for the Village at Playa Vista Project, Kaku Associates, Inc. and Raju Associates, Inc., July 2003.
No net increase of number of students or expansion of campus square footage. Therefore, no net increase trip generation for

Traffic Impact Study Report for Proposed Entrada Office Project at 6161 W. Centinela Avenue, Culver City, Crain &
Associates, November 16, 2007. Added to the analysis as a worst case scenario.

9 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for the 9204 Airport Boulevard Carwash Project, Crain & Associates, March 19,

2008.
h
I
j

y Estimated as 32,300 sf.

Source:

Located in Marina Del Rey and added to the analysis as a worst case scenario.
Uses not anticipated to generate solid waste, therefore no generation rate was used.

Lincoln Boulevard), City of Los Angeles, June 23, 2008, p. 27-29.

Based on telephone communication with Helen Shi at Crain & Associates, July 1, 2008.
Crain & Associates, Traffic Impact Study for Residential Project at Lincoln Boulevard/Manchester Avenue (8601

Similar to the Proposed Project, the related projects would participate in regional source reduction and
recycling programs pursuant to AB 939 further reducing the amount of solid waste to be disposed of at
the landfills described above. Each related project would have the option of choosing its own recycling
facility from the over 55 facilities listed by the LABS, County Department of Public works, and CIWMB.
Therefore, per AB 939, the Proposed Project and the related projects would generate approximately 5,560
pounds, or 2.8 tons of solid waste per day, that would be disposed of in landfills.

Playa Manchester Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

IV.L. Utilities and Services

Page IV.L-35




City of Los Angeles March 2010

As noted previously, Sunshine Canyon Landfill accepts approximately 2,360 tons/day at the Citywide
landfill.>® Therefore, Sunshine Canyon can accept up to an additional 9,740 tons of solid waste per day at
its Citywide landfill. The Chiquita Canyon Landfill accepts an average of 5,500 tons/day, and can accept
an additional 500 tons/day net increase in solid waste.® Solid waste disposal has remained comparatively
regular since 1990 despite population and economic growth. The Proposed Project in conjunction with
the related projects would cumulatively generate approximately 11,120 ppd, or 5.6 tons per day after
source reduction. This net increase in solid waste represents approximately 0.06 percent of the remaining
daily intake capacity at the Sunshine Canyon Landfill, and approximately 1.1 percent of the remaining
capacity at the Chiquita Canyon Landfill. The cumulative increase in solid waste generated by the
Proposed Project and the related projects would not result in the need for additional disposal facilities.
Therefore, cumulative impacts associated with solid waste service would be less than significant.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Because no significant impacts related to solid waste services have been identified, no mitigation
measures are required. However, the City requires implementation of the following standard measures to
minimize impacts:

L-11. In compliance with City Ordinance 171,687, the construction contractor will provide space
for recycling containers.

L-12. In compliance with AB 939, the construction contractor shall only contract for waste disposal
services with a company that recycles construction-related wastes.

L-13. In compliance with AB 939, to facilitate the on-site separation and recycling of construction-
related wastes, the construction contractor shall provide temporary waste separation bins on-
site during construction.

L-14. All waste shall be disposed of properly. Appropriately labeled recycling bins shall be used to
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken
asphalt and concrete, wood and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes must be taken to
an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes must be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

Impacts to solid waste resources would be less than significant.

*  Sunshine Canyon Landfill, Update from Project Director, Thoughts from Dave Hauser, Project Director,

Tuesday, April 1, 2008, http://www.sunshinecanyonlandfill.com/update/_index.htm, June 24, 2008.

8 Chiquita Canyon Landfill, FAQ, website: http://www.chiquitacanyon.com/faq.php, February 4, 2010.

81 Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, “Solid Waste Management in Los Angeles County,” May 10,

2007, Disposal System Overview, Remaining Permitted Capacity for In-County Landfills (as of January 1,
2007), http://ladpw.org/swims/Upload/SWM%20in%20LA%20County_7250.pdf, June 25, 2008.
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
L. UTILITIES AND SERVICES
4. ELECTRICITY

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Electricity Supplies

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) provides electricity service to the City of
Los Angeles. LADWP provides electricity service to approximately 4 million people and its service area
covers roughly 465 square miles encompassing Los Angeles and many areas of the Owens Valley.?
LADWP obtains electricity from various generating sources that utilize coal, nuclear, natural gas,
hydroelectric, and renewable resources (solar and wind) to generate power. Current installed generation
capacity is approximately 7,331 mega-watts (MW) of power.”* LADWP obtains power for the City of
Los Angeles from the following sources: four municipally owned power plants within the Los Angeles
Basin, LADWP Hydro-Generators in the Los Angeles Aqueduct, shared-ownership generating facilities
in the Southwest, and purchased power from the Southwest and Pacific Northwest.

At present, the existing uses on the project site consume an estimated 888 kilowatt-hours (KW-Hours) of
electricity per day (see Table IV.L-11).

Table 1V.L-11
Existing Uses Electricity Consumption
Land Use Size Consumption Rate Total (KW-Hours/day)
Retail 24,000 sf 37 KW-Hours/1,000 sf/day 888
Total 888

sf = square feet
Source: SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-11-A, 1993.

Basin Power Generation

LADWP generates electricity in the Los Angeles Basin at four natural gas generation stations: Haynes
Generating Station near Seal Beach, Scattergood Generation Station near Playa del Rey, Valley
Generating Station in the San Fernando Valley, and Harbor Generating Station at Los Angeles Harbor.
Based on recommendations from the 2000 Integrated Resources Plan (IRP), six peaking combustion

82 Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, 2007 Integrated Resource Plan Final,

http://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/cms/ladwp010273.pdf, September 10, 2008.

8 Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, 2007 Integrated Resource Plan Final,
http://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/cms/ladwp010273.pdf, September 10, 2008.
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turbine units were installed in 2001. Additionally, six generating units in two generating plants were
repowered and replaced with two combined cycle units.

Coal Power Generation

LADWP complements its natural gas generated power with power from coal generation plants at the
Navajo and Intermountain generating stations.

Nuclear Power Generation

LADWP additionally obtains power for the City of Los Angeles with power purchases from the Palo
Verde Nuclear Generation Station located approximately 50 miles west of Phoenix in Tonopah, Arizona.
LADWP currently has a 10 percent interest in Palo Verde Nuclear Generation Station.

Hydro Power Generation

LADWP obtains power for the City of Los Angeles from renewable “small” hydro sources including: the
Owens Gorge, the Owens Valley, and several Los Angeles Aqueduct hydroelectric plants. Other
LADWP “large” hydroelectric generation locations include the Castaic Pumped Storage Power Plant and
an entitlement of a portion of the power generated at Hoover Dam from the Hoover Power Plant.

