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STATEMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS, MITIGATION MEASURES, FINDINGS,
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS AND MITIGATION MONITORING AND

REPORTING PROGRAM FOR THE SEA BREEZE APARTMENTS PROJECT

I. INTRODUCTION

A & M Properties, the "Applicant," proposes the Sea Breeze Apartments project on land
identified as Tract # 65665 Lot 2 and Lot 3 at the temporary address of 1311 West Sepulveda
Boulevard (the "Project Site"). The proposal involves the development of two six-story
structures containing residential uses and parking. The two structures would be identical in
design, building height, and floor area. Both structures would include two above-grade levels of
parking with four levels of residential uses above the parking levels. Both buildings will include
176 multi-family apartment units, for a total of 352 residential units. The maximum building
height on the Project Site would be approximately 65 feet.

The project, as approved (Alternative D: Increased Buffering and Land Use Compatibility
Alternative) modifies the originally proposed project to better insulate the proposed residential
uses from existing surrounding structures by proposing a design that is inward facing.
Alternative D represents a variation of physical design elements that do not change square
footage and land uses proposed when compared to the originally proposed project. Specifically,
Alternative D would retain the same square footage of roughly 445,000 square feet with a mix of
two and three bedroom apartment units. Also, the overall height of the structures would not
change under this Alternative when compared to the originally proposed project. Alternative D's
redesign of the originally proposed project would help bring the original design into further
compliance with the policies and guidelines of the City's General Plan and Citywide Design 
Guidelines.

II. ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION BACKGROUND

The project proposal was reviewed by the Los Angeles Department of City Planning
(serving as lead agency) in accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA") (Public Resources Code § 21000 et seq.; 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15000 et
seq.).

An initial study was prepared for the project in and is attached as Appendix 1-3 to the
Draft EIR. In compliance with CEQA Section 21080.4, a Notice of Preparation ("NOP") was
prepared by the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning and distributed to the State
Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research, responsible agencies and other interested
parties. The NOP identified specific areas where the proposed project could have adverse
environmental effects and determined that an EIR would need to be prepared to document
these effects. The City Planning Department circulated the NOP on February 4, 2010 until
March 8, 2010. The Draft EIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and
Research, and was circulated for public review and comment for a 45-day review period which
began on October 18, 2012 and closed on December 3, 2012.

The Draft EIR for the proposed project (State Clearinghouse No. 200021020),
incorporated herein by reference in full, was prepared pursuant to CEQA and State, Agency,
and City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines. Pursuant to Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines,
the City of Los Angeles, as lead agency, reviewed all comments received during the review
period for the Draft EIR and responded to each comment in Section III of the Final EIR.



The Planning Department prepared a Final EIR for the project, which was completed in
April 2013, and an Errata to the Final EIR prepared in August 2013 which are hereby
incorporated by reference in full. The Final EIR was intended to serve as an informational
document for public agency decision-makers and the general public regarding the objectives
and components of the proposed project. The Final EIR addressed the environmental effects
associated with implementation of the proposed project, identified feasible mitigation measures
and alternatives that may be adopted to reduce or eliminate these impacts, and included written
responses to all comments received on the Draft EIR. Responses were sent to all public
agencies that made comments on the Draft EIR at least 10 days prior to consideration of the
Final EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b). In addition, all individuals that
commented on the Draft EIR also received a copy of the Final EIR. The Final EIR was also
made available for review on the City's website. Hard copies of the Final EIR were also made
available at public libraries and the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning Notices
regarding availability of the Final EIR were sent to those within a 500-foot radius of the Project
Site as well as individuals that attended the scoping meeting and/or public comment meeting
and provided comments during the NOP comment period.

The City Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing on March 13,
2014, to review the project, and to received public testimony on the project. On April 17, 2014,
the City Planning Commission issued its determination recommending that the City Council not
certify the EIR and disapprove the requested entitlements. On April 17, 2014, the Applicant
appealed determination of the City Planning Commission. The City Council's Planning and
Land Use Management Committee ("PLUM") held a hearing on October 21, 2014 to consider
the Applicant's appeal, heard testimony from the public and continued the public hearing.
Thereafter, Alternative D was developed to address land use compatibility issues and a Revised
and Updated Final Environmental Impact Report (Revised and Updated Final EIR) was
prepared by the Department of City Planning to assess the potential environmental impacts
from Alternative D. On February 10, 2015, PLUM held a subsequent public hearing to consider
the Project (Alternative D) and the Revised and Updated Final Environmental Impact Report
and recommended that the full City Council approve the Project. On [date], the City Council
approved the Project, certified the Updated Final Environmental Impact Report, adopted a
Statement of Overriding Considerations and approved a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program with these findings. These findings represent the independent judgment of the City of
Los Angeles.

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which
the City of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City
Planning, Environmental Review Section, 200 North Main Street, Room 750, Los Angeles
California 90012. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 21081.6(a)(2).

III. FINDINGS REQUIRED TO BE MADE BY LEAD AGENCY UNDER CEQA

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA
Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of
the project and make one or more of three possible findings for each of the significant impacts.
The possible findings are:

• "Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the final
EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(1))
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• "Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another
public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been
adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency."
(State CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(2))

• "Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the
mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA
Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(3))

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Revised and Updated Final EIR for
the Project as fully set forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does not
require findings to address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially
significant," these findings would nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in the
Revised and Updated Final EIR for the purpose of better understanding the full environmental
scope of the Project. For each of the significant impacts associated with the Project, either
before or after mitigation, the following sections are provided:

a) Description of Significant Effects - A specific description of the environmental effects
identified in the EIR, including a judgment regarding the significance of the impact.

b) Project Design Features — Identified project design features or actions that are
included as part of the Project.

c) Mitigation Measures - Identified mitigation measures or actions that are required as
part of the Project.

d) Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA Section
21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091.

e) Rationale for Finding - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s).

f) Reference - A notation on the specific section in the Draft EIR which includes the
evidence and discussion of the identified impact.

IV. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT (ALTERNATIVE D)

The project as proposed and analyzed in the Draft EIR consisted of two structures
identical in design, building height, and floor area. Both structures would include two above-
grade levels of parking with four levels of residential uses above the parking levels. Both
buildings will include 176 multi-family apartment units, for a total of 352 residential units. The
maximum building height on the Project Site would be approximately 65 feet. The apartment
units would range in size from approximately 949 square feet to approximately 1,423 square
feet. The 352 apartment units would include 176 one-bedroom units and 176 two-bedroom
units.

Comment letters submitted during the public comment period for the Draft EIR raised
concerns about the proposed project's proximity to industrial uses. The Comment letters urged
the Applicant to assess the project's potential impacts to land use and the subsequent zone
change entitlement request.
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As such, in response to these public comments, a new Alternative—Increased Buffering
and Land Use Compatibility Alternative (or Alternative D)—was included in the Revised and
Updated Final EIR. For purposes of these findings, "the Project" shall refer to Alternative D, not
the project as proposed and analyzed in the EIR. The project as proposed and analyzed in the
EIR shall be referred to in these findings as "the originally proposed project." This Alternative D,
which is described below, revises the originally proposed project to embrace new design
features and incorporate zone consistency elements into the overall development scheme of the
proposal. Other than the changes set forth in this document and described below as it relates to
the new Alternative, all aspects of the project would remain the same as originally analyzed in
the Final EIR and subsequent Errata to Final EIR.

Alternative D represents a variation of physical design elements that do not change the
square footage and land uses proposed when compared to the originally proposed project.
Specifically, Alternative D would retain the same square footage of roughly 445,000 square feet
with a mix of two and three bedroom apartment units. The apartment units would range in size
from approximately 949 square feet to approximately 1,423 square feet. The overall height of
the structures would not change under this Alternative when compared to the originally
proposed project. The redesign of the originally proposed project under Alternative D would
help bring the original design into further compliance with the policies and guidelines of the
City's General Plan and City Design Guidelines.

Alternative D does this in multiple ways. Particularly, this Alternative proposes a 51-foot
setback buffer between the north property line and northern façade of the proposed structure to
further separate land uses, along with new property edge landscape buffers and recreational
uses. This Alternative also incorporates many sound attenuation and noise reducing design
elements including exterior and interior soundproofing walls, insulated walls, solid structure
exterior balconies, mature landscaping along property lines, and high performance double
glazed windows throughout the entire residential structure. Aesthetically, Alternative D modifies
ground floor windows, balconies, and garage doors to increase curb appeal and compatibility
with surrounding uses.

The overall building and site design, when compared to the originally proposed project,
has also been enhanced under Alternative D. These changes include a new roof top sundeck,
new interior podium courtyard, and new roof top air conditioning units in lieu of the window units
contemplated in the originally proposed project. Other design alterations include double glazed
high performance windows, redesigned parking stalls, and pedestrian friendly walkways.

Alternative D also proposes all "green" buildings, with strict compliance with the City's
green building ordinance. Proposed measures include storm water retention planter boxes and
electric vehicle supply wiring. Proposed energy efficiency measures include solar reflectance
and thermal emittance value roofs, heating and cooling equipment, multi-speed swimming pool
circulating pumps, and many more renewable energy features.

V. IMPACTS DETERMINED IN THE INITIAL STUDY NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning prepared an Initial Study dated
July 2009, for the originally proposed project, which determined that the originally proposed
project would not have the potential to cause significant impacts in the following areas:
Agricultural Resources, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Mineral Resources, Population
Housing and Employment, and Utilities. Therefore, these issue areas were not examined in
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detail in the EIR. In addition, as these issue areas deal generally with the location of the Project
Site, the Project (Alternative D) would also not have the potential to cause significant
Agricultural Resources, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Mineral Resources, Population
Housing and Employment, and Utilities impacts. Code Compliance measures are also identified
for some of the areas determined not to have the potential to cause significant impacts. These
Code Compliance measures are imposed on the Project by various governmental regulations
and ensure that impacts remain less than significant. The rationale for the conclusion that no
significant impact would occur in each of these issue areas is summarized below, and based on
that rationale, and other evidence in the administrative record relating to the originally proposed
project and Alternative D, the City finds and determines that the following environmental impact
categories will not result in any significant impacts and that no mitigation measures are needed:

A. Agricultural Resources

The Project would involve the construction of an urban use within an existing urbanized
Project Site previously identified for industrial use. The Project Site is not used, nor has it been
used in the recent past, for agricultural purposes. The Project Site is not zoned or designated
by the General Plan for agricultural use nor is it designated as Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance by the California Department of Conservation,
Division of Land Resources Protection. Thus, the Project would not convert Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use. Development of the Project would not convert any
farmland to non-agricultural use nor is the Project Site under a Williamson Act contract.
Therefore, no impacts would occur and no mitigation measures are required.

B. Biological Resources

The Project Site is located in an urbanized area of the Harbor Gateway Community of
the City of Los Angeles. The Project Site is currently vacant and the only vegetation consists of
overgrown shrubs, grasses, and trees that were planted as part of a former landscape plan. No
candidate, sensitive, or special status species identified in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game (Fish and Game) or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) occur on the Project Site. In addition, there are no riparian or
other sensitive habitat areas located on or adjacent to the Project Site, and no known locally
designated natural communities exist on or in the vicinity of the Project Site.

No federally protected wetlands occur on or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The
Project would not result in the direct removal, filling, or hydrological interruption of a federally
protected wetland as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. As discussed, vegetation
on the Project Site is limited to ornamental and non-native species. The Project Site does not
contain any protected tree species as defined by the City of Los Angeles Protective Tree
Relocation and Replacement Ordinance No. 177,404. Due to the existing and surrounding
urban development, there are no wildlife corridors or native wildlife nursery sites in the Project
vicinity. The Project would not interfere with the movement of any resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species. There are no known locally designated natural communities on or in the vicinity
of the Project Site, therefore, the Project would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or State habitat conservation plan. Therefore, no impact with respect to biological
resources would occur as a result of the Project.

5



C. Cultural Resources

Historical Resources

There are no known historic resources on or adjacent to the Project Site. The Project
Site is currently vacant and the entire site has been graded. According to the Los Angeles
County Office of the Assessor, the oldest building adjacent to the Project Site is one of the
structures associated with the Mulligan Family Fun Center, which was constructed in 1973.
Therefore, neither the Project Site nor adjacent properties contain structures that meet the
minimum fifty-year age requirement for consideration as a landmark at the national or State
levels. Additionally, none of the adjacent buildings meet the criteria for designation under the
California Register of Historical Resources, nor are they identified as a California Historical
Landmark or listed on the National Register of Historic Places, National Register Information
System. Furthermore, the Project Site is not in an area known to contain any Historic-Cultural
Monuments, nor is it located within a Historic Preservation Overlay Zone as designated by the
City. Therefore, no impacts with respect to historic resources would occur.

Archaeological Resources

According to the City of Los Angeles Environmental and Public Facilities Maps, there are
no designated archaeological sites or survey areas on the Project Site. Since the Project Site
has been previously developed, it is not anticipated that any archaeological resources would be
encountered during project construction. Therefore, impacts to archaeological resources would
be less than significant. As part of the development of the Project Site, excavation would be
necessary for building foundations and utilities. The following Code Compliance Measure A-1,
ensures impacts related to archaeological resources would remain less than significant

A-1. If unknown paleontological and/or archaeological resources are discovered during any
grading or construction activity, work will stop in the immediate area. Upon such
discoveries, the contractor shall immediately notify the applicant and the City of Los
Angeles. A paleontologist and/or archaeologist shall be consulted to determine the
discovery's significance and, if necessary, formulate a mitigation plan, including
avoidance alternatives, to mitigate impacts. Work can only resume in that area with
approval of the City of Los Angeles and paleontologist and/or archaeologist.