Renewable Resources Power Generation

LADWP also obtains a small amount of power from the “small” hydro sources mentioned above, from
energy generated at the Scattergood Generating Station utilizing digester gas obtained from the Hyperion
Treatment Plant, energy generated at various Los Angeles Region landfills, and several solar photovoltaic
sources also in the Los Angeles region. Approved by the State Legislature in 2002, SB 1078 requires
municipally owned utilities to develop their own Renewables Energy Portfolio Standard (RPS) to increase
the amount of energy supplied by renewable resources.*® Subsequently, the State adopted an RPS of 20
percent renewable supply by 2010.°> LADWP’s RPS policy was implemented in 2005 and called for 20
percent of energy to be supplied by renewable sources by the year 2010, in compliance with SB 1078, and
to increase the supply of renewable energy to 35 percent by the year 2020.%

% Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, Green LA, Renewable Energy Policy, website:

http://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/cms/ladwp005864.jsp, February 4, 2010.

% Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, Green LA, Renewable Energy Policy, website:

http://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/cms/ladwp005864.jsp, February 4, 2010.

% Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, Green LA, Renewable Energy Policy, website:

http://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/cms/ladwp005864.jsp, February 4, 2010.
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Other Power Sources

LADWP also obtains extra power from purchases of excess power generated by self-generators
interconnected with the Los Angeles Power Grid.

Electricity Distribution System

In total, LADWP operates 20 receiving stations and 174 distribution stations to provide electricity to its
customers. The power supplied to LADWP customers is distributed through a network of approximately
3,643 miles of transmission lines, 8,685 miles of overhead distribution lines in Los Angeles area, 6,200
miles of underground distribution lines in Los Angeles area, and approximately 290,000 power poles.®’

LADWP owns and operates an extensive network of Alternating Current (AC) and Direct Current (DC)
transmission lines. Its internal grid is made up of a network of 115 kilovolt (kV), 138 kV, and 230 kV
overhead and underground AC transmission lines.®

Regulatory Framework
Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations

Energy consumption by new buildings in California is regulated by the State Building Energy Efficiency
Standards, embodied in Title 24 of California Code of Regulations (CCR). The efficiency standards
apply to new construction of both residential and non-residential buildings, and regulate energy consumed
for heating, cooling, ventilation, water heating, and lighting. The building efficiency standards are
enforced through the local building permit process. Local government agencies may adopt and enforce
energy standards for new buildings, provided that these standards meet or exceed those provided in the
Title 24 guidelines.

Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) and the North American Electric Reliability
Council (NERC)

WECC is responsible for coordinating and promoting electricity reliability from Alberta and British
Columbia to northern Baja California and the 14 western states in between.”® While membership in
WECC is voluntary, LADWP is a member. WECC has implemented Standard BAL-STD-002-0 to
require reliable operation of the interconnected power system and provide adequate generating capacity at

8 City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, About LADWP, Our Service and History, LADWP Quick
Facts and Figures, http://ladwp.com/ladwp/cms/ladwp000509.jsp, September 9, 2008.

%  City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, About LADWP, Our Service and History, LADWP Quick
Facts and Figures, http://ladwp.com/ladwp/cms/ladwp000509.jsp, September 9, 2008.

8 Western Electricity Coordinating Council, About WECC, http://www.wecc.biz/wrap.php?file=wrap/about.html,

April 1, 2008.
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all times to account for varying demands and avoid loss of firm load following transmission or generation
contingencies. Specifically, WECC Standard BAL-STD-002-0 requires:

Supply requirements for load variations;

o Replacement of generating capacity and energy lost due to forced outages of generation or
transmission equipment;

e Meeting on-demand obligations; and
o Replacement of energy lost due to curtailment of interruptible imports.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Methodology

The environmental impacts of the Proposed Project with respect to electricity are determined based on the
proposed increase in electricity demand and the capacity of existing and proposed distribution
infrastructure. Existing electricity demand is compared to the Proposed Project’s electricity demand and
electricity infrastructure capacity, including improvements and energy efficiency standards associated
with the Proposed Project. Electricity consumption is estimated based on consumption rates provided by
the SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-11-A, 1993.

Thresholds of Significance

The State CEQA Guidelines provides no specific thresholds for impacts associated with electricity
consumption.

However, in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the determination of significance shall be made on a case-
by-case basis, considering the following:

(@) The extent to which the project would require new (off-site) energy supply facilities and
distribution infrastructure, or capacity enhancing alterations to existing facilities;

(b) Whether and when the needed infrastructure was anticipated by adopted plans; and

(c) The degree to which the project design and/or operations incorporate energy conservation
measures, particularly those that go beyond City requirements.

Project Impacts

As discussed in Section 111, Project Description, development of the Proposed Project would involve the
demolition of all existing uses and the construction of 260 apartment units, including 16 joint live/work
units, in a four- to six-story building above three levels of parking. In 2004, City Council adopted a
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the Playa del Oro mixed-use development, a portion of which
has recently been constructed on the property that adjoins the project site. A portion of the Playa del Oro
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development originally included a 134-unit multi-family residential building on the westerly end of the
Playa del Oro site, which will no longer be constructed. In lieu of constructing the previously-approved,
vested and mitigated 134-unit building, the Applicant proposes to construct the Proposed Project, which
is comprised of 260 units, resulting in a net increase of 126 dwelling units. As the 134-unit building has
already undergone environmental review pursuant to CEQA, the baseline conditions have been adjusted
to assume that the approved Playa del Oro development already exists on the eastern portion of the
project site. Therefore, the following discussion focuses on the incremental effects of constructing an
additional 126 dwelling units (as compared to the previously-approved Playa del Oro project) on an
expanded project site.

Currently, an estimated 888 KW-Hours of electricity per day are consumed on-site (see Table 1V.L-11
above). As shown in Table IV.L-12, the Proposed Project would generate a net increase in electricity
demand over the baseline conditions estimated at 1,055 KW-Hours.

Table IV.L-12
Proposed Project Electricity Consumption
Land Use \ Size \ Consumption Rate® \ Total (KW-Hours/day)
Proposed Project
Sffi;ge”“a” Live/Work 260 units 15.42 KW-Hours/unit/day 4,009
Proposed Project Subtotal 4,009

Less Baseline Conditions

Existing Retail 24,000 sf 37 KW-Hours/1,000 sf/day 888

Previously-Approved

Residential Building 134 units 15.42 KW-Hours/unit/day 2,066
Baseline Conditions Subtotal 2,954
Net Increase in Electricity Consumption over Baseline 1,055

& SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-11-A, 1993.
Source (table): Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, February 2009.

Electricity Supplies

Based on information presented in the Citywide General Plan Framework EIR (1995), LADWP
anticipates it can support future growth within the City, in accordance with growth rates projected to the
year 2010. Based on the existing land use designation and zoning for the project site, the site could be
developed with 236 residential units, assuming no land use designation or zoning changes. As such, the
density of the project and its energy consumption would only represent a marginal increase over what has
been planned for the site. In addition, LADWP, being part of the western United States power grid, is
required to meet certain operational, supply, and reliability criteria as established by WECC and NERC.
These criteria establish, for one, certain reserve margin requirements that LADWP must meet to
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accommodate any unforeseen contingencies.”® Furthermore, energy conservation standards established
by Title 24 of CCR would be incorporated into new buildings as part of the building permit process and
thus reduce the amount of electricity consumed by the Proposed Project by addressing insulation, glazing,
lighting, shading, and water and space heating systems. The Applicant would be required to incorporate
the energy conservation measures (refer to measures L-15 through L-19) into the project design and
operation. As such, impacts to electricity supplies would be less than significant.

Electricity Distribution System

LADWP undertakes expansion and/or modification of electricity distribution infrastructure and systems
to serve future growth in the City of Los Angeles as required in the normal process of providing electrical
service. During the project’s construction phase, the project applicant would be required to coordinate
with LADWP to determine connection requirements and any upgrades that are needed (if any) would be
implemented at that time. As such, impacts to electricity distribution infrastructure would be less than
significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

As shown in Table IV.L-13, Cumulative Electricity Consumption, related projects within the City of Los
Angeles, Culver City, and Marina Del Rey would consume an estimated 201,718 KW-hours of electricity
per day.

As shown in Table 1V.L-12, the Proposed Project would generate a net increase in electricity demand
estimated at 1,055 KW-Hours per day. The electricity consumption of the Proposed Project in
combination with the related projects would be approximately 202,773 KW-Hours per day (see Table
IV.L-12).

Development of the Project in combination with the some of the related projects and projected population
growth in the greater Los Angeles area not captured within the related projects could create an increased
demand for electricity supplied by DWP (refer to Table 1V.K-13). All new development in California is
required to be designed and constructed in conformance with State Building Energy Efficiency Standards
outlined in Title 24 of the CCR. Additionally, LADWP undertakes expansion or modification of
electrical service infrastructure and distribution systems to serve future growth in the City as required in
the normal process of providing electrical service. Any potential cumulative impacts related to electric
power service would be addressed through this process. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to
electricity supply and infrastructure would be less than significant.

" Western Electricity Coordinating Council, About WECC, http://www.wecc.biz/wrap.php?file=wrap/about.html,

April 1, 2008.
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Table IV.K-13
Cumulative Electricity Consumption
'\I<Ilzp (LA%C::QZQ) Size Unit Description Consumption Rate L%tjlgéz;l)'
Playa del Oro/Furama Redevelopment
539 du | Apartment 15.4 KW-Hours/du/day 8,301
27,000 | sf | Retail 37.1 KW-Hours/1,000 1,002
sf/day
Hotel (to be 27.3 KW- K
SWC Lincoln (500) m removed) Hours/room/day (8,190)
1 Blvd./Manchester Retail (to be 37.1 KW-Hours/1,000
Ave. (10,420) St removed) sf/day (387)
Office (to be 35.5 KW-Hours/1,000
(10,590) sf removed) sf/day (376)
High-Turnover
(4800) | sf | Restaurant(tobe | L30KW-Hours/1,000 (624)
sf/day
removed)
7215 W. 35.5 KW-Hours/1,000
2 Manchester Ave.® 4,850 sf Walk-In Bank sfiday 172
3 6225 W. Century 180 du Hotel 27.3 KW-Hours/1,000 2,948
Blvd. sf/day
4 78?38 S. Loyola 16 st Daycare Center 0.03 KW-Hours/st/day 1
5 78?33 Sepulveda 600 st School Expansion | 0.03 KW-Hours/st/day 18
6 2?01 Beethoven 420 st Private School 0.03 KW-Hours/st/day 13
7 8632 Sepulveda 3,621 sf | Walk-In Bank 35.5 KW-Hours/1,000 129
Blvd. sf/day
8 %5;38 Grosvenor 208 du | Condominium 15.4 KW-Hours/du/day 3,203
9 | 4500 ViaMarina" | 120 du | Apartment 15.4 KW-Hours/du/day 1,848
(expansion)
Multi-Family
478 du Residential 15.4 KW-Hours/du/day 7,361
Southern terminus 500 s Restaurant 130 KW-Hours/1,000 65
10 of Fiji Wy. sf/day
(Parcel 64)"" 34 slip | Boat n/a’ -
@24y | qu |Apatment(tobe |5 4\ Hoursiduday | (3,450)
removed)
132 m Hotel 27.3 KW-Hours/1,000 2.162¢
sf/day
1,230 seat | Restaurant 130 KW-Hours/1,000 4,199'
sf/day
W/o Fiji Wy. 24250 | sf | Retail 371 KV‘S’%ZZ;‘/“/ 1,000 900
Near Terminus
11 | Fisherman's 5,200 sf | Office 355 KV‘S’];ZZWS/ 1,000 185
Village®" (Parcels - Y
55/56/W) 26 slip Boat_ . n/a -
(12,984) sf Retail/Commercia | 37.1 KW-Hours/1,000 (482)
' | (to be removed) sf/day
Restaurant (to be 130 KW-Hours/1,000
(16,149) sf removed) sf/day (2,099)
(17) slip | Boat (to be n/a' -
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Table 1V.L-13 (Continued)
Cumulative Electricity Consumption
Map Location . . — . Total (KW-
No. (Address) Size Unit Description Consumption Rate Hours/day)
removed)
W/o Lincoln
Blvd., N/o Fiji . . 37.1 KW-Hours/1,000
12 Wy. (Parcels 4,700 sf Specialty Retail sf/day 174
50&83)"
134557 | sf | Warehouse 11.9 KW-Hours/1,000 1,601
sf/day
12700 Braddock | 1357 | sf | Office 35.5 KW-Hours/1,000 48
13 D sf/day
" University of CA
(58323) | sf | Laundry Building | S-1KW-Hours/1,000 (2,164)
sf/day
(to be removed)
Playa Vista Phase |
3,246 du | Condominium 15.4 KW-Hours/du/day 49,988
2,142,050 | sf | Office 35.5 KW-Hours/1,000 76,043
sf/day
25000 | sf | Retail 37.1 KW-Hours/1,000 928
sf/day
S/o Jefferson Production & 28.8 KW-Hours/1,000
14 Blvd., E/o Lincoln 1.129,900 | sf Staging Support sf/day 82,541
Blvd. 65,000 sf Com_munlty 28.8 KW-Hours/1,000 1872
Serving Uses sf/day
(2,166) du | Condominium 15.4 KW-Hours/du/day (33,356)
(221,000) | sf | Office 35.5 KW-Hours/L,O00 | 7 946
sf/day
. 37.1 KW-Hours/1,000
(12,500) sf Retail sf/day (464)
Playa Vista Phase Il
175000 | sf | Office 35.5 KW-Hours/1,000 6,213
S/o Jefferson sf/day
2,600 du | Apartment 15.4 KW-Hours/du/day 40,040
15 Blvd./ Westlawn 37 1 KW-Hours/1.000
Ave. 150,000 sf | Shopping Center ' Sfiday : 5,565
40,000 s Com_munlty 28.8 KW-Hours/1,000 1152
Serving Uses sf/day
345 Vess Dry_ S_tack Storage n/a }
el Facility
N/s Fiji Wy., w/o 30 Vess | Mast Up Storage n/al i
16 Admiralty Wy.h el Space
(Parcel 52/GG) Sheriff
1,500 sf | Boatwright 85.5 KW-Hours/1,000 53
. sf/day
Facility
Loyola
17 | 1LMUDre 7800 | st | Marymount 0.03 KW-Hours/st/day 234
University Master
Plan
. Carlyle Radisson
6161 W Centinela
181 Ave! 342,409 | sf | Office 355 KV\S’]:ZZ;W 1,000 12,156
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Table 1V.L-13 (Continued)
Cumulative Electricity Consumption
Map Location . . — . Total (KW-
No. (Address) Size Unit Description Consumption Rate Hours/day)
Airport Blvd Carwash
- 37.1 KW-Hours/1,000
J 1
s 9204 Airport 15,380 sf | Car Wash sf/day 571
Blvd.} Car Rental
(15251) | sf | Facility (to be 37.1 KW-Hours/1,000 (566)
sf/day
removed)
Related Projects Total 201,718
Proposed Project Net Total 1,055
Cumulative Total 202,773