Paleontological Resources

The Project Site is not identified as being located in an area containing significant
paleontological resources. The Project Site is located in an urbanized area and, although no
structures currently exist on the Project Site, it has been previously paved and developed. As
such, any superficial paleontological resources that may have existed at one time have likely
been previously unearthed or disturbed. Therefore, impacts to paleontological resources would
be less than significant. As part of the development of the Project Site, excavation would be
necessary for building foundations and utilities. The following Code Compliance Measure A-1,
ensures impacts related to paleontological resources would remain less than significant.

A-1. If unknown paleontological and/or archaeological resources are discovered during any
grading or construction activity, work will stop in the immediate area. Upon such
discoveries, the contractor shall immediately notify the applicant and the City of Los
Angeles. A paleontologist and/or archaeologist shall be consulted to determine the
discovery's significance and, if necessary, formulate a mitigation plan, including
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avoidance alternatives, to mitigate impacts. Work can only resume in that area with
approval of the City of Los Angeles and paleontologist and/or archaeologist.

Human Remains

No known human burials have been identified on the Project Site or vicinity. Therefore,
impacts to human remains would be less than significant. As part of the development of the
Project Site, excavation would be necessary for building foundations and utilities. As a result, it
is possible that unknown human remains could exist on the Project Site. Furthermore, if proper
care is not taken during construction, damage to or destruction of these previously unknown
remains could occur. The following Code Compliance Measure A-2 ensures impacts regarding
human remains would remain less than significant.

A-2. In the event that human remains are discovered, there shall be no disposition of such
human remains, other than in accordance with the procedures and requirements set
forth in California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code
Section 5097.98. These code provisions require notification of the County Coroner and
the Native American Heritage Commission, who in turn must notify those persons
believed to be most likely descended from the deceased Native American for
appropriate disposition of the remains. Excavation or disturbance may continue in other
areas of the Project Site that are not reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains.

D. Geology and Soils

The Geotechnical Exploration Report, Proposed Site Development, Storm Properties —
Phase III, 1309 & 1313 Sepulveda Boulevard, Torrance, California, prepared by Professional
Service Industries, Inc., March 14, 2007 and attached as Appendix IV.A-1 to the Draft EIR forms
the basis of the conclusions below.

Ground Rupture

There are no active surface fault traces identified by the State, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map, known to be present on the Project Site and
the Project Site is not located within a designated Alquist-Priolo Zone. No known or potentially
active faults pass through the Project Site. The closest known fault is the Palos Verdes Fault,
located approximately three miles southwest of the Project Site. The City of Los Angeles
Uniform Building Code, updated since the 1994 Northridge Earthquake, contains construction
requirements to ensure habitable structures are built to a level such that they can withstand
acceptable seismic risk. As such, impacts related to ground rupture from known earthquake
faults would be less than significant.

Seismic Ground Shaking

As with all properties in the seismically active Southern California region, the Project Site
is susceptible to ground shaking during a seismic event. However, potential impacts from
seismic ground shaking are present throughout Southern California and would be of comparable
intensity at the Project Site as they would be for large parts of the City and the region. The
Project would be required to comply with existing codes which reduce seismic risks to an
acceptable level. Nonetheless Code Compliance measures below ensure that project impacts
related to seismic ground shaking would be less than significant.
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Liquefaction

According to the City Planning Department, the Project Site is not located in an area
identified as being potentially liquefiable. Further, subsurface exploration encountered medium
dense/very stiff to very dense/hard soils to the maximum depth explored of approximately 51
feet below existing grade; groundwater was not encountered to the maximum depth explored.
The Project Site is considered to have a low potential for liquefaction. Therefore, impacts
related to liquefaction would be less than significant.

Landslides

The Project Site and surrounding area is relatively flat and contains no slopes adequate
to support landslide conditions. The Project Site is not located in an area identified by the City
as being susceptible to landslides. Additionally, according to the State of California Seismic
Hazards Map, the Project Site is not at risk for earthquake-induced landslides. Therefore, no
impacts related to landslides are anticipated to occur.

Erosion

The Project Site is relatively flat. Subterranean excavation would be limited to that
necessary for the installation of the building foundations and utilities. All grading activities
require grading permits from the Department of Building and Safety, which include requirements
and standards designed to limit potential impacts to acceptable levels. In addition, all on-site
grading and site preparation would comply with all applicable provisions of Chapter IX, Division
70 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), which addresses grading, excavation, and fills.

The area surrounding the Project Site is completely developed and would not be
susceptible to indirect erosional processes (e.g., uncontrolled runoff) caused by the Project.
During construction, the Project would be required to prevent the transport of sediments from
the Project Site by stormwater runoff and winds through the use of appropriate Best
Management Practices (BMPs). These BMPs would be detailed in a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Program (SWPPP), which is required to be acceptable to the City Engineer and in
compliance with the latest National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Storm
Water Regulations.

In addition, pursuant to Los Angeles Building Code, Section 7002, the Project would be
required to implement a Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan for construction during the rainy
season (between October 1 and April 15). The implementation of the required construction
BMPs ensures that soil erosion impacts would be less than significant. Nonetheless,
implementation of the Code Compliance measures identified below ensure the application of
BMPs and would further reduce the already less than significant impact with respect to erosion.

Expansive Soils

A majority of the Project Site is covered with two to three inches of asphalt, which is
underlain by two to 2.5 inches of base material. Beneath the surface materials, the subsurface
materials generally consist of clean, silty and clayey sands, clean and sandy silts, and silty
sands. These materials are considered to have a low expansion potential. Additionally,
development of the Project would occur in compliance with the City's Uniform Building Code
and Chapter IX, Division 70 of the LAMC. Furthermore, development of the Project would
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comply with the recommendations set forth in the Geotechnical Exploration Report. Therefore,
no impacts with respect to expansive soils would occur.

Alternative Wastewater Disposal Systems

The Project Site is located in a developed urban area of the Harbor Gateway Community
of the City of Los Angeles, which is served by a wastewater collection, conveyance, and
treatment system operated by the City. No septic tanks or alternative disposal systems are
necessary, nor are any proposed as part of the Project. As the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems would not be required, no impact with respect to this issue would
occur.

The following Code Compliance measures ensure that there will be no significant Impact
related to Geology and Soils:

A-3. The design and construction of the project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code
seismic standards, as approved by the Department of Building and Safety.

A-4. The Project shall comply with the recommendations listed below as well as those
described in the Standard Guidelines for Grading Projects, presented by Professional
Service Industries, Inc., on pages SG-1 through SG-16 of the Geotechnical Exploration 
Report, Proposed Site Development, Storm Properties — Phase III, 1309 & 1313 
Sepulveda Boulevard, Torrance, California, prepared by Professional Service Industries,
Inc., March 14, 2007 (see Appendix IV.A-1 to this Draft EIR). In case of conflict, the
recommendations found on pages 9 through 15 supersede those in the Standard
Guidelines for Grading Projects. These include:

• All existing structures, pavements, utilities, and deleterious materials shall be
removed from areas proposed for construction. The stripping operations shall extend
a minimum of ten feet beyond the proposed building limits, where practical.

• The existing near-surface soils shall be removed and replaced as properly
compacted fill-in areas that are to receive building or other settlement sensitive
structures.

• All grading operations shall be performed in accordance with the requirements of the
2001 California Building Code, Professional Service Industries, Inc. Standard
Guidelines for Grading Projects, and local government standards which have
jurisdiction over the Project.

• Water shall not be allowed to collect in the foundation excavation, on floor slab
areas, or on prepared subgrades of the construction area either during or after
construction. Undercut or excavated areas shall be sloped toward one corner to
facilitate removal of any collected rainwater, groundwater, or surface runoff. Positive
site drainage shall be provided to reduce infiltration of surface water around the
perimeter of the building and beneath the floor slabs. The grades shall be sloped
away from the building and surface drainage shall be collected and discharged such
that water is not permitted to infiltrate the backfill and floor slab areas of the building.

A-5. Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods. If
grading occurs during the rainy season (October 1 through April 15), diversion dikes
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shall be constructed to channel runoff around the site. Channels shall be lined with grass
or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity.

A-6. Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be incorporated to the
satisfaction of the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor
terraces, berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section
91.7013 of the Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned.

E. Hazards and Hazardous Material

The following two Phase III environmental site assessments were utilized during
preparation of the Initial Study:

• Phase III Environmental Site Assessment Report, Parcel 2 Near Halldale Ave. and
Sepulveda Blvd., Los Angeles, California 90501, prepared by Professional Services
Industries, Inc., October 24, 2004. 

• Phase III Environmental Site Assessment Report, Parcel 3 Near Halldale Ave. and
Sepulveda Blvd., Los Angeles, California 90501, prepared by Professional Service
Industries, Inc., October 22, 2008.

These reports are included as Appendices IV.A-2 and IV.A-3, respectively, to the Draft EIR.

Soil samples were collected from Parcel 2 and tested for the presence of Total
Petroleum Hydrocarbons as motor oil (TPH-MO), Title 22 heavy metals, and volatile organic
compounds (VOCs). TPH-MO and VOCs were detected in soils but at levels which have not
significantly impacted soil in Parcel 2 and do not represent a recognized environmental
condition. Soil samples were collected from Parcel 3 and tested for the presence of TPH-MO,
Title 22 heavy metals, and VOCs. Petroleum hydrocarbons, methane, and VOCs were detected
however, it was concluded that the concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons, methane, and
VOCs have not adversely impacted soils on Parcel 3 and the results do not represent
recognized environmental conditions. Therefore, impacts with respect to release of hazardous
materials from soils would be less than significant.

Construction of the Project would involve the use of those hazardous materials that are
typically necessary for construction of residential developments (i.e., paints, building materials,
cleaners, fuel for construction equipment, etc.). Therefore, construction of the Project would
involve the routine transport, use, and disposal of these types of hazardous materials
throughout the duration of construction activities. However, the transport, use, and disposal of
construction-related hazardous materials would occur. in conformance with all applicable local,
State, and Federal regulations governing such activities. Therefore, short-term construction-
related impacts would be less than significant.

Other than typical cleaning solvents used for janitorial purposes, landscaping, and
maintenance materials, which would be considered hazardous if used inappropriately, no
hazardous materials would be used, transported, or disposed of in conjunction with the routine
day-to-day operations of the Project. The Project would not create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazards materials.
Therefore, operational impacts related to the transport and disposal of hazardous materials
would be less than significant.

10



Neither the Project Site nor the surrounding area is included on any hazardous materials
sites lists compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. As such, development of
the Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment and no impact
would occur.

The closest airport is the Torrance Municipal Airport—Zamperini Field, located
approximately two miles southwest of the Project Site. The Project Site is not located within the
boundaries of an airport land use plan and would not result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area. No impact related to public airport or private airstrip
uses would occur.

The Project would not interfere with any adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan so impacts related to emergency plans would be less than
significant.

Finally, The Project Site is located within an urbanized area of the Harbor Gateway
Community and is not within a City-designated Wildland Fire Hazard Area. Therefore, no
impact related to wildland fires would occur.

F. Hydrology and Water Quality

Surface Water Quality

The Project Site is relatively flat and runoff from the site currently drains in a
southwesterly direction toward existing storm drains on Sepulveda Boulevard. Although
currently vacant, the Project Site has been previously graded and is primarily covered with
asphalt, an impermeable surface. The Project would replace the current impermeable surfaces
with new impermeable surfaces that would cover a majority of the Project Site, similar to current
conditions. With development of the Project, runoff from the Project Site would continue to drain
toward the existing storm drain system. The Project would not alter the existing drainage
pattern of the Project Site and impacts would be less than significant.

Tsunamis, Seiches, and Flooding

The Project Site is not located within a City-designated Tsunami Zone or Inundation
Area and is not considered to be at risk for flooding from nearby water features. Impacts related
to tsunamis would be less than significant.

There are no large bodies of water in the immediate vicinity of the Project Site. No body
of water is large enough or close enough to the Project Site to result in inundation due to seiche.
Therefore, impacts related to inundation resulting from seiches would be less than significant.

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the Flood Insurance Rate
Map for the project area indicates that the Project Site is located within Zone X, an area
determined to be outside the 0.2 percent annual chance floodplain. Additionally, the Project
Site is not located within an area designated by the City as a 100- or 500-year flood plain.
Therefore, impacts related to flooding would be less than significant.

Groundwater
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A subsurface investigation was conducted to gather geotechnical data for the Project
Site. Groundwater was not encountered at the maximum depth explored of approximately 51
feet below ground surface. Excavation activities associated with development of the Project
would be limited to that necessary for installation of building foundations and utilities. Although
it is not anticipated that groundwater would be encountered during excavation activities,
variations in the ground water table may result from fluctuation in the ground surface
topography, subsurface stratification, precipitation, irrigation, and other factors that may not
have been evident at the time the geotechnical investigation was conducted. The Project would
be required to comply with all recommendations made in the Geotechnical Exploration Report
pertaining to groundwater and excavation.

Additionally, the nearest groundwater well is located approximately 1.3 miles north of the
Project Site. The Project does not involve any direct extraction of groundwater. Thus, the
Project would neither increase the amount of stormwater entering the groundwater table, nor
deplete groundwater through wells. Therefore, project impacts related to groundwater would be
less than significant.