Source:

Traffic impact study for Bank of America project at Lincoln Boulevard/Manchester Ave., Crain & Associates, June 2008.
Traffic analysis for a Proposed 478-unit Residential Development on Parcel 64 in Marina del Rey, Crain & Associates,
January 2007.
Traffic study for the Fisherman’s Village Retail and Commercial Development Project, Hirsch Green Traffic Consultant,
March 2007.
Traffic analysis for the Village at Playa Vista Project, Kaku Associates, Inc. and Raju Associates, Inc., July 2003.
No net increase of number of students or expansion of campus square footage. Therefore, no net increase trip generation
for the project.
Traffic Impact Study Report for Proposed Entrada Office Project at 6161 W. Centinela Avenue, Culver City, Crain &
Associates, November 16, 2007. Added as part of the analysis as a worst case scenario.
9 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for the 9204 Airport Boulevard Carwash Project, Crain & Associates, March 19,
2008.
" Located in Marina Del Rey and added as part of the analysis as a worst case scenario.
! Uses are not anticipated to consume electricity, therefore no consumption rate was used.
! Based on telephone communication with Helen Shi at Crain & Associates, July 1, 2008.
K Estimated as 600 sf per room.
' Estimated as 32,300 sf.
Crain & Associates, Traffic Impact Study for Residential Project at Lincoln Boulevard/Manchester Avenue (8601
Lincoln Boulevard), City of Los Angeles, June 23, 2008, p. 27-29

MITIGATION MEASURES

Because no significant impacts related to electricity service have been identified, no mitigation measures
are required. However, the City requires implementation of the following standard measures to minimize

impacts:

L-15.

L-16.

L-17.

L-18.

Windows shall be designed to reduce thermal gain and loss and thus cooling loads during
warm weather, and heating loads during cool weather (e.g., tinting, double pane glass, etc.).

Thermal insulation that exceeds requirements established by the State of California Energy
Conservation Standards shall be installed in walls and ceilings.

High-efficiency lamps shall be installed for all outdoor security lighting.

Time control interior and exterior lighting shall be installed.

programmed to account for variations in seasonal daylight times.

Playa Manchester Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report
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L-19. Exterior walls shall be finished with light-colored materials and high-emissivity
characteristics to reduce cooling loads. Interior walls shall be finished with light-colored
materials to reflect more light and thus increase lighting efficiency.

L-20. If applicable, the Applicant shall coordinate with LADWP and fund the installation of the
upgraded facilities as needed to maintain an adequate electricity distribution system and/or to
connect the project site to the surrounding infrastructure.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

Impacts to electricity services would be less than significant.
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
L. UTILITIES AND SERVICES
5. NATURAL GAS

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Natural Gas Supplies

The Southern California Gas Company (SCG) provides natural gas resources to the City of Los Angeles
and the majority of Southern California and Central California from the United States/Mexico border to
Visalia, California. SCG serves approximately 20.3 million customers through 5.7 million meters in
more than 500 communities.”* The availability of natural gas is based upon present conditions of gas
supply and regulatory policies as SCG is under the jurisdiction of the California Public Utilities
Commission (PUC) and other Federal regulatory agencies. In addition, SCG makes available to its
customers energy efficiency programs with rebates and incentives for the purpose of reducing natural gas
consumption.

SCG obtains its gas resources from several sedimentary basins, including: the San Juan Basin in New
Mexico, the Permian Basin in West Texas, Rocky Mountain, Western Canada, and local California
supplies.”” In the 2006 California Gas Report, SCG anticipated that re-gasified liquefied natural gas
(LNG) would be a significant new source of gas supplies in the U.S. by 2008; however, project delays
have pushed back that development, and California has not yet seen any significant LNG supplies, but
with the completion of the Costa Azul LNG terminal in Baja California, Mexico, in May 2008, LNG is
likely to still increase significantly as a supplier source to California in the years ahead.”

Currently, the existing uses on the project site consume an estimated 2,400 cubic feet (cf) of natural gas
per day (see Table 1V.L-14).

™ The Southern California Gas Company, About Us, Company Profile,

http://www.socalgas.com/aboutus/profile.ntml, September 9, 2008.

2 california Gas and Electric Utilities, 2008 California Gas Report,

http://www.socalgas.com/regulatory/documents/cgr/2008_CGR.pdf, September 9, 2008.

" california Gas and Electric Utilities, 2008 California Gas Report,

http://www.socalgas.com/regulatory/documents/cgr/2008_CGR.pdf, September 9, 2008.
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Table IV.L-14
Existing Uses Natural Gas Consumption
Land Use Size Consumption Rate Total (cf/day)
Retail 24,000 sf 100 cf/1,000 sf/day 2,400
Total 2,400

cf = cubic feet
sf = square feet
Source: SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-12-A, 1993.

Southwestern United States Gas Supplies

Natural gas obtained from the San Juan Basin in New Mexico provides the majority of gas sold by SCG.
However, the San Juan Basin’s conventionally produced gas supplies peaked in 1999 and have been
declining at an annual rate of -1.4 percent.”* Even so, Permian Basin’s gas provides an additional source
of supply. Natural gas supplies from the San Juan Basin are delivered to the Southern California region
through the EI Paso Natural Gas Company and the Transwestern Pipeline Company pipelines.”

Rocky Mountain Gas Supplies

Natural gas obtained from sources the Rocky Mountain region is considered to be a viable alternative to
the traditional source of natural gas in the southwestern United States. These natural gas supplies are
delivered to the Southern California region through the Kern River Gas Transmission Company’s
pipeline. Access to Rocky Mountain gas is also available through pipeline interconnections with the San
Juan Basin. As of 2007, production from the Rocky Mountain region had doubled since 2000 due to the
successful applications of new technology to drill for coal-bed methane gas. For the first time, the annual
average production rate had exceeded ten billion cubic feet per day (Bcf/day) in 2007."

Canadian Gas Supplies

Natural gas obtained from Canada and delivered to Southern California is expected to decline over the
next several years as new pipeline capacity to the United States Midwest and Eastern United States is

™ california Gas and Electric Utilities, 2008 California Gas Report,

http://www.socalgas.com/regulatory/documents/cgr/2008_CGR.pdf, September 9, 2008.

™ california Gas and Electric Utilities, 2008 California Gas Report,

http://www.socalgas.com/regulatory/documents/cgr/2008_CGR.pdf, September 9, 2008.

" california Gas and Electric Utilities, 2008 California Gas Report,

http://www.socalgas.com/regulatory/documents/cgr/2008_CGR.pdf, September 9, 2008.
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expected to divert Canadian natural gas supplies away from California. An increase in supplies from the
Permian Basin and the Rockies is anticipated to replace the diverted Canadian natural gas supplies.”’

Liquefied Natural Gas Supplies

SCG anticipates that future natural gas demand will be met by re-gasified LNG. Exact amounts available
and the locations of such future re-gasification terminals are not yet certain. However, as of May 2008,
the Energia Costa Azul LNG receiving terminal in Ensenada, Baja California, Mexico was certified,
providing another source of supply for California.”® This terminal has the capability of re-gasifying one
Bcf/day of LNG, and the potential to expand its capabilities to 2.5 Bcf/day in the future.” There remains
some uncertainty about the volume of LNG supplies that will be delivered to California from the Costa
Azul terminal in the coming years, but it is likely that these supplies will begin to play a more significant
role in serving demand in the Southern California area.

Storage

Underground storage of natural gas plays a vital role in balancing the region’s energy supply and demand.
SCG owns and operates four underground storage facilities located at Aliso Canyon, Honor Rancho,
Goleta, and Playa Del Rey. Of SCG’s total 131.1 Bcf of storage capacity, 79 Bcf is allocated to core
residential, small industrial, and commercial customers; and about five Bcf of space is used for system
balancing.?’ The remaining capacity is available to other customers.

Natural Gas Distribution System
Interstate Distribution System

Natural gas is supplied to the Southern California region through a system of interstate pipelines. Current
capacities in the interstate pipeline system provide approximately 7.3 Bcf/day with approximately 3.9
Bcf/day firm receipt capacity utilized for Southern California core customers’ to access from interstate
pipelines.®*  As such, there is approximately 3.4 Bcf/day of excess capacity in the interstate pipeline
system.

" california Gas and Electric Utilities, 2008 California Gas Report,

http://www.socalgas.com/regulatory/documents/cgr/2008_CGR.pdf, September 9, 2008.

® california Gas and Electric Utilities, 2008 California Gas Report,

http://www.socalgas.com/regulatory/documents/cgr/2008_CGR.pdf, September 9, 2008.

" california Gas and Electric Utilities, 2008 California Gas Report,

http://www.socalgas.com/regulatory/documents/cgr/2008_CGR.pdf, September 9, 2008.

8 california Gas and Electric Utilities, 2008 California Gas Report,

http://www.socalgas.com/regulatory/documents/cgr/2008_CGR.pdf, September 9, 2008.

8 california Gas and Electric Utilities, 2008 California Gas Report,

http://www.socalgas.com/regulatory/documents/cgr/2008_CGR.pdf, September 9, 2008.
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Local Distribution System

SCG provides natural gas resources to the City of Los Angeles through existing gas mains located under
the streets and public right-of-ways. SCG has approximately 48,000 miles of existing gas mains, of
which approximately 44,000 miles are dedicated to distribution and approximately 3,319 miles are
dedicated to storage and transmission. Natural gas services are provided in accordance with SCG’s
policies and extension rules on file with PUC at the time contractual agreements are made.

Energy Efficiency Programs

SCG offers Energy Efficiency (EE) programs to provide incentives for customers and developers to
reduce natural gas consumption.

Advanced Home Program

Under the Advanced Home program, SCG provides incentive funds for building new single-family and
both low-rise and high-rise multi-family construction that exceed the California Building Energy
Efficiency Standard (Title 24 of CCR) by at least 15 percent. This program promotes a comprehensive
residential new construction concept with cross-cutting focus to sustainable design and construction,
green building practices, energy efficient and emerging technologies. Compliance must be demonstrated
through the performance method utilizing approved California Energy Commission (CEC) compliance
software, and compliance must be demonstrated for the building as a whole and may not group unrelated
or detached buildings together.®

Regulatory Framework
Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations

Title 24 is the California Building Code, governing all aspects of building construction. Included in Part
6 of the code are standards mandating energy efficient measures in new construction that are updated
every three years to allow new energy efficiency technologies to be considered. These energy measures
are known as the State Building Energy Efficiency Standards. The efficiency standards apply to new
construction of both residential and non-residential buildings, and require certain features to be installed
in order to regulate energy consumed for heating, cooling, ventilation, water heating, and lighting. The
building efficiency standards are enforced through the local building permit process. Local government
agencies may adopt and enforce energy standards for new buildings provided these standards meet or
exceed those provided in Title 24 guidelines.

8  The Southern California Gas Company, Energy Efficiency, Advanced Home Program, Program Application

and Forms, 2006-2008 Participant Handbook, http://www.socalgas.com/construction/ahp/, September 9, 2008.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
Methodology

The environmental impacts of the Proposed Project with respect to natural gas are determined based on
the proposed increase in natural gas demand and the capacity of existing and proposed distribution
infrastructure. The existing natural gas demand is compared to the Proposed Project’s natural gas demand
and natural gas infrastructure capacity, including improvements and energy efficiency standards
associated with the Proposed Project. Natural gas consumption is estimated based on consumption rates
provided by the SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-12-A, 1993.

Thresholds of Significance

The State CEQA Guidelines provides no specific thresholds for impacts associated with natural gas
consumption.