Water Quality

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program establishes a
comprehensive stormwater quality program to manage urban stormwater and minimize pollution
of the environment to the maximum extent practicable. Pursuant to the NPDES, the Project
would be subject to the requirements set forth in the Los Angeles County Standard Urban
Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP). The goals and objectives of the SUSMP are achieved
through the use of BMPs to help manage runoff water quality. The City has adopted the
regulatory requirements set forth in the SUSMP of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Control Board (LARWQCB) under the City of Los Angeles Ordinance No. 173,494.

Construction

The Project would require excavation over 5.12 acres (approximately 222,906 square
feet) of land. Construction activities associated with the Project would be subject to City
inspection and implementation of at least the minimum storm water BMPs. Further, as
construction of the Project would disturb more than one acre of land, the applicant would be
required to obtain coverage under the General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit
(GCASP), which requires development and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The Project would be required to comply with Chapter IX, Division
70 of the LAMC, which addresses grading, excavations, and fills. Compliance with the LAMC
would ensure that construction activities would not violate any water quality standards or
discharge requirements, or otherwise substantially degrade water quality. Therefore, short-term
construction impacts related to water quality would be less than significant.

Operation

The Project would replace the current impermeable surfaces with new impermeable
surfaces that would cover a majority of the Project Site. Thus, development of the Project will
generate surface water runoff similar to the existing conditions. Activities associated with
operation of the Project would generate substances that could degrade the quality of water
runoff. The deposition of certain chemicals by cars in parking areas and internal roadway
surfaces could have the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease, solvents, phosphates,
hydrocarbons, and suspended solids to the storm drain system.
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However, impacts to water quality would be reduced to less than significant levels since
the Project must comply with water quality standards and wastewater discharge BMPs set forth
by the County of Los Angeles and the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB).
Furthermore, required design criteria, as established in the SUSMP for Los Angeles County and
cities in Los Angeles County, would be incorporated into the Project to minimize the off-site
conveyance of pollutants. Compliance with existing regulations would reduce the potential for
operational water quality impacts to a less than significant level.

The following Code Compliance measures ensure that there will be no significant Impact
related to Hydrology and Water Quality:

A-7. Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be incorporated to the
satisfaction of the Building and Safety Department, such as interceptor terraces, berms,
vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of the
Uniform Building Code.

A-8. The project applicant shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement satisfactory
to the City binding the owners to incorporate structural BMPs contained in the
Development BMP Handbook, Part 15, in the Planning Department during the
construction of the Project in accordance with the SUSMP and/or per manufacturer's
instructions.

A-9. 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 shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes must be
discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. Sunshine Canyon is the closest landfill to
the Project Site and would be used for waste disposal related to this project if adequate
capacity is available, otherwise the closest disposal site with adequate capacity will be
used.

A-10. Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains.

A-11. Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be used
whenever possible.

A-12. Waste containers shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered waste containers shall
be placed under a roof or covered with tarps or plastic sheeting.

A-13. Where truck traffic is frequent, gravel approaches shall be used to reduce soil
compaction and limit the tracking of sediment into streets.

A-14. All vehicle/equipment maintenance, repair, and washing shall be conducted away from
storm drains. All major repairs shall be conducted off-site. Drip pans or drop cloths shall
be used to catch drips and spills.

A-15. The design and construction of the Project shall comply with all recommendations
provided in the Geotechnical Exploration Report. The geotechnical analysis and design
measures shall be reviewed and approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of
Building and Safety.
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A-16. The project applicant shall implement stormwater BMPs to retain or treat the runoff from
a storm event producing 0.75 inches of rainfall in a 24-hour period. The design of
structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development Best Management
Practices Handbook, Part B — Planning Activities. A signed certificate from a California
licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs meet this numerical
threshold standard is required.

A-17. Post development peak stormwater runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the
estimated pre-development rate for developments where the increased peak stormwater
discharge rate will result in increased potential for downstream erosion.

A-18. Any connection to the sanitary sewer shall have authorization from the Bureau of
Sanitation.

A-19. Roof runoff systems shall be installed where site suitable. Runoff from rooftops is
relatively clean and can provide groundwater recharge, and reduce excessive runoff into
storm drains.

A-20. The project applicant shall paint messages that prohibit the dumping of improper
materials into the storm drain system adjacent to storm drain inlets. Prefabricated
stencils can be obtained from the Department of Public Works, Stormwater Management
Division.

A-21. All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the project area shall be stenciled with
prohibitive language (such as "NO DUMPING — DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical
icons to discourage illegal dumping.

A-22. Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained by the project applicant.

A-23. Materials with the potential to contaminate stormwater shall be: (1) placed in an
enclosure such as, but not limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents
contact with runoff spillage to the stormwater conveyance system; or (2) protected by
secondary containment structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

A-24. The storage area for potentially contaminating materials shall be paved and sufficiently
impervious to contain leak and spills.

A-25. The storage area for potentially contaminating materials shall have a roof or awning to
minimize collection of stormwater within the secondary containment area.

A-26. The owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department
binding the owners to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in
accordance with the SUSMP and/or per manufacturer's instructions

G. Mineral Resources

The Project Site is not located within an area containing significant mineral deposits (i.e.,
Mineral Resource Zone 2 Areas- MRZ-2), nor is it located within a surface mining district. Thus,
the Project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be
of value to the region and the residents of the state thus no significant impacts would occur.
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The Project Site is located within the Torrance Oil Field. Based on the City of Los
Angeles Zoning Interpretation 1195 (ZI 1195) designation on the zoning map, the Project Site is
within the Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources'
(D.O.G.) designated area requiring approval and clearance prior to permit issuance. According
to the State Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas & Geothermal Resources website,
there are approximately three former oil wells that appear to be located on or adjacent to the
Project Site that are designated as "plugged.". No active oil wells or mineral operations currently
exist on site. The implementation of Code Compliance Measure A-27, ensures the Project
would not cause the permanent loss of, or access to any significant oil resources and no
impacts on oil or mineral resources would occur.

A-27. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the Applicant shall obtain approval and clearance
from the Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources in
accordance with the City's procedures outlined in ZI 1195.

H. Population, Housing and Employment

Employment

Since there are currently no uses on site that provide employment, the estimated
number of project employees also represents the net increase in the number of jobs on the
Project Site. The Project is anticipated to generate approximately 40 employees. The
estimated 40 employees anticipated to be generated by the Project are well within SCAG's
projections for the City, representing approximately 0.06 percent of the anticipated growth rate
between the years 2010 and 2020. SCAG projects a 37 job increase for the Project Site's
Census Tract 2932.02 through the year 2020. Thus, the 40 employees estimated to be
generated by the Project exceeds SCAG employment projections for the Census Tract by only
three employees. Although the Project would only slightly exceed projections for employment
within this Census Tract, development of the Project would be well within projections for the
City. Therefore, impacts related to employment would be less than significant.

Population

The Project is estimated to generate approximately 1,214 residents. There are currently
no residential uses on site. Consequently, the estimated number of project residents also
represents the net increase in population on the Project Site. The 1,214 project residents
represent approximately 0.8 percent of the City's projected growth rate between the years 2010
and 2020. Thus, the Project would be within SCAG population projections for the City.
However, the residents estimated to be generated by the Project exceed projections for the
Project Site's Census Tract 2932.02 by 974 residents. Although the Project exceeds projections
for the relevant Census Tract, the number of residents generated would be well within
projections for the City. Therefore, impacts related to population growth would be less than
significant.

Housing 

Since there are currently no housing units on site, the 352 proposed units represents the
net increase in units on the Project Site. The Project's 352 multi-family residential units
represent approximately 0.3 percent of the anticipated housing growth rate for the City through
the year 2020. The Project would be within SCAG housing projections for the City.
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However, the Project would exceed housing projections for Project Site's Census Tract
2932.02 by 205 units. Although the Project exceeds projections for the Census Tract, the
number of units to be developed by the Project is consistent with the anticipated housing growth
rate for the City. The Project would locate housing units in proximity to existing public transit
and neighborhood serving commercial opportunities, consistent with City and SCAG policies.
Therefore, impacts related to housing would be less than significant.

Since the Project Site is currently vacant, the Project would not have the potential to
displace existing housing or people and no impacts related to these issues would occur.

I. Utilities

Water

The City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) currently supplies
water to the Project Site. The City's water supplies come from the following sources: the
eastern Sierra Nevada Mountains by way of the Los Angeles Aqueduct system, local
groundwater, and purchases from the Metropolitan Water District. Existing water main
infrastructure in the vicinity of the Project Site includes one 12-inch and one eight-inch waterline
along Sepulveda Boulevard, and one 12-inch waterline along a 20-foot wide easement adjacent
to the western boundary of the Project Site.

It is anticipated that LADWP would be able to accommodate the estimated increase in
water demand resulting from the Project. Additionally, according to its Final Year 2005 Urban
Water Management Plan, LADWP anticipates that it can provide adequate water supplies for
the City through the year 2030. Further, the Project would be required to comply with applicable
water conservation ordinances and regulations, which would further reduce the Project's water
demand. Therefore, the Project would not require new or expanded entitlements and impacts
related to water supply would be less than significant. Given the incremental increase in water
consumption for the Project, and compliance with applicable water conservation regulations, the
Project would not require or result in the construction of new or expanded water treatment
facilities. Therefore, impacts related to water treatment facilities would be less than significant.

Implementation of the following Code Compliance measures further reduces the
Project's water demand:

A-28. The Project shall comply with Ordinance No. 170,978 (Water Management Ordinance)
which imposes numerous water conservation measures in landscape, installation, and
maintenance (e.g., drip irrigation and soak hoses in lieu of sprinklers to lower the amount
of water lost to evaporation and overspray, set automatic sprinkler systems to irrigate
during early morning or evening hours to minimize water loss due to evaporation, and
water less in cooler months and during the rainy season).

A-29. If conditions dictate, the Department of Water and Power may postpone new water
connections for this project until water supply capacity is adequate.

A-30. Unless otherwise required, and to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and
Safety, the applicant shall install:
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• High-efficiency toilets (maximum 1.28 gallons per flush), including dual-flush water
closest, and high-efficiency urinals (maximum 0.5 gallons per flush), including no-
flush or waterless urinals, in all restrooms as appropriate; and

• Restroom faucets with a maximum flow rate of 1.5 gallons per minute.

A-31. Single-pass cooling equipment shall be strictly prohibited from use. Prohibition of such
equipment shall be indicated on the building plans and incorporated into tenant lease
agreements. (Single-pass cooling refers to the use of potable water to extract heat from
process equipment, e.g., vacuum pump, ice machines, by passing the water through
equipment and discharging the heated water to the sanitary wastewater system.)

A-32. Unless otherwise required, all restroom faucets shall be of a self-closing design, to the
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety.

A-33. Unless otherwise required, and to the Satisfaction of the Department of Building and
Safety, the applicant shall:

• Install a demand (tankless or instantaneous) water heater system sufficient to serve
the anticipated needs of the dwelling(s);

• Install no more than one showerhead per shower stall, having a flow rate no greater
than 2.0 gallons per minute;

• Install and utilize only high-efficiency clothes washers (water factor of 6.0 or less), if
proposed to be provided in either individual units and/or in a common laundry
room(s). If such appliance is to be furnished by a tenant, this requirement shall be
incorporated into the lease agreement, and the applicant shall be responsible for
ensuring compliance; and

• Install and utilize only high-efficiency Energy Star-rated dishwashers in the project, if
proposed to be provided. If such appliance is to be furnished by a tenant, this
requirement shall be incorporated into the lease agreement, and the applicant shall
be responsible for ensuring compliance.

A-34. The availability of recycled water should be investigated as a source to irrigate large
landscaped areas.

A-35. Significant opportunities for water savings exist in air conditioning systems that utilize
evaporative cooling (i.e., employ cooling towers). LADWP should be contacted for
specific information on appropriate measures.

Wastewater

The City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation provides
sewer conveyance infrastructure and wastewater treatment services for the Project Site.
Wastewater generated by the Project during the construction phase would be similar to that
generated by other projects of similar size and scale, for which no pre-treatment is required.
Wastewater is treated by standard (primary, secondary, and tertiary) treatment processes. Any
wastewater discharged by the Project must comply with NPDES requirements. The Project
must also comply with all applicable wastewater treatment requirements of the LARWQCB.
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Therefore, construction impacts related to wastewater treatment requirements would be less
than significant.

Wastewater generated at the Project Site during operations would flow to the Los
Angeles County Sanitation Districts' Joint Water Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP), located at
24501 South Figueroa Street in Carson, just east of the 1-110 Freeway. The JWPCP provides
both primary and secondary treatment for approximately 300 million gallons of wastewater per
day (mgd). The JWPCP has a permitted capacity of 400 mgd, and thus has a remaining
capacity of approximately 100 mgd. The Project is anticipated to generate a net increase of
49,280 gallons of wastewater per day which represents approximately 0.05 percent of the
remaining capacity at the JWPCP. The JWPCP has sufficient remaining capacity to
accommodate wastewater generated by the Project. Further, the Project would not require or
result in the construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities. Therefore,
impacts related to wastewater would be less than significant.

Solid Waste

Construction

Demolition and construction activities associated with development of the Project would
generate construction debris that would need to be disposed of at landfills. Construction debris
includes concrete, asphalt, wood, drywall, metals, and other miscellaneous and composite
materials. Per AB 939 requirements, much of this material would be recycled and salvaged to
the maximum extent feasible. Materials not recycled would be disposed of at landfills. By
recycling most of the solid waste generated by construction of the Project, short-term
construction impacts on landfills would be less than significant.