However, in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the determination of significance shall be made on a case-
by-case basis, considering the following:

(a) The extent to which the project would require new (off-site) energy supply facilities and
distribution infrastructure, or capacity enhancing alterations to existing facilities;

(b) Whether and when the needed infrastructure was anticipated by adopted plans; and

(c) The degree to which the project design and/or operations incorporate energy conservation
measures, particularly those that go beyond City requirements.

Project Impacts

As discussed in Section I11, Project Description, development of the Proposed Project would involve the
demolition of all existing uses and the construction of 260 apartment units, including 16 joint live/work
units, in a four- to six-story building above three levels of parking. In 2004, City Council adopted a
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the Playa del Oro mixed-use development, a portion of which
has recently been constructed on the property that adjoins the project site. A portion of the Playa del Oro
development originally included a 134-unit multi-family residential building on the westerly end of the
Playa del Oro site, which will no longer be constructed. In lieu of constructing the previously-approved,
vested and mitigated 134-unit building, the Applicant proposes to construct the Proposed Project, which
is comprised of 260 units, resulting in a net increase of 126 dwelling units. As the 134-unit building has
already undergone environmental review pursuant to CEQA, the baseline conditions have been adjusted
to assume that the approved Playa del Oro development already exists on the eastern portion of the
project site. Therefore, the following discussion focuses on the incremental effects of constructing an
additional 126 dwelling units (as compared to the previously-approved Playa del Oro project) on an
expanded project site.
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Currently, an estimated 2,400 cf of natural gas per day are consumed on-site (see Table IV.L-14 above).
As shown in Table 1V.L-15, Proposed Project Natural Gas Consumption, the Proposed Project would
generate a net demand increase of 14,446 cf over the baseline conditions.

Table IV.L-15
Proposed Project Natural Gas Consumption

Land Use \ Size \ Consumption Rate® \ Total (cf/day)

Proposed Project

Residential/Live/Work

X 260 units 133.7 cf/unit/day 34,762
Units

Proposed Project Subtotal 34,762

Less Baseline Conditions

Existing Retail 24,000 sf 100 cf/1,000 sf/day 2,400

Previously-Approved

Residential Building 134 units 133.7 cf/unit/day 17,916
Baseline Conditions Subtotal 20,316
Net Increase in Natural Gas Consumption over Baseline 14,446

& SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-12-A, 1993.
Source (table): Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, February 2009.

Natural Gas Supplies

According to the 2008 California Gas Report, natural gas supplies from the southwestern United States
(i.e., the San Juan Basin and the Permian Basin) are expected to meet Southern California’s gas demand.®
Furthermore, Title 24 of CCR establishes energy conservation standards for new construction. These
energy conservation standards address insulation, glazing, lighting, shading, and water and space heating
systems. The Applicant would be required to incorporate the energy conservation measures (refer to
measures L-15 through L-19) into the project design and operation. With modern energy efficient
construction materials, the Proposed Project would be consistent with the City’s energy conservation
standards also helping to reduce demand for natural gas. As such, impacts to natural gas supplies as a
result of buildout of the Proposed Project would be less than significant.

Natural Gas Distribution System

According to the 2008 California Gas Report, SCG operates in an environment where interstate pipeline
capacity exists in excess of anticipated demand.** Therefore, there is adequate pipeline capacity to deliver
natural gas to the City of Los Angeles.

8 The Southern California Gas Company, Energy Efficiency, Advanced Home Program, Program Application

and Forms, 2006-2008 Participant Handbook, http://www.socalgas.com/construction/ahp/, September 9, 2008.

8 The Southern California Gas Company, Energy Efficiency, Advanced Home Program, Program Application

and Forms, 2006-2008 Participant Handbook, http://www.socalgas.com/construction/ahp/, September 9, 2008.
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

As shown in Table 1V.L-16, Cumulative Natural Gas Consumption, the related projects within the City of
Los Angeles, Culver City, and Marina Del Rey would consume an estimated 985,474 cf of natural gas per
day.

Table IV.L-16
Cumulative Natural Gas Consumption
hld?)p (I;\%C;:'ezg) Size Unit Description Consumption Rate (;I]:;)dt:;/)
Playa del Oro/Furama Redevelopment
539 du Apartment 133.7 cf/du/day 72,064
27,000 sf Retail 100 cf/1,000 sf/day 2,700
Hotel (to be K
(500) rm removed) 166.7 cf/room/day (50,010)
SWC Lincoln Retail (to be
1 | Blvd/Manchester | (10:420) £ | remove ) 100 ¢f/1,000 sf/day (1,042)
Ave. i
(10500) | sf | Office(tobe | g2 51 000 sfiday (706)
removed)
High-
(4,800) sf | Turnover 100 ¢f/1,000 sf/day (480)

Restaurant (to
be removed)

7215 W.

2 Manchester Ave.? 4,850 sf Walk-In Bank 66.7 cf/1,000 sf/day 323
3 gzlsg W. Century 180 du | Hotel 166.7 ¢f/1,000 sf/day 18,004*
7900 S. Loyola Daycare
4 Blvd. 16 st Center 0.07 cf/st/day 1
5 | /831 Sepulveda 600 st | School 0.07 cfist/day 42
Blvd. Expansion
6 2?01 Beethoven 420 st Private School 0.07 cf/st/day 29
7| 803 Sepulveda 3,621 sf | Walk-InBank | 66.7 cf/1,000 sf/day 242
g | 200 Grosvenor 208 du | Condominium 133.7 cf/du/day 27,810
9 | 4500 Via Marina" 120 du | Apartment 133.7 cf/du/day 16,044
(expansion)
478 du | Multi-Family 133.7 cf/du/day 63,909
Southern terminus Residential
500 sf Restaurant 100 cf/1,000 sf/day 50
10 of Fiji Wy. - ,
b,h 34 slip | Boat n/a -
(Parcel 64) Apartment (to
(224) du | o remove d) 133.7 cf/du/day (29,949)
11 | Wi/o Fiji Wy. 132 rm | Hotel 166.7 cf/1,000 sf/day 13,203¢
Near Terminus 1,230 seat | Restaurant 100 cf/1,000 sf/day 3,230'
Fi_shermahn's 24,250 sf Retail 100 cf/1,000 sf/day 2,425
Village™" (Parcels 5,200 sf | Office 66.7 cf/1,000 sf/day 347
55/56/W) 26 slip | Boat n/a’ -
(12,984) sf Retail/Comme 100 cf/1,000 sf/day (1,298)
rcial (to be
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Table IV.L-16
Cumulative Natural Gas Consumption
Map Location . . — . Total
No. (Address) Size Unit Description Consumption Rate (cflday)
removed)
Restaurant (to
(16,149) sf be removed) 100 cf/1,000 sf/day (1,615)
. Boat (to be -
17 slip rem0\(/e d) n/a' -
W/o Lincoln
Blvd., N/o Fiji Specialty
12 Wy. (Parcels 4,700 sf Retail 100 cf/1,000 sf/day 470
50&83)"
134,557 sf Warehouse 97,986.7 cf/parcel/day 97,987
1,357 sf Office 66.7 cf/1,000 sf/day 91
13 12700 Braddock University of
Dr. CA Laundry
(58,323) sf Building (to 100 cf/1,000 sf/day (5,832)
be removed)
Playa Vista Phase |
3,246 du Condominium 133.7 cf/du/day 433,990
2,142,050 sf Office 66.7 cf/1,000 sf/day 142,875
25,000 sf Retail 100 cf/1,000 sf/day 2,500
Production &
S/o Jefferson .
14 Blvd.. E/o Lincoln 1,129,900 sf Staging 66.7 cf/1,000 sf/day 75,364
Blvd. Support_
65,000 sf | Community 100 ¢f/1,000 sf/day 6,500
Serving Uses
(2,166) du Condominium 133.7 cf/du/day (289,594)
(221,000) sf Office 66.7 cf/1,000 sf/day (14,741)
(12,500) sf Retail 100 cf/1,000 sf/day (1,250)
Playa Vista Phase Il
175,000 sf Office 66.7 cf/1,000 sf/day 11,673
S/o Jefferson 2,600 du Apartment 133.7 cf/du/day 347,620
15| By Westlawn | yg0000 | st | Shobping 100 cf/1,000 sf/day 15,000
40,000 sf | Community 100 cf/1,000 sf/day 4,000
Serving Uses
Dry Stack _
345 Vessel | Storage n/a' -
Ns Fiji Wy., wio Fociiy _
16 | Admiralty Wy. 30 Vessel Storagepspace n/a -
(Parcel 52/GG) Sheriff
1,500 sf Boatwright 66.7 cf/1,000 sf/day 100
Facility
Loyola
17 | 1LMUDre 7,800 st L'\J"a.rym‘?“”t 0.07 cf/st/day 546
niversity
Master Plan
18 6161 W Centinela Carlyle Radisson
Ave. 342,409 | sf | Office | 66.7 cf/1,000 sf/day 22,839
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Table IV.L-16
Cumulative Natural Gas Consumption
Map Location . . . . Total
No. (Address) Size Unit Description Consumption Rate (cflday)
Airport Blvd Carwash
9204 Airport 15,380 sf Car Wash 100 cf/1,000 sf/day 1,538
19 | Bvde Car Rental
(15,251) sf Facility (to be 100 cf/1,000 sf/day (1,525)
removed)

Related Projects Total 985,474
Proposed Project Net Total 14,446
Cumulative Total 999,920
Traffic impact study for Bank of America project at Lincoln Boulevard/Manchester Ave., Crain & Associates, June 2008.
Traffic analysis for a Proposed 478-unit Residential Development on Parcel 64 in Marina del Rey, Crain & Associates,
January 2007.
Traffic study for the Fisherman’s Village Retail and Commercial Development Project, Hirsch Green Traffic Consultant,
March 2007.
Traffic analysis for the Village at Playa Vista Project, Kaku Associates, Inc. and Raju Associates, Inc., July 2003.
No net increase of number of students or expansion of campus square footage. Therefore, no net increase trip generation
for the project.
Traffic Impact Study Report for Proposed Entrada Office Project at 6161 W. Centinela Avenue, Culver City, Crain &
Associates, November 16, 2007. Added as part of the analysis as a worst case scenario.
9 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for the 9204 Airport Boulevard Carwash Project, Crain & Associates, March
19, 2008.
" Located in Marina Del Rey and added as part of the analysis as a worst case scenario.
: Uses are not anticipated to consume natural gas, therefore no consumption rate was used.
) Based on telephone communication with Helen Shi at Crain & Associates, July 1, 2008.
k' Estimated as 600 sf per room.
! Estimated as 32,300 sf.
Source: Crain & Associates, Traffic Impact Study for Residential Project at Lincoln Boulevard/Manchester Avenue (8601
Lincoln Boulevard), City of Los Angeles, June 23, 2008, p. 27-29.

As shown in Table 1V.L-15 above, the Proposed Project would generate a net demand increase estimated
at 14,446 cf per day. The natural gas consumption of the Proposed Project in combination with the
related projects would be approximately 999,920 cf per day (see Table IV.L-16).

According to the 2008 California Gas Report, natural gas supplies from the southwestern United States
(i.e., the San Juan Basin and the Permian Basin) are expected to meet Southern California’s gas demand.®®
Furthermore, Title 24 of CCR establishes energy conservation standards for new construction. These
energy conservation standards address insulation, glazing, lighting, shading, and water and space heating
systems. With modern energy efficient construction materials, the Proposed Project and the related
projects would be consistent with the City’s energy conservation standards by helping to reduce demand
for natural gas. As such, cumulative impacts to natural gas supplies as a result of the buildout of the
Proposed Project and the related projects would be less than significant.

% The Southern California Gas Company, Energy Efficiency, Advanced Home Program, Program Application

and Forms, 2006-2008 Participant Handbook, http://www.socalgas.com/construction/ahp/, September 9, 2008.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

Because no significant impacts related to natural gas service have been identified, no mitigation measures
are required.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

Impacts to natural gas supplies and infrastructure would be less than significant.
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V. GENERAL IMPACT CATEGORIES

A. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

Section 15126.2(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe any significant impacts
which cannot be avoided. Specifically, Section 15126.2(b) states:

Describe any significant impacts, including those which can be mitigated but not reduced
to a level of insignificance. Where there are impacts that cannot be alleviated without
imposing an alternative design, their implications and the reasons why the project is
being proposed, notwithstanding their effect, should be described.

Based on the analysis contained in Section IV of this Draft EIR, implementation of the Proposed Project
would result in significant unavoidable environmental impacts relative to construction noise.

Noise

With compliance with Section 41.40 of the LAMC and the implementation of the Mitigation Measures H-
1 through H-9, which would require the implementation of noise reduction devices and techniques during
construction at the project site, construction-related noise impacts associated with the Proposed Project
would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. Nevertheless, because construction noise levels are
likely to exceed existing ambient noise levels by more than 5 dBA for more than 10 days in a three-month
period and by more than 10 dBA for more than one day, construction noise impacts would be significant
and unavoidable.

B. SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

Section 15126.2(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that the “uses of nonrenewable resources during
the initial and continued phases of the project may be irreversible since a large commitment of such
resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely.” Section 15126.2(c) further states that
“irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current consumption is
justified.”

The types and level of development associated with the Proposed Project would consume limited, slowly
renewable, and non-renewable resources. This consumption would occur during construction of the
Proposed Project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. The development of the
Proposed Project would require a commitment of resources that would include: (1) building materials, (2)
fuel and operational materials/resources, and (3) the transportation of goods and people to and from the
project sites.