Operation

The Project is anticipated to generate approximately 1,408 pounds per day of solid
waste before recycling activities. As there are currently no existing uses on site, the solid waste
estimated to be generated by the Project also represents the net increase in solid waste
generated at the Project Site.

Solid waste generated by the Project would be disposed of at either the Sunshine
Canyon Landfill or the Chiquita Canyon Landfill. The Sunshine Canyon Landfill is permitted to
intake a maximum of 21,100 tons per day, while the Chiquita Canyon Landfill is permitted to
intake a maximum of 6,000 tons per day. Currently, the Sunshine Canyon Landfill accepts
approximately 9,500 tons of solid waste per day and, thus, has a remaining capacity of
approximately 2,600 tons per day.

The Project would generate a net increase of approximately 1,408 pounds (or 0.7 tons)
of solid waste per day. Thus, the amount of solid waste generated by the Project would
represent approximately 0.03 percent of the remaining capacity at the Sunshine Canyon Landfill
and approximately 0.01 percent of the maximum permitted daily intake at the Chiquita Canyon
Landfill. Therefore, both the Sunshine Canyon Landfill and the Chiquita Canyon Landfill would
have sufficient capacity to accommodate the Project solid waste disposal needs. Further,
operations on the Project Site would be subject to requirements set forth in AB 939 requiring
each city and county to divert 50 percent of its solid waste from landfill disposal through source
reduction, recycling, and composting.
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Implementation of the following Code Compliance measures ensures that impacts
related to solid waste services would be less than significant:

A-36. The construction contractor shall only contract for waste disposal services with a
company that recycles construction-related wastes.

A-37. 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.

A-38. Recycling bins shall be provided at appropriate locations to promote recycling of paper,
metal, glass, and other recyclable material. The Project shall comply with all applicable
adopted recycling and waste diversion policies of the City of Los Angeles.

Electricit

The Project is anticipated to consume approximately 5,428 kilowatt-hours (kW-Hours) of
electricity per day. As the Project Site is currently vacant, the Project's anticipated electricity
demand also represents the net increase in electricity demand on site. Energy conservation
standards established by Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations would be incorporated
into the Project as part of the building permit process and would thus reduce the amount of
electricity consumed by the Project by addressing insulation, glazing, lighting, shading, and
water and space heating systems. The Applicant would be required to incorporate these energy
conservation measures into the project design. Implementation of energy conservation Code
Compliance measures ensures that impacts related to electricity supplies would be less than
significant.

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 construction phase, the Applicant would be required
to coordinate with LADWP to determine connection requirements and upgrades that are needed
(if any) would be implemented at that time. Therefore, impacts related to electricity distribution
infrastructure would be less than significant.

Natural Gas

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. The Project is anticipated to consume 47,168 cubic
feet (cf) of natural gas per day. As the Project Site is currently vacant, the amount of natural
gas estimated to be consumed by the Project represents the net increase in natural gas
demand on site. 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.

Additionally, the Project would be required to incorporate into the project design the
energy conservation measures established by Title 24 of the CCR. Implementation of the
energy conservation Code Compliance measures listed below ensures that Project impacts
related to natural gas supply would be less than significant. Further, according to the State,
SGC operates in an environment where interstate pipeline capacity exists in excess of
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anticipated demand. Thus, there is adequate pipeline capacity to deliver natural gas to the City.
Therefore, impacts related to natural gas infrastructure would be less than significant.

The following Code Compliance measures required by the City would reduce the
Project's impacts with respect to energy consumption, including electricity and natural gas
consumption:

A-39. 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.).

A-40. Thermal insulation that exceeds requirements established by the State of California
Energy Conservation Standards shall be installed in walls and ceilings.

A-41. High-efficiency lamps shall be installed for all outdoor security lighting.

A-42. Time control interior and exterior lighting shall be installed. These systems shall be
programmed to account for variations in seasonal daylight times.

A-43. 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.

A-44. 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.

VI. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION

The Los Angeles Department of City Planning prepared an Initial Study for the originally
proposed project in which it required analysis of the following environmental impact areas in an
EIR: Aesthetics ; Air Quality; Land Use and Planning; Noise; Public Services (Fire Protection,
Police Protection, Schools, Parks and Libraries) and Traffic/Transportation/Parking. The
following impact areas were determined to be less than significant prior to mitigation, and based
on that analysis and other evidence in the administrative record relating to the Project, the City
finds and determines that the following environmental impact categories will not result in any
significant impacts with implementation of the Project and that no mitigation measures are
needed:

A. Air Quality

1. Construction

Construction activities at the Project Site would generate pollutant emissions from the
following construction activities: (1) grading and excavation; (2) construction workers traveling
to and from the Project Site; (3) delivery and hauling of construction supplies and debris to and
from the Project Site; (4) the fuel combustion generated by on-site construction equipment; and
(5) building construction, including the application of architectural coatings. These construction
activities would temporarily create emissions of dusts, fumes, equipment exhaust, and other air
contaminants. Construction activities involving site preparation and grading would primarily
generate PK° emissions. Mobile source emissions (use of diesel-fueled equipment on site,
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and traveling to and from the Project Site) would primarily generate NOR emissions. The
application of architectural coatings would primarily result in the release of ROG emissions. The
amount of emissions generated on a daily basis would vary, depending on the amount and
types of construction activities occurring at the same time.

a. Regional Emissions

The peak daily emissions generated during Project construction would not exceed the
regional emissions threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for any of the criteria pollutants
(i.e., ROG, NOR, CO, SOR, PMio, and PM2.5) during any of the construction phases. As such, the
regional air quality impacts associated with the Project-related construction emissions would be
less than significant.

b. Local Emissions

The nearest off-site receptors to the Project Site potentially subject to localized air
quality impacts associated with construction of the Project include:

• The two three-story buildings containing industrial office and warehouse uses located

northwest of the Project Site;

• The All Access and LA Times office buildings located directly north of the Project Site;

• The two-story office building occupied by W.W. Grainger located northeast of the Project

Site;

• The two-story Storm Manufacturing Group, Inc. office building and the two-story Industrial

Parts Depot, Inc. office building located directly east of the Project Site;

• The single-family residences located south of the Project Site, across Sepulveda

Boulevard; and

• The Mulligan Family Fun Center located directly west of the Project Site.

The closest receptor distance on the SCAQMD's Mass Rate localized significance
threshold ("LST") Look-up Tables is 82 feet. Although some of the nearest off-site receptors to
the Project Site identified above are closer than 82 feet, the SCAQMD's LST methodology
states that projects with boundaries located closer than 82 feet (25 meters) to the nearest
receptor should use the LSTs for receptors located at 82 feet. On-site emissions generated by
the Project during the different phases of construction would not exceed the established
SCAQMD localized thresholds for NOR (in the form of NO2), CO, PM10, and PM2.5 at a receptor
distance of 82 feet. Thus, the on-site construction emissions would also not exceed the
SCAQMD localized thresholds at receptor distances beyond 82 feet (i.e., 164, 328, 656, and
1,640 feet). Therefore, the localized air quality impacts resulting from construction emissions
associated with the Project would be less than significant.

2. Operation
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Operational emissions generated by both stationary and mobile sources would result
from normal day-to-day activities on the Project Site after occupation. As stated previously,
stationary area source emissions would be generated by the consumption of natural gas for
space and water heating devices, and the operation of landscape maintenance equipment;
mobile emissions would be generated by the motor vehicles traveling to and from the Project
Site.

a. Regional Emissions

The net operational emissions associated with the Project would not exceed the
established SCAQMD threshold levels for ROG, NOR, CO, SO), PM10, and PM2.5 during both the
summertime and wintertime seasons. Therefore, impacts associated with regional operational
emissions from the Project would be less than significant.

b. Local Emissions

On-site operational emissions generated by the Project would not exceed the
established SCAQMD localized thresholds for NOR (in the form of NO2), CO, PM10, and PM2.5.
To reduce potential exposure of residents to air quality particulate matter, the design of the
Project would locate open spaces in the interior of the residential structure, plant vegetation
along property lines, and provide double glazed windows for every residential unit. The City's
Department of Building or other appropriate city or county agency or department shall determine
compliance with all measures, as it relates to the development of the Project. Overall, this
Project would create slightly less operational air emissions when compared to the originally
proposed project, given the revised design features. Thus, the localized air quality impacts
resulting from operational emissions associated with the Project would be less than significant.

In addition to the Project's potential to generate localized on-site operational emissions,
existing adjacent uses can generate potential impacts on future land uses of a proposed project.
Specifically, the adjacent Mulligan Family Fun Center's go-kart track has the potential to generate
operational emissions from go-kart exhaust emissions that could adversely affect the future
residents of the Project. However, the Mulligan Family Fun Center is required to maintain
compliance with all applicable federal and state regulations governing the operation and
emissions of go-karts. As the Mulligan Family Fun Center is required to meet these operational
regulations, healthy and safe air quality standards would be maintained for the patrons of the
family fun center, its employees, and all adjacent land uses (including the Project). As such, air
quality impacts from the adjacent Mulligan Family Fun Center on the Project would be
considered less than significant.

The localized CO concentration impacts associated with motor vehicle travel generated
by the Project has been evaluated with the addition of traffic growth associated with cumulative
development. Future 1-hour and 8-hour CO concentrations near the study intersections would
not exceed their respective national or State ambient air quality standards (i.e., the national 1-
hour CO ambient air quality standard is 35.0 ppm, and the State 1-hour CO ambient air quality
standard is 20.0 ppm; the 8-hour national and State standards for localized CO concentrations
are 9.0 ppm). Therefore, implementation of the Project and cumulative development would not
expose any possible sensitive receptors (such as residential uses, schools, hospitals) located in
close proximity to these intersections to substantial localized pollutant concentrations. There
would be a less than significant impact regarding the exposure of sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations.
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c. AQMP Consistency

The Project would be consistent with the underlying assumptions of the SCAQMD's
2007 AQMP and does not cause or worsen an exceedance of an ambient air quality standard.
Therefore, the Project is found to be consistent with that plan. This impact would be less than
significant.

d. Toxic Air Contaminants

As the Project would consist of the development of residential uses, and would not
include any land uses involving the use, storage, or processing of carcinogenic or non-
carcinogenic toxic air contaminants, no toxic airborne emissions would result from its
implementation. In addition, construction activities associated with the Project would be typical
of other similar residential and commercial developments in the City, and would be subject to
the regulations and laws relating to toxic air pollutants at the regional, State, and federal level
that would protect sensitive receptors from substantial concentrations of these emissions.
Therefore, impacts associated with the release of TACs by the Project would be less than
significant.

Although the Project is located on a site that was designated for "Heavy Manufacturing"
land use in the Harbor Gateway Community Plan, the proposed residential uses at the project
site would not be located in the vicinity of an air pollution source identified using criteria
established in Table IV.C-15 of the California Air Resources Board ("ARB") Air Quality and Land
Use Handbook. The nearest source of such pollution to the future on-site residents would be
the dry cleaners located at 1308 Sepulveda Boulevard and 1249 Sepulveda Boulevard. Based
on the site plan for the Project, the future on-site residential units would be located beyond 700
feet of both these dry cleaners, which is beyond the distances recommended by the ARB for
these sources of air pollution. Therefore, health impacts on the proposed residents from the
existing uses in the project vicinity would be less than significant.

3. Cumulative Impacts

a. AQMP Consistency

The Project would not increase the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations
or cause or contribute to new air quality violations, and would be consistent with the SCAG
population and housing growth projections utilized to prepare the AQMP. The 2007 AQMP was
prepared to accommodate growth, to reduce the high levels of pollutants within the areas under
the jurisdiction of SCAQMD, to return clean air to the region, and to minimize the impact on the
economy. Growth considered to be consistent with the 2007 AQMP would not interfere with
attainment because this growth is included in the projections utilized in the formulation of the
AQMP. Consequently, as long as growth in the Basin is within the projections for growth
identified by SCAG, implementation of the 2007 AQMP will not be obstructed by such growth.
Since the Project would not jeopardize attainment of air quality standards in the 2007 AQMP for
the Basin and the Los Angeles County portion of the Basin, the Project would not have a
cumulatively considerable contribution to this impact regarding a potential conflict with or
obstruction of the implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

b. Construction Impacts
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Because the Basin is currently in non-attainment for ozone, PMio, and PM2.5, cumulative
development could violate an air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air
quality violation which is considered to be a significant cumulative impact. With respect to
determining the significance of the Project's contribution to regional emissions, the SCAQMD
neither recommends quantified analyses of cumulative construction emissions nor provides
methodologies or thresholds of significance to be used to assess cumulative construction
impacts. According to the SCAQMD, individual construction projects that exceed the SCAQMD
recommended daily thresholds for project-specific impacts would cause a cumulatively
considerable increase in emissions for those pollutants for which the Basin is in non-attainment.
The Project would not exceed the SCAQMD's threshold of significance for any of the criteria
pollutants. As such, the daily construction emissions associated with these criteria pollutants
generated by the Project would not be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, the cumulative
impact of the Project for these construction emissions (i.e., ROG, CO, NON, SON, PM10, and
PM2.5) would be less than significant

c. Operational Impacts

Because the Basin is currently in non-attainment for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 standards
in, the generation of daily operational emissions associated with cumulative development would
result in a cumulative significant impact associated with the cumulative net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the region is in non-attainment. With respect to operational
emissions, the SCAQMD has indicated that if an individual project results in air emissions of
criteria pollutants (CO, ROG, NOR, Sax, Pk and PM25) that exceed the SCAQMD
recommended daily thresholds for project-specific impacts, then it would also result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of these criteria pollutants for which the Project region is
in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. Since
operational emissions associated with the Project would not exceed the SCAQMD's thresholds
of significance for any of the criteria pollutants, the daily operational emissions associated with
the criteria pollutants generated by the Project would not be cumulatively considerable.
Therefore, the cumulative impact of the Project for the operational emissions would be less than
significant.