Construction of the Proposed Project would require consumption of resources that are not replenishable or
which may renew slowly as to be considered non-renewable. These resources would include certain types
of lumber and other forest products, aggregate materials used in concrete and asphalt (e.g., sand, gravel
and stone), metals (e.g., steel, copper and lead), petrochemical construction materials (e.g., plastics) and
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water. Fossil fuels, such as gasoline and oil, would also be consumed in the use of construction vehicles
and equipment.

The commitment of resources required for the type and level of proposed development would limit the
availability of these resources for future generations for other uses during the operation of the Proposed
Project. However, because the Proposed Project proposes to achieve LEED certification, the amount of
resources consumed for construction purposes would generally be less than as is consumed with typical
construction. This resource consumption would be consistent with growth and anticipated change in the
Los Angeles region.

C. GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Section 15126.2(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of the ways in which a project
could induce growth. This includes ways in which a project would foster economic or population growth,
or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.
Section 15126.2(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines states:

“Discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population
growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the
surrounding environment. Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to
population growth (a major expansion of a waste water treatment plant might, for
example, allow for more construction in service areas). Increases in the population may
tax existing community service facilities, requiring construction of new facilities that
could cause significant environmental effects. Also discuss the characteristic of some
projects which may encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect
the environment, either individually or cumulatively. It must not be assumed that growth
in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the
environment.”

Project Site

The Proposed Project would foster economic growth and revitalize an underutilized area in the City of
Los Angeles by adding residents and joint live/work units to the project site. These residents could, in
turn, patronize existing local businesses and services in the area while the addition of new businesses,
established through the joint live/work units could provide new retail or service opportunities for the
existing population. Additionally, as described under Section V.1, Population, Housing and Employment
short-term and long-term employment opportunities would be provided during construction and operation
of the Proposed Project.

The Proposed Project would increase the permanent population of the area by approximately 374 persons.
This increased residential population would patronize local businesses and services in the area, which
would foster economic growth. As shown in Section IV.1, the Proposed Project’s impacts on population,
housing, and employment would be less than significant. In addition, the Proposed Project would not
induce growth in an area that is not already developed with infrastructure to accommodate such growth,
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including, among other things, extensive public transportation. Off-site utility infrastructure adjacent to
the project site would adequately service the Proposed Project. Further, the Proposed Project, as an urban
redevelopment, would be adequately served by existing public services such as fire, police, and public
schools.
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V1. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The CEQA Guidelines require that EIRs include the identification and evaluation of a reasonable range of
alternatives designed to reduce the significant environmental impacts of a project, while still meeting
basic project objectives. The CEQA Guidelines also set forth the intent and extent of alternatives analysis
to be provided in an EIR. Those considerations are discussed below. It should be noted that even with
compliance with Section 41.40 of the LAMC and the implementation of the noise reduction mitigation
measures, which would require the implementation of noise reduction devices and techniques during
construction at the project site, construction-related noise impacts associated with each of the alternatives,
excluding the No Project Alternative, would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. Nevertheless,
because construction noise levels are likely to exceed existing ambient noise levels by more than 5 dBA
for more than 10 days in a three-month period and by more than 10 dBA for more than one day,
construction noise impacts would be significant and unavoidable for each of these alternatives, excluding
the No Project Alternative.

Alternatives to the Proposed Project
Section 21002.1(a) of the CEQA Statutes (Public Resources Code) states:

The purpose of an environmental impact report is to identify the significant effects on the
environment of a project, to identify alternatives to a project, and to indicate the manner
in which those significant effects can be mitigated or avoided.

More specifically, Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states:

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location
of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and
evaluate the comparable 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 decisionmaking 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 disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives. There is no
ironclad rule governing the nature of scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than
the rule of reason.

Purpose
Section 15126.6(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines states:

Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a
project may have on the environment, the discussion of alternatives shall focus on
alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially
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lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to
some degree the attainment of project objectives, or would be more costly.

Selection of a Reasonable Range of Alternatives

Section 15126.6(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines states:

The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that could
feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the Project and could avoid or
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. The EIR should briefly
describe the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be discussed. The EIR should also
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. Additional information explaining the choice of alternatives
may be included in the administrative record. Among the factors that may be used to
eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are: (i) failure to meet most
of the basic Project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant
environment impacts.

March 2010

Level of Detail

The State CEQA Guidelines do not require the same level of detail in the alternatives analysis as in the

analysis of the Proposed Project. Section 15126.6(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines states:

The EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. A matrix displaying the
major characteristics and significant environmental effects of each alternative may be
used to summarize the comparison. If an alternative would cause one or more significant
effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the
significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the

significant effects of the project as proposed.

Overview of Selected Alternatives

As indicated above, project alternatives should feasibly be able to attain “most of the basic objectives of
the project” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)), even though implementation of the project
alternatives might, to some degree, impede the attainment of those objectives or be more costly (State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b)). For purposes of this alternatives analysis, the following

alternatives were identified and analyzed:
Alternative A: No Project Alternative
Alternative B: Reduced Density Alternative

Alternative C: Mixed-Use (Retail/Residential) Alternative
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Alternative D: Existing Zoning Alternative
Alternatives Rejected as Being Infeasible

Section 15126.6(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines 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. One alternative was considered and
rejected as being infeasible for the Proposed Project: development of an alternate site. The project
applicant does not currently own or control other potential sites for the Proposed Project in Westchester,
nor can the project applicant reasonably acquire or otherwise have access to such alternate sites.

Assumption and Methodology

The anticipated means for implementing the alternatives can influence the assessment and/or probability
of impacts for those alternatives. For example, a project may have the potential to generate impacts but
consideration in project design may also afford the opportunity to avoid or reduce such impacts. The
alternatives analysis is presented as a comparative analysis to the Proposed Project and assumes that all
applicable mitigation measures proposed for the project would apply to each alternative. Impacts
associated with the alternatives are compared to project-related impacts and are classified as greater than,
less than, or similar to (or comparable to) the level of impacts associated with the Proposed Project.

The following alternative analysis compares the potential environmental impacts of four alternatives to
those of the Proposed Project for each of the environmental topics analyzed in detail in Section 1V
(Environmental Impact Analysis) of this Draft EIR.

Project Objectives

The range of potential alternatives to the Proposed Project shall include those that could feasibly
accomplish most of the basic objectives of the Proposed Project. The objectives of the Proposed Project
are as follows:

e To establish infill development providing housing to serve the local community in a manner
consistent with the RAS4 zone;

e To maintain the opportunity for a commercial presence along Manchester Avenue by
providing joint live/work units;

e To provide a developm