d. Localized CO Impacts

Cumulative development is not expected to expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations. The future 1-hour and 8-hour CO concentrations at the study
intersections are based on the projected future traffic volumes from the study intersections
contained in the traffic study for the Project, which takes into account emissions from the
Project, future ambient growth, and related projects in the Project area. Future 1-hour and 8-
hour CO concentrations near the study intersections would not exceed their respective national
or State ambient air quality standards. Therefore, CO hotspots would not occur near these
intersections in the future, and this cumulative impact would be less than significant; no
significant project cumulative impact would occur for CO. It is also unlikely that future projects
will result in long-term future exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations because CO levels are projected to be lower in the future due to improvements
in vehicle emission rates predicted by the ARB

B. GHG Emissions

1. Construction/Operation
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During construction activities at the Project Site, the consumption of fuel by the on-site
equipment would generate GHG emissions. The URBEMIS 2007 model, which estimates the
daily amount of CO2 emissions generated by on-site equipment during construction activities at
the Project Site, is used to estimate the amount of GHG emissions that would result on a
maximum (i.e., worst-case) construction day. During operation of the Project, the consumption
of fossil fuels to generate electricity and to provide heating and hot water for the on-site land
uses, as well as the consumption of fuel by on-road mobile vehicles associated with the Project,
also creates GHG emissions. As such, in generating the GHG emissions for the Project, the
future fuel consumption rates for the Project by these sources were estimated based on the
proposed residential square footages. Natural gas and electricity demand factors derived from
the SCAQMD's CEQA Air Quality Handbook, along with water demand factors derived from the
City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, are used to project fuel consumption rates.
The GHG emission factors from the California Climate Action Registry (CCAR) Protocol for
natural gas, electricity, and water are then applied to the respective consumption rates, to
calculate annual GHG emissions in metric tons. The annual GHG emissions in metric tons
generated by on-road mobile vehicles associated with the Project, which consist primarily of
CO2 emissions, are estimated using the URBEMIS 2007 computer model. The URBEMIS 2007
model estimates the daily amount of CO2 emissions generated by on-road vehicles resulting
from operation of a project.

The consistency of the Project with the strategies from the 2006 Climate Action Team
("CAT") Report and the recommended measures in the ARB's Scoping Plan is evaluated in
Table IV.C-18, Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report GHG Emission Reduction Strategies,
in and Table IV.C-19, Project Consistency with ARB Scoping Plan Recommended GHG in
Section IV.0 Air Quality of the Draft EIR Emission Reduction Measures, respectively. As shown
therein, the Project would be consistent with all feasible and applicable strategies to reduce
GHG emissions in California. Therefore, the impact of the Project with respect to GHG
emissions would be less than significant.

2. Cumulative Impacts

In the absence of established quantitative thresholds to evaluate impacts associated
with GHG emissions, consistency with adopted programs and policies to reduce GHG
emissions has been suggested as a method to qualitatively evaluate the significance of
cumulative impacts. The Project is consistent with all feasible and applicable strategies and
measures to reduce GHG emissions in California as identified in the 2006 CAT Report and the
more recent ARB Scoping Plan, respectively. In addition to complying with the CAT strategies
and ARB Scoping Plan measures, implementation of the Los Angeles Green Building Program
requirements could further reduce emissions. Therefore, if consistency with the CAT strategies
and ARB Scoping Plan measures were to be established as an appropriate qualitative
threshold, the potential impact on global warming resulting from implementation of the Project
would not be cumulatively considerable.

C. Public Services — Schools

Public schools in the City of Los Angeles are under the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles
Unified School District (LAUSD). The LAUSD is divided into eight local districts. The Project
area is generally located within Local District 8. Schools located in the Harbor Area that would
serve Project Site are as follows: Meyler Elementary School, Fleming Middle School, and
Narbonne High School. None of the three schools serving the Project Site is operating over
capacity and all schools are operating on one-track calendars. The Leroy F. Greene School
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Facilities Act of 1998 (SB 50) sets a maximum level of fees a developer may be required to pay
to mitigate a project's impacts on school facilities. The maximum fees authorized under SB 50
apply to zone changes, general plan amendments, zoning permits and subdivisions. The
provisions of SB 50 are deemed to provide full and complete mitigation of school facilities
impacts, notwithstanding any contrary provisions in CEQA or other State or local laws
(Government Code Section 65996).

1. Construction

Project construction is not anticipated to result in adverse impacts to LAUSD school
facilities and overall capacity levels due to the temporary nature of construction related
activities. As construction workers are not anticipated to change their place of residence as a
result of working at the Project Site, there would be no increase in student enrollment at the
local schools serving the Project Site. Therefore, construction-related impacts associated with
public schools would be less than significant.

2. Operation

The Project would generate a total net increase of approximately 93 students, including
46 elementary students, 24 middle school students, and 23 high school students. The Project
would therefore increase the enrollment at the three schools serving the Project Site. However,
upon occupancy of the Project, all three schools serving the Project Site would be projected to
operate below capacity in the future. With payment of school fees pursuant to SB 50, all
potential impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required..
Therefore, the Project's impact on the LAUSD schools serving the Site would be less then
significant.

3. Cumulative Impacts

Of the 24 related projects identified in the DEIR, 10 of the related projects would be
served by Meyler Elementary School, 18 would be served by Fleming Middle School, and 21
would be served by Narbonne Senior High School. These 21 related projects in combination
with the Project would generate approximately 89 elementary school students, 38 middle school
students, and 48 high school students.

Similar to the Project, it is likely that some of the students generated by the related
projects would already reside in areas served by the LAUSD and would already be enrolled in
LAUSD schools. For a conservative analysis, it is assumed that all the students generated by
the related projects would be new to the LAUSD.

Future LAUSD enrollment and capacity for all schools that would serve the Project and
the related projects are not available at this time. However, since the 89 total cumulative
elementary school students would be at least partially offset by some of the new schools
proposed by LAUSD and the related projects would be able to pay school fees to mitigate their
student impacts, the related projects would not result in the need for a new or expanded
elementary school(s). Norwood Elementary, Fleming Middle School, and Narbonne High
School would have adequate capacity to accommodate the students generated cumulatively by
the Project and the related projects.

Similar to the Project and the related projects served by the Project schools, the
remaining related projects would also be able to mitigate their remaining impacts upon school
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facilities through the payment of school fees pursuant to SB 50. The provisions of SB 50,
discussed above, are deemed to provide full and complete mitigation of school facilities impacts.
The payment of these fees by the Project and the related projects would be mandatory, and
would reduce the cumulative impact upon school services to a less than significant level.

D. Public Services-Parks and Recreation

The City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (LADRP) manages all
municipally owned and operated recreation and park facilities within the City. The LADRP
operates and maintains approximately 15,710 acres of parkland with 390 neighborhood and
regional parks, 176 recreation centers, 59 swimming pools, nine lakes, 372 children's play
areas, 13 golf courses, 287 tennis courts, nine dog parks, 59 swimming pools, and seven skate
parks, including those in the Project vicinity.

Parks and recreational facilities serving the Project Site would include all those facilities
located within a two-mile radius of the Project Site. LADRP facilities within an approximate two-
mile radius serving the Project include: Normandale Park located at 22400 Halldale Avenue,
approximately .5 mile north of the Project Site; Harbor City Park located approximately 1.2 miles
south of the Project Site at 24901 Frampton Avenue; and The Ken Malloy Harbor Regional Park
located approximately 2 miles south east of the Project Site at 25820 Vermont Avenue.

There are also several public parks and recreation facilities located in the Project area
that are not served by the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks. These include
Carriage Crest Park and Veterans Park in the City of Carson and Torrance Park and Sur la Brea
Park in the City of Torrance. Carriage Crest Park is located 0.9 mile east of the Project Site
along W. Sepulveda Boulevard. Veterans Park is located approximately 1.2 miles northeast of
the Project Site along 223rd Street. Torrance Park is located approximately 1.33 miles west of
the Project Site on Santa Fe Avenue. Sur la Brea Park is located approximately 1.52 miles
southwest of the Project Site on Cabrillo Avenue.

1. Operation

Implementation of the Project would generate additional residents and employees in the
Harbor community, creating demand for added parks, improved sites, and recreational facilities
in an area where the existing supply of such facilities is inadequate. Residential development
on the Project Site would consist of 342 residential units, which would generate an estimated
1,214 residents. As the Project Site is currently vacant, the estimated 1,214 residents
associated with full occupation of the Project would also represent the net increase in on-site
residents that would demand parks and recreational facilities.

Open space is provided in accordance with LAMC Section 12.21(G)(2), which requires a
minimum 100 square feet for each unit having less than three habitable rooms, 125 square feet
for each unit having three habitable rooms, and 175 square feet for each unit having more than
three habitable rooms. The Project is proposed to provide approximately 119,148 square feet of
open space will far exceed the approximately 35,925 square feet of open space required by the
Municipal Code. The Project will also be required to pay Quimby fees to the City to satisfy its
obligations under the Quimby Act and/or payment of a Dwelling Unit Construction Tax.
Therefore, with the fulfillment of the City code-required open space on site, payment of Quimby
fees and/or the Dwelling Unit Construction Tax to the City, impacts to parks and recreational
facilities would be less than significant.
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2. Cumulative Impacts

Future impacts on park facilities would be partially mitigated through the collection of
park fees on new development and the provision of parkland and on-site open space. However,
existing deficiencies would not be addressed by these fees. Therefore, without mitigation,
cumulative impacts on parks could be significant. However, in accordance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15130(a)(3), the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be
rendered less than cumulatively considerable through adherence to the City's impact fee
program for new development and the provision of approximately 119,148 square feet of open
space which will far exceed the approximately 35,925 square feet of open space required by the
Municipal Code. Adherence to the requirements of this program and the provision of open
space would constitute implementation or funding of the Project's fair share of measures
designed to alleviate the cumulative impact resulting in a less than significant impact with no
mitigation required.

E. Public Services — Libraries

1. Operation

The City of Los Angeles Public Library (LAPL) provides library services throughout the
City of Los Angeles (City) including the Central Library, eight regional branch libraries, 71
community branches, and four bookmobile units. The primary library serving the Project is the
Harbor City — Harbor Gateway Branch Library, located at 24000 S. Western Street, which is
approximately 1.7 miles from the Project Site. The Project is expected to generate
approximately 1,214 new residents. While it is noted that the LAPL has cited insufficient staffing
levels to due to budget conditions, it is not expected that the increase in permanent population
due to the Project would create a substantial demand on the library system such that a need for
new or physically altered library facilities would be required. Therefore, physical impacts related
to library services would be considered less than significant.

2. Cumulative Impacts

Of the 24 related projects that would be served by the Harbor City — Harbor Gateway
Branch Library only 18 would include a residential component. Each related project would be
required to address potential impacts on the library service system, and as stated above, it is
not expected the increase in permanent population due to the Project would create a substantial
demand on the library system such that a need for new or physically altered library facilities
would be required. Thus, the Project would not significantly contribute to cumulative impacts to
Libraries generated by the related projects.

F. Traffic, Transportation and Parking

1. Description of Effects

a. Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Vehicular Safety

The Project Site is located in area with pedestrian activity. To reduce potential conflicts
associated with bicyclists, pedestrians, and vehicle drivers near the site, the Project includes the
following safety measures:
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• Reconstruction of the sidewalks adjacent to the project site to allow for easier
pedestrian flow;

• Installation of caution signage for bicyclists, pedestrians, and drivers at the Project
driveway;

• Installation of mirrors at the Project driveway to allow drivers exiting the site to check
for on-coming traffic; and

• Installation of flashing lights at the Project driveway to indicate that a car is
approaching the exit.

With implementation of the Project design safety measures listed above, potential
bicycle, pedestrian, and vehicular conflicts would be minimized, and impacts would be less than
significant.

b. Public Transit

Four bus transit lines and routes are provided adjacent to or in close proximity to the
Project Site. These four transit lines provide service for an average (i.e., an average of the
directional number of buses during the peak hours) of approximately 15 buses during the
morning peak hour and roughly 16 buses during the afternoon peak hour. Therefore, based on
the calculated morning and afternoon peak hour transit trips, this would correspond to no more
than one transit rider from the Project per bus. It is anticipated that the existing transit service in
the Project area would adequately accommodate the Project generated transit trips. Therefore,
no significant project impacts on existing or future transit services in the Project area are
expected to occur as a result of the Project. As such, there would be a less-than-significant
impact associated with this issue.

c. Transportation Element of General Plan

The Project would be generally consistent with some of the objectives of the
Transportation Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan, but not all of them. The
Project would not obstruct the attainment of Transportation Element policies and objectives.
There are three broad themes running throughout the Transportation Element, which include
sustained mobility/greater accessibility, economic opportunity, and environmental quality. The
Project would not directly expand neighborhood transportation services and programs to
enhance neighborhood accessibility. However, it would provide housing along a major
commercial corridor that is served by several municipal bus lines. The Project would be
consistent with the objective to mitigate the impacts of traffic growth, roadway congestion, and
air quality. The Project includes landscaping and lighting improvements adjacent to Fontaine
Way which connects the Project Site to Sepulveda Boulevard. These features and the safety
measures listed above ensure that the Project would be consistent with the goal to make the
street system accessible, safe, and convenient for bicycle, pedestrian, and school child travel.

d. Parking- Residential

The Project would provide a total of 811 off-street parking spaces in lieu of the Code
required 792 off-street parking spaces. Therefore, the amount of parking for the Project would
exceed the LAMC parking requirements, and as such, no significant off-site parking impacts nor
spillover parking into adjoining residential neighborhoods or commercial areas is anticipated.
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e. In-Street Construction

Implementation of the Project would require temporary lane and sidewalk closures on
Sepulveda Boulevard and Normandie Avenue near to the project site to allow for the installation
and connection of utilities. The duration of these lane and sidewalk closures would be three to
five days. The Project Applicant would be required to set up caution signage and cones to alert
drivers of the lane closures and to merge the traffic flow past the closed lanes, and to redirect
pedestrians to the opposite side of the street. All construction equipment would be staged on
the Project Site, and all construction workers would park on the project site. No bicycle lanes
are located immediately adjacent to the Project Site. No street parking, access to other
properties, or bus stops and routes would be affected by the Project. Therefore, Project impacts
related to in-street construction would be less than significant.

f. Cumulative Impacts

The Project includes safety measures that would minimize potential bicycle, pedestrian,
and vehicular conflicts, and impacts would be less than significant. With implementation of the
safety measures, the Project's potential contribution to any cumulative conflict issues would not
be considerable. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to bicycle, pedestrian, and vehicular
safety would be less than significant. There is more than adequate capacity to accommodate
the transit trips generated by the Project, and impacts would be less than significant. Therefore,
the Project's contribution to any potential increase in cumulative demand for transit service in
the area would not be considerable, and cumulative impacts would be less than significant.
Because the Project would provide sufficient parking, the Project would not have the potential to
contribute to any potential parking shortages associated with the related projects. Therefore,
cumulative parking impacts would be less than significant. As discussed previously, the
potential Project impacts related to in-street construction would be less than significant.
Therefore, cumulative impacts related to in-street construction would be less than significant.

VII. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION, WHERE
MITIGATION NONETHELESS PROVIDED TO FURTHER REDUCE IMPACTS

The following effects associated with the Project were analyzed in the EIR and found not
to be significant prior to mitigation. Nonetheless, mitigation measures have been incorporated
to further reduce these effects.

A. Aesthetics

1. Description of Effects

a. Construction Impacts

Construction activities under the Project would result in temporary changes (e.g., a
variety of structures and equipment potentially including scaffolding, cranes, and support
vehicles) to the visual environment when viewed from off-site locations that have visual access
of the Project Site. On-site construction activities would not substantially block views of existing
prominent visual resources since construction would occur over varying lengths of time (i.e., not
all areas of the Project Site would be under construction at one time and therefore view
corridors would likely still be available around any particular area of construction). Lighting
needed during Project construction could generate light spillover in the vicinity of the project
area. However, the adjacent land uses are industrial and are not considered sensitive to light.
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Thus, construction would not result in artificial light on sensitive uses. Additionally, construction
activities would occur primarily during daylight hours and any construction-related illumination
would be used for safety and security purposes only, in compliance with LAMC light intensity
requirements. With the implementation of existing LAMC regulations, artificial light associated
with construction activities would not significantly impact sensitive uses, substantially alter the
character of off-site areas surrounding the construction area, or interfere with the performance
of an off-site activity. Therefore, artificial light impacts associated with construction would be
less than significant.

Similar to the originally proposed project, Project construction impacts would be
temporary and less than significant. Due to the reduced geographic extent of development,
potential construction impacts on aesthetics from the Project would be less than those of the
originally proposed project which were less than significant. Therefore, impacts from the Project
on aesthetics during construction will be less than significant.

b. AestheticsNisual Quality

The Project Site is located in a highly urbanized area of the southern portion of the
Harbor Gateway community. The area primarily consists of low-rise commercial, industrial,
office, and warehouse buildings, including multi- and single-family residential uses along major
arterial roadways. The Project would result in a visual character that is more finished in
appearance than the existing vacant lot by the construction of a unified project and its
associated landscaping. The existing land use contains no design features to make the
development aesthetically pleasing. The Project would not degrade the existing visual
character of the Project Site or the project area. Extensive landscaping would be installed
around the perimeter of the Project Site. The landscaping around the perimeter of the buildings
would serve to provide a visual transition between the streetscape and the buildings by
screening the lower portion of the buildings; creating a transition area to that of a human scale;
and to provide an aesthetically pleasing visual character. Accordingly, impacts related to visual
quality/character would be less than significant.

c. Existing ViewshedsNisual Compatibility

Changes in views of the Project from adjacent land uses and roadways would not result
in a significant impact, because the project area is already highly urbanized with a mix of
buildings of varying architectural design and height. In addition, as the Project would introduce
a uniform, landscaped visual tableau to a currently vacant Project Site, the Project would not
degrade the visual character of the Project Site from the surrounding uses nor would the Project
result in the obstruction of any public scenic views. Therefore, impacts relative to public scenic
views would be less than significant.

While the Project would introduce the first mid-rise structures within the immediate
project vicinity, the development would be compatible with the mass, scale, and contemporary
design of other nearby buildings in the neighborhood along Sepulveda Boulevard and
Normandie Avenue. Thus, the Project, two mid-rise structures containing multi-family
residential uses, is considered visually compatible with the surrounding land uses as there are
several multi-story buildings, including multi-family residential uses, of contemporary design in
the area. Therefore, visual compatibility impacts would be less than significant.

d. View Obstruction

31



The construction of new buildings and structures within the line of sight of a scenic
resource has the potential to create an adverse impact with respect to view blockage. Public
viewing locations or vantage points with respect to the project vicinity include public streets and
sidewalks adjacent to the Project Site and in the surrounding area that have existing views of
identified view resources. Although the buildings would be taller than immediately adjacent
development, the buildings would not extend to great enough of a height to obstruct views of
scenic resources from area roadways. Therefore, the Project would have a less than significant
impact on the obstruction of views.

e. Light and Glare

The Project would introduce new sources of light to the currently undeveloped Project
Site. On-site lighting would be designed to accent the architectural features of the Project and
may be located on the building facades to highlight the architectural design. Lighting would also
be implemented to highlight landscaping or other aesthetic features of the Project. The Project
would also potentially require the replacement of streetlights or installation of decorative
luminaries for pedestrian security.

Similar to the adjacent uses, which use directional lighting fixtures to illuminate parking
lots, the adjacent go-kart racetrack, and loading dock areas, the Project's lighting fixtures would
be shielded and focused on the Project Site and directed away from the neighboring industrial
land uses. As none of the neighboring industrial properties are considered light-sensitive uses,
the Project's lighting impacts would be less than significant.

f. Shading

The Project would result in the construction of two six-story apartment buildings with a
maximum height of 65 feet above grade. The Project would not shade shadow-sensitive uses
for more than three hours between the hours of 9:00 A.M. and 3:00 P.M. Pacific Standard Time
(between early November and mid-March), or for more than four hours between the hours of
9:00 A.M. and 5:00 P.M. Pacific Daylight Time (between mid-March and early November).
Therefore, shading impacts would be less than significant.

g. Add Area

Possible future approval of the Add Area would introduce new sources of light to the
area. Similar to other areas of the Project, Add Area illumination for building identification signs
would be directed towards the interior of the building to the extent feasible and all signage would
also be illuminated in a manner that conforms to code requirements to minimize light spill-over
and glare. Further, if approved in the future, the Add Area lighting fixtures would be shielded
and focused on the project site and directed away from the neighboring industrial land uses. As
none of the neighboring industrial properties are considered light-sensitive uses, the lighting
impacts would be less than significant. Nevertheless, the mitigation measures identified below
would be required as standard conditions to further reduce any of the Project's Add Area's less-
than-significant lighting impacts.

2. Project Design Features

Most of the exterior of the residential buildings would comprise decorative, non-reflective
glass associated with the residential units' windows. The windows and balconies would be
designed to be visually appealing and to break up the visual mass of the building by varying the
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distance that each of the windows or balconies is recessed into or protrudes from the main
structure. Decorative foam trim and wrought iron balcony railings would contribute to this effect.
The glass windows and balconies would be set against white, gray, and dark red stucco walls.
The wall colors would be designed to help accent the configuration of the exterior of the
buildings. Landscaping would consist of ornamental grasses, trees, and shrubs provided along
the perimeter of the Project Site as well as along the perimeters of the proposed structures.
Landscaped medians would also be provided between internal roadways and parking areas.

3. Mitigation Measures

B-1. All open areas not used for buildings, driveways, pedestrian amenities or walks shall be
attractively landscaped and maintained in accordance with a landscape plan, including
an automatic irrigation plan prepared by a licensed landscape architect, to the
satisfaction of the decision-maker.

B-2. Every building, structure, or portion thereof, shall be maintained in a safe and sanitary
condition and good repair, and free from graffiti, debris, rubbish, garbage, trash,
overgrown vegetation or other similar material, pursuant to Municipal Code Section
91.8104.

B-3. The exterior of all buildings and fences shall be free from graffiti when such graffiti is
visible from a public street or alley, pursuant to Municipal Code Section 91.8104.15.

B-4. On-site signs shall be limited to the maximum allowable under City Code.

B-5. A minimum five-foot wide landscape buffer shall be planted adjacent to the residential
buildings.

B-6. A landscape plan shall be prepared by a licensed landscape architect to the satisfaction
of the decision-maker.

B-7. The Applicant shall ensure through appropriate postings and daily visual inspections that
no unauthorized materials are posted on any temporary construction barriers or
temporary pedestrian walkways, and that such temporary barriers and walkways are
maintained in a visually attractive manner throughout the construction period.

B-8. The Applicant shall prepare a street tree plan to be reviewed and approved by the City's
Department of Public Works, Street Tree Division. All plantings in the public right-of-way
shall be installed in accordance with the approved street tree plan.

B-9. All new sidewalks along the project's street frontages shall be paved with pervious
(permeable) concrete or interlocking pavers to create a distinctive pedestrian
environment and to increase the opportunity for stormwater infiltration on the site.

B-10. Project lighting shall be directed onto the site, and all lighting shall be shielded from
adjacent roadways and off-site properties.

B-11. Atmospheric light pollution shall be minimized by using lighting fixtures that cut-off light
directed to the sky.
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B-12. The proposed buildings shall incorporate non-reflective exterior building materials (such
as plaster and masonry) in their design. Any glass to be incorporated into the fagade of
the buildings shall be either of low-reflectivity, or accompanied by a non-glare coating.

B-13. On-site signs shall be limited to the maximum allowable under the LAMC. Multiple
temporary signs in the store windows and along the building walls are not permitted.

4. Findings

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts to Aesthetics prior to the
implementation of mitigation measures, mitigation measures nonetheless have been
incorporated into the Project which further reduce these less than significant environmental
effects.

5. Rationale for Findings

The Project consists of an overall development density identical to the originally
proposed project. Due to the reduced geographic extent of development, potential construction
impacts on aesthetics from the Project would be less than those of the originally proposed
project which were less than significant. The Project, with its design features, provides an
aesthetically pleasing visual character to the surrounding area. The Project is visually
compatible with surrounding uses, does not obstruct the line of sight of a scenic resource, does
not have a lighting impact on sensitive uses nor shade shadow-sensitive uses for more than
three hours between the hours of 9:00 A.M. and 3:00 P.M. Pacific Standard Time (between
early November and mid-March), or for more than four hours between the hours of 9:00 A.M.
and 5:00 P.M. Pacific Daylight Time (between mid-March and early November). Possible future
approval of the Add Area would not create adverse lighting impacts. Therefore, the Project
would not result in significant impacts related to Aesthetics. Although no significant impacts are
anticipated with respect to Aesthetics, Mitigation Measures B-1 through B-13 in addition to the
identified project design features would be implemented by the Applicant.

6. Reference

For a complete discussion of impacts related to the Project's impacts on Aesthetics, see
Section IV.B Aesthetics of the Draft EIR and the discussion of Alternative D in the Revised and
Updated Final EIR.

B. Public Services-Fire - Protection

1. Description of Effects

a. Construction Impacts

Construction of the Project would increase the potential for accidental on-site fires from
such sources as the operation of mechanical equipment and use of flammable construction
materials. The implementation of "good housekeeping" procedures by the construction
contractors and the work crews would minimize the occurrence of and the hazards from such
events. Construction activities also have the potential to affect fire protection services, such as
emergency vehicle response times, by adding construction traffic to the street network and
potentially requiring partial lane closures during street improvements and utility installations.
However, construction impacts are considered temporary. Partial lane closures, if determined

34



to be necessary, would not greatly affect emergency vehicles, the drivers of which normally
have a variety of options for avoiding traffic, such as using their sirens to clear a path of travel or
driving in the lanes of opposing traffic. Additionally, if there are partial closures to streets
surrounding the Project Site, flagmen would be used to facilitate the traffic flow until construction
is complete. The Project is in close proximity (1.4 miles) from LAFD Fire Station 85, which
houses a Light Force (Truck and Engine), Paramedic Assessment Fire Engine, and a
Paramedic Rescue Ambulance. Therefore, construction-related impacts to fire protection
services would be less than significant.

b. Operational Impacts

The Project introduces approximately 1,214 new permanent residents. This increase in
residents and employees at the Project Site would generate a potential increase in the demand
for fire protection services. However, the existing and future fire flows, response distance, and
emergency access would accommodate the Project without necessitating the construction or
expansion of any fire stations to maintain acceptable levels of fire protection services.
Therefore the Project would have a less than significant impact with respect to fire protection
services.

c. Cumulative Impacts

The Project Site is currently served by Fire Station 85, with supplemental fire services
provided by Fire Station 38 and Fire Station 79. It is likely that many of the related projects
would solicit fire protection services from these same fire stations. However, LAFD defines
adequate fire protection by distance from a fire station and adequate infrastructure to provide
necessary fire flow in the event of a fire related emergency. Similar to the Project, each of the
related projects would be individually subject to LAFD review and would be required to comply
with all applicable construction-related and operational fire safety requirements of LAFD and the
City of Los Angeles Fire Code to ensure adequate levels of fire protection services, including
maintaining LAFD access to the Project Site during all demolition and construction activities. In
addition, for any residential related project more than 1.5 mile from the nearest LAFD Engine or
Truck Company, or for any commercial related project more than one mile from a LAFD Engine
Company, or 1.5 mile from a LAFD Truck Company, or any high-rise structure at any distance
from the nearest fire station, LAMC Section 57.09.07 requires the installation of automatic fire
sprinkler systems in order to compensate for the additional response distance and size of the
development. As such, the Project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable
incremental effect on fire protection services. Therefore, with both the Project's and the related
projects' adherence to all applicable local and State fire regulations, cumulative impacts would
be less than significant.

2. Project Design Features

The Project would be required to be constructed in accordance with LA City Fire Code
and LA City Building Codes which provide fire and life safety provisions related to new
construction.

3. Mitigation Measures

F-1. During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways and internal
roadways shall remain clear and unobstructed.
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F-2. The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD for review and approval of the
Project, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains serving the Project Site and
projected demands. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior to
building permit sign-off.

F-3. The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for Fire Department
equipment and personnel to the structure.

F-4. No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit.

F-5. The applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD approval of access and fire hydrants.

F-6. The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants.

F-7. Fire Code requirements that would be implemented as part of the Project include
compliance with all applicable State and local codes and ordinances, fire lane design
(including width and clearances), fire hydrant locations, fire hydrant flow rates, access
roads, turning areas, distances from street or fire lane to condominiums and hotels,
requirements for accommodating LAFD equipment, and load bearing requirements for
fire access areas to accommodate LAFD equipment.

4. Findings

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts to Public Services — Fire
Protection prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, mitigation measures nonetheless
have been incorporated. These will further reduce the less than significant impacts relating to f
the Project.

5. Rationale for Findings

The Project consists of an overall development density identical to the originally
proposed project. Therefore, like the originally proposed project, the Project's temporary
constriction impacts would be less than significant. Additionally, the existing and future fire
flows, response distance, and emergency access would accommodate the Project without
necessitating the construction or expansion of any fire stations to maintain acceptable levels of
fire protection services. The Project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable
incremental effect on fire protection services. Although no significant impacts are anticipated
with respect to Public Services — Fire Protection, Mitigation Measures F-1 through F-7 in
addition to the identified project design features would be implemented by the Applicant.

6. Reference

For a complete discussion of environmental impacts of the Project on Public Services —
Fire Protection, see Section IV.F.1 Public Services-Fire Protection of the Draft EIR and the
Revised and Updated Final EIR.

C. Public Services — Police Protection

1. Description of Effects
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a. Construction Impacts

Construction of the Project is anticipated to result in a significant impact at one of the 11
study area intersections (No. 4, Normandie Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard). However, with
implementation of Mitigation Measure G-1, traffic impacts would be reduced to a level that is
less than significant and LAPD access would not be affected. Although minor traffic delays may
occur during construction, particularly during the construction of any potential utilities and street
improvements, impacts to police response times would be minimal and temporary. Therefore,
the Project's construction-related impacts on police protection services would be less than
significant.

b. Operational Impacts

The Project would include security cameras and lighting to enhance public safety.
Visually obstructed and infrequently accessed "dead zones" would be limited and, where
possible, access control features would limit public access. The building and layout design of
the Project would also include crime prevention features, such as nighttime security lighting and
secure parking facilities. All crime prevention features would be approved by the LAPD prior to
the issuance of a building permit.

The Project would not result in the need to construct new police stations, and impacts
would be less than significant. Emergency vehicle access to the Project Site is provided from
major and local roadways and a Fire Department turnaround is planned at the terminus of the
Lot 2 and 3 internal roadway. Therefore, the Project's impacts to emergency vehicle access
would be less than significant..

However the mitigation measures identified below would be implemented to further
minimize the less-than-significant impacts of the Project on police protection services.

c. Cumulative Impacts

Implementation of the Project in combination with the related projects would increase the
demand for police protection services in the Project area. Estimated Cumulative Police Service
Population, the residential population associated with the Project and the 24 related projects in
the LAPD's Harbor community would result in a 2,720-person cumulative increase in the police
service population in the Harbor community, of which the Project would comprise approximately
14 percent. This cumulative increase in police service population would require approximately 3
additional officers to maintain the existing officer-to-civilian ratio in the LAPD's Harbor
community.

The need for 3 police officers to maintain the current officer to population ratio may
cause a significant impact. However, like the Project, each of the related projects would be
individually subject to LAPD review, and would be required to comply with all applicable safety
requirements of the LAPD and the City of Los Angeles in order to adequately address police
protection service demands. Furthermore, each related project would also contribute additional
tax revenue that could be used for commensurate expansion of police services and the hiring of
additional police officers. Any new or expanded police station would be funded via existing
mechanisms (i.e., sales taxes, government funding) to which the Project and related projects
would contribute. Therefore, cumulative impacts with respect to police protection services
would be less than significant.
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2. Project Design Features

The Project would include security cameras and lighting to enhance public safety.
Visually obstructed and infrequently accessed "dead zones" would be limited and, where
possible, access control features would limit public access. The building and layout design of
the Project would also include crime prevention features, such as nighttime security lighting and
secure parking facilities.

3. Mitigation Measures

F-8. The Project Applicant shall employ security features, such as fencing, security lighting,
and roaming security guards, which would serve to minimize the need for LAPD services
during construction.

F-9. The Project design shall address access control to proposed structures including parking
areas, security lighting, landscaping planning and minimization of dead space to
eliminate areas of concealment, and provision of security patrol throughout the Project
Site if needed. The Design Out Crime Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through
Environmental Design, The Design Out Crime Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through
Environmental Design, published by LAPD, shall be used for reference. All crime
prevention features shall be reviewed and approved by the LAPD prior to the issuance of
a building permit.

F-10. Upon completion of the Project, the applicant shall provide the LAPD's Central Area
Commanding Officer with a diagram of all portions of the Project Site that includes
access routes and any other applicable information that may facilitate police response.

F-11. For each construction phase and on-going during operations, an Emergency Procedures
Plan shall be developed to address emergency concerns and practices. The plan shall
be subject to review by the LAPD.

4. Findings

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts to Public Services — Police
Protection prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, mitigation measures nonetheless
have been incorporated. These will further reduce the less than significant impacts relating to
operation of the Project.

5. Rationale for Findings

The Project consists of an overall development density identical to the originally
proposed project. Therefore, like the originally proposed project, the Project's temporary
constriction impacts would be less than significant. Additionally, emergency vehicle access to
the Project Site is provided from major and local roadways and a fire department turnaround is
planned at the terminus of the Lot 2 and 3 internal roadway so operational impacts are less than
significant. Each of the related projects would be individually subject to LAPD review, and
would be required to comply with all applicable safety requirements of the LAPD and the City of
Los Angeles in order to adequately address police protection service demands and contribute
additional tax revenue that could be used for commensurate expansion of police services and
the hiring of additional police officers. Although no significant impacts are anticipated with
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respect to Public Services — Police Protection, Mitigation Measures F-8 through F-11 in addition
to the identified project design features would be implemented by the Applicant.

6. Reference

For a complete discussion of environmental impacts of Public services — Police
Protection, see Section IV.F.2 Public Services-Police Protection of the Draft EIR and the
Revised and Updated Final EIR.

VIII. IMPACTS FOUND TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT AFTER MITIGATION

The following impact areas were concluded by the EIR to be less than significant with
the implementation of mitigation measures described in the EIR. Based on that analysis and
other evidence in the administrative record relating to the Project, the City finds and determines
that mitigation measures described in the Final EIR will reduce potentially significant impacts
identified for the following environmental impact categories to below the level of significance:

A. Traffic

1. Description of Effects

a. Future Conditions With Project

Because the Project would result in a significant impact at the intersection of Normandie
Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard, the below mitigation measures are required. This
intersection is within the jurisdiction of Los Angeles County and thus implementation of the
traffic mitigation would be outside the jurisdiction of the Lead Agency. Please refer to Appendix
IV.G-7 of the Draft EIR for the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works findings letter
that discusses the proposed mitigation measures necessary for implementation of the Project.
Additionally, with implementation of the mitigation measures below, including a modified traffic
signal, and fair share contributions, potential impacts to the intersection of Vermont Avenue and
Sepulveda Boulevard would be reduced to a less-than-significant level..

b. Add Area

Development of the Project and Add Area combined would result in a significant but
mitigated impact at the intersection of Normandie Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard. This
intersection is within the jurisdiction of Los Angeles County and thus implementation of the
traffic mitigation would be outside the jurisdiction of the Lead Agency.

G-1.

2. Project Design Features

No Project design features are identified with respect to this environmental issue.

3. Mitigation Measures

At the sole financing by the Project Applicant, the Project Applicant shall:

a. The westbound/eastbound approaches on Sepulveda Boulevard at Normandie
Avenue shall be modified to provide a second left-turn only lane. (The resultant
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approach lane configuration would provide two left-turn lanes, two through lanes, and
one shared through/right-turn lane.)

b. To accommodate the proposed left-turn lanes, the existing median islands on both
the westbound and eastbound legs of the intersection along Sepulveda Boulevard
shall be reconstructed and the existing eastbound and westbound roadway striping
shall be modified for transitional purposes.

c. Widen north and south sides of Sepulveda Boulevard by two feet from Normandie
Avenue to a point east of Normandie Avenue where the striping transitions terminate.

d. Make a fair-share contribution of 39.3 percent.

G-2. At the sole financing by the Project Applicant, the Project Applicant shall:

a. Vermont Avenue at Sepulveda Boulevard: East Approach: Two left-turn lanes, two

through lanes, and one shared through/right-turn lane.

b. Widen north and south sides of Sepulveda by 2-feet from Vermont Avenue to a point

east of Vermont Avenue where the striping transitions terminate.

c. Reconstruct median on the east approach.

d. Modify traffic signal.

e. Make a fair-share contribution of 10.4 percent.

4. Findings

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project that avoid
or substantially lessen potential significant environmental effects on Traffic (Future Conditions
With Project), as identified in Section IV.G. Traffic, Transportation and Parking of the Draft EIR,
Appendix IV.G to the Draft EIR and the Revised and Updated Final EIR, to less than significant
levels.

5. Rationale for Findings

No adverse impacts associated with Traffic (Future Conditions With Project) would occur
as a result of the development of the Project with incorporation of Mitigation Measures G-1 and
G-2. A modified traffic signal, and fair share contributions to potential impacts to the intersection
of Vermont Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard is required as are improvements to the
intersection of Normandie Avenue and Sepulveda

6. Reference

For a complete discussion of environmental impacts of Traffic (Future Conditions With
Project), see the Revised and Updated Final EIR; Section IV.G of the Draft EIR; and Appendix
IV.G to the Draft EIR.

40



B. Land Use

1. Description of Effects

a. Compatibility

The Project represents a significant reduction in the overall compatibility issues with
existing surrounding land uses and General Plan designations. As many of the Project's
potential environmental impacts are directly related to land use compatibility and consistency,
the Project would lessen these types of impacts. Specifically, under the Project, potential
impacts would not occur, as the proposed design of the structures would be inward facing with
rear and side yard landscape buffers. The redesign of the Project when compared to the
originally proposed project would be substantial as it relates to compatibility with neighboring
commercial and industrial planned and zoned land. By providing parking focused at the rear of
the site, development of solid balconies, and construction consistent with the City's Green
Building Code Ordinance, the potential for land use consistency impacts to occur would be
reduced. Additionally, any potential for on-site residents to be impacted by neighboring
industrial planned and zoned land uses would be mitigated under the Project with incorporation
of double glazed windows, solid balcony structures, the limited number of stories above grade
and the planting of significant landscaping to buffer the residential uses from neighboring
industrial uses.

b. Consistency

The Project represents a significant reduction in the overall consistency issues with
existing surrounding land uses and General Plan designations. The redesign of the Project
when compared to the originally proposed project would be substantial as it relates to
compatibility with neighboring commercial and industrial planned and zoned land. The
proposed design of the structures would be inward facing with rear and side yard landscape
buffers. By providing parking focused at the rear of the site, development of solid balconies,
and construction consistent with the City's Green Building Code Ordinance, the potential for
land use consistency impacts to occur would be reduced. Additionally, any potential for on-site
residents to be impacted by neighboring industrial planned and zoned land uses would be
mitigated under this Alternative with incorporation of double glazed windows, solid balcony
structures, and the limited number of stories above grade.

The Project Site is within the Compass Blueprint Growth Vision's 2% Strategy
Opportunity Area, SCAG's plan to concentrate growth on 2 percent of its territory. Similar to the
originally proposed project, all of the four main principles of the Compass Growth Vision are
applicable to the Project. As demonstrated in the Draft EIR, the originally proposed project and
the Project would be consistent with all the principles of the Compass Growth Vision.
Accordingly, potential land use impacts relative to the principles of SCAG's Compass Growth
Vision would be less than significant for the Project, and similar to the originally proposed
project.

As indicated in Table IV-2 of the Revised and Updated Final EIR, the Project would be
fully consistent with the Housing Element as it would further most of the Housing Element's
policies. Even though the Project would not be fully consistent with certain policies, it does not
obstruct the attainment of Housing Element policies. As such, since the Project would be
consistent with the Housing Element, it would result in a less than significant impact with respect
to plan consistency.
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The Project is located within the area covered by the Harbor Gateway Community Plan.
The Plan Map designates the subject property for "Heavy Manufacturing" land uses.
Residential land uses are not an allowed use under the current land use designation, thus, the
Applicant is proposing a zone change and General Plan Amendment to allow for residential land
uses similar to the Project. The proposed General Plan Amendment would designate the
subject property as Neighborhood Commercial land use with corresponding zones of C1, C2,
CR, C4, RAS3, and P. The proposed land use designation for the Project Site would then allow
for both residential and commercial uses. The approval of the requested General Plan
Amendment to Neighborhood Commercial is in accordance with the Community Plan zoning
classification and therefore adheres to the General Plan. The Project is consistent with the
specific objectives of the Harbor Gateway Community Plan as discussed in Table IV-3 of the
Revised and Updated Final EIR.

As indicated in Table III-3 of the Revised and Updated Final EIR, the Project would
further the policies set forth in the City's Industrial Land Use Policy. Also, mitigation measures
have been proposed to ameliorate conflicts with ambient noise levels, and/or potential industrial
related impacts to residents. Therefore, impacts related to consistency with these policies
would be less than significant and less than those identified for the originally proposed project.
Additionally, as indicated in Table IV5 in the Revised and Updated Final EIR, the Project would
further the policies set forth in the Walkability Checklist of the City of Los Angeles (Walkability
Checklist) and be consistent with the strategies set forth in the Walkability Checklist.

The implementation of mitigation measures MM Alternative D-1 through MM Alternative
D-4 identified below, would ensure that potential significant and unavoidable land use
consistency impacts associated with the originally proposed project will not occur with the
Project. With approval of a General Plan Amendment and zone change, the Project's potential
impacts would be consistent with the C2-2 zone, and there would be no impact, similar to the
originally proposed project. With approval of the requested actions and associated findings and
mitigation measures identified below, impacts associated with the Project related to consistency
to applicable zoning and General Plan designations would be less than significant.

c. Cumulative Impacts

The Revised and Updated Final EIR clarifies that the Add Area analysis is included
because the City may determine that if the General Plan Amendment proposed by the Applicant
were to be approved, it may be deemed necessary to also re-designate the land use of some
adjacent properties to match that of the Project in order to prevent the creation of isolated
pockets of contrasting land use designation. This analysis is included in the EIR not as a
recommendation or prediction for the decision-makers to redesignate the Add Area, but merely
to analyze the impact and explain the rationale in the event that the decision-makers were to do
so.

Since the Project does not result in significant land use or compatibility impacts, its
contribution to cumulative impacts is not cumulatively considerable. The implementation of
mitigation measures MM Alternative D-1 through MM Alternative D-4 identified below, would
ensure that potential cumulative significant and unavoidable land use impacts associated with
the originally proposed project will not occur with the Project. With approval of a General Plan
Amendment and zone change, the Project's potential impacts would be consistent with the C2-2
zone, and there would be no impact, similar to the originally proposed project. With approval of
the requested actions and associated findings and mitigation measures identified below, land
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use impacts associated with the Project would not be cumulatively considerable and cumulative
land use impacts would be less than significant.

2. Project Design Features

The Project incorporates a 51-foot setback buffer between the north property line and
northern façade of the proposed structure to further separate land uses, along with new property
edge landscape buffers and recreational uses. The Project also provides parking focused at the
rear of the site, development of solid balconies, and construction consistent with the City's
Green Building Code Ordinance

3. Mitigation Measures

D-1. The Project Applicant shall provide all prospective residents of the proposed apartment
project with a disclosure statement acknowledging the Project is located adjacent to
areas designated, zoned for, and improved with industrial land uses, including, at
minimum, the following details:

• The surrounding M3 zone (City of Los Angeles to the north and west) allows any use
in the M2 zone except for any R zone use, dwelling units or guest rooms, and
hospitals. Thus, it allows industrial uses, storage yards, and limited commercial
manufacturing.

• The surrounding M-2 zone (County of Los Angeles to the east) allows heavy
manufacturing and all other uses, with the exception of heavy industry needing a
CUP. Residential uses and school uses are prohibited.

Signed disclosure statements shall be procured by the leasing agent prior to the
execution of any residential lease agreements.

• MM Alternative D-1: The Project Applicant shall construct a majority of the Proposed

Parking at the rear of the Project Site (northern edge) so as to create additional buffer

space from neighboring property owners.

• MM Alternative D-2: The Project Applicant shall construct exterior facing balconies

solely out of solid sound baring materials that would reflect sounds away from the future

residences at the Project Site.

• MM Alternative D-3: Development of Alternative D shall comply with all requirements of

the City's Green Building Code Ordinance.

• MM Alternative D-4: Exterior facing windows from each private residence shall be

double glazed high performance windows in order to reduce sound exposure to

residences of the Project Site.

4. Findings

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project that avoid
or substantially lessen potential significant environmental effects on Land Use, as identified in
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the Revised and Updated Final EIR and Section IV.D of the Draft EIR, to less than significant
levels.

5. Rationale for Findings

No adverse impacts associated with Land Use compatibility or consistency would occur
as a result of the development of the Project with incorporation of Mitigation Measures D-1 and
MM Alternative D-1 to D-4 identified above.. The Project incorporates a 51-foot setback buffer
between the north property line and northern fagade of the proposed structure to further
separate land uses, along with new property edge landscape buffers and recreational uses.

6. Reference

For a complete discussion of Land Use environmental impacts, please see discussion of
Alternative D in the Revised and Updated Final EIR and Section IV.D of the Draft EIR.

IX. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH REMAIN SIGNIFICANT AFTER MITIGATION
MEASURES

The Project would result in the following impacts, which are found to be significant and
unavoidable:

A. Noise (Exterior For Future Residents)

1. Description of Effects

While CEQA generally does not require an EIR to address the potential impacts that the
environmental might have on the proposed project, the Draft EIR, consistent with then-existing
City policies, disclosed the levels of noise to which future residents could be exposed. This
analysis was completed for both interior and exterior noise levels.

With the Project, future residential units with balconies and operable windows located
along the west and south frontages could experience noise levels of up to and over 70 dBA
CNEL from adjoining land use operations and traffic patterns along Sepulveda Boulevard.
While these noise measurements assumed no development between Sepulveda Boulevard and
the residential uses, retail uses have now been constructed between Sepulveda Boulevard and
the Project's property line, which building buffers the residential uses from existing roadway
noise. However, due to these potential noise levels, the Project conservatively determined that
there was the potential for a significant and unavoidable impact to on-site residents due to
exterior noise exposure.

Under the Project, additional, full mature growth foliage along the rear and side property
lines would be planted to buffer the noise between the residential uses and neighboring
commercial and industrial land uses. Solid structure balconies for residential units along the
west and south frontages, would also help reduce exterior noise levels for on-site residents.
Moreover, the existing and proposed buildings between the residential uses and Sepulveda
Boulevard will further buffer the residential uses from roadway noise. Nevertheless, it is
conservatively assumed that these features of Alternative D would not reduce potential exterior
noise impacts to below 70 dBA. Thus, future exterior noise levels resulting at the Project Site
boundaries are conservatively assumed to be significant and unavoidable, which is similar to the
originally proposed project.

44



2. Project Design Features

The Project incorporates design features which serve to mitigate potential exterior noise
impacts on future residents. The Project incorporates a 51-foot setback buffer between the
north property line and northern façade of the proposed structure to further separate land uses,
along with new property edge landscape buffers and recreational uses. The Project also
incorporates many sound attenuation and noise reducing design elements including exterior and
interior soundproofing walls, insulated walls, solid structure exterior balconies, mature
landscaping along property lines, and high performance double glazed windows throughout the
entire residential structure and a limited number of stories above grade.

3. Mitigation Measures

E-1. The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 112.05 which
prohibits the emission or creation of noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless
technically infeasible.

E-2. The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 41.40 which
restricts construction and demolition activities to the hours of 7:00 AM to 9:00 PM
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday.

E-3. Construction and demolition activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid operating several
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels.

E-4. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction methods with the
greatest peak noise generation potential shall be minimized to the extent feasible.
Examples include the use of drills, jackhammers, and pile drivers.

E-5. Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the
site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement mixing,
general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as possible from the nearest noise-
sensitive land uses, and natural and/or manmade barriers (e.g., intervening construction
trailers) shall be used to screen propagation of noise from such activities towards these
land uses to the maximum extent possible.

E-6. Equipment warm-up areas, water tanks, and equipment storage areas shall be located
as far as possible from the surrounding residential uses.

E-7. The Project Contractor shall use power construction equipment with state-of-the-art noise
shielding and muffling devices.

E-8. Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around drilling apparatuses and drill rigs
used within the Project Site, if sensitive receptors are located at, or within, 50 feet.

E-9. The proposed residences shall comply with the Noise Insulation Standards of Title 24 of
the California Code of Regulations, which insure an acceptable interior noise
environment. Specifically, the design standards shall be established to maintain noise
levels at interior spaces to be within the 45 dBA noise standards. Measures can include,
but not be limited to, using construction techniques/materials with a sound transmission
class (STC) rating of 32 in habitable rooms/areas, installing sound-rated interior walls
between uses, or other site planning and building placement that could reduce or
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eliminate the line-of-sight between the noise source and residential uses. The applicant
shall verify, through an acoustical engineer, that installed sound insulation is sufficient to
mitigate interior noise levels below a CNEL of 45 dBA in any habitable room.

E-10. The Applicant shall construct an 8-foot-high masonry block wall along the northern,
eastern, and western property lines to attenuate sound trespass from the adjacent
industrial land uses. A 10-foot linear buffer zone fronting the block wall shall be
attractively maintained with a landscaped buffer, including tall, dense foliage, to provide
further sound absorption and attenuate excessive ambient noise levels.

E-11. The Project Applicant shall provide all prospective residents of the proposed apartment
project with a disclosure statement acknowledging the Project is located adjacent to an
area zoned for and improved with industrial land uses that have the potential to generate
noise levels during the late evenings and early morning hours. Signed disclosure
statements shall be procured by the leasing agent prior to the execution of any residential
lease agreements.

4. Findings

CEQA generally does not require an EIR to address the potential impacts that the
environment might have on the Project. Nonetheless, the Draft EIR, consistent with then-
existing City policies, disclosed the levels of noise to which future residents could be exposed.
The Project has incorporated all feasible mitigation measures to address potential exterior noise
impacts of future residents.. It is conservatively assumed that the design features and
mitigation measures of the Projects would not reduce potential exterior noise impacts to below
70 dBA and a significant unavoidable impact would remain. Specific economic, legal, social,
technological or other considerations make infeasible additional mitigation measures or project
alternatives identified in the EIR.

5. Rationale for Findings

While implementation of the identified mitigation measures would reduce impacts, the
Project's impacts on Operational Noise would still remain significant and unavoidable.

6. Reference

For a complete analysis of impacts related to the Project's Noise impacts, see Section
IV.E Noise of the Draft EIR and the Revised and Updated Final EIR.

X. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

A. Summary of Findings

Based upon the following analysis, the City finds, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section
15096(g)(2), that no alternative (other than Alternative D that is now being adopted by the Lead
Agency as the Project) or feasible mitigation measure within its powers would substantially
lessen or avoid any significant effect the Project would have on the environment.
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B. Project Objectives

An important consideration in the analysis of alternatives to the originally proposed
project is the degree to which such alternatives would achieve the objectives of the originally
proposed project. To facilitate this comparison, the objectives of the originally proposed project
contained in Section I, Introduction/Summary of the Draft EIR and the Revised and Updated
Final EIR's discussion of Alternative D were compared to the alternatives.

The overall purpose of the originally proposed project is to facilitate the development of a
multi-family residential project by changing the plan designation and zoning to accommodate
the development.

The specific objectives of the originally proposed project are as follows:

• Redevelop and revitalize an underutilized site and provide residential uses to support
the Harbor Gateway Community Plan Area.

• To use the currently vacant Project Site to provide residential uses to serve the local
community.

• To provide on-site parking facilities to adequately meet the parking demands of the
Project's future residents and visitors.

• To incorporate sufficient residential square-footage to facilitate redevelopment and
revitalization of an underutilized and deteriorating part of the Harbor Gateway
Community.

C. Project Alternatives

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

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 which was considered and rejected as being infeasible was development
of an alternate site. The Project Applicant does not currently own or control other potential sites
in Harbor Gateway Community which could be developed with a residential project, nor can the
Applicant reasonably acquire or otherwise have access to such alternate sites. Therefore,
discussion of such alternative site locations is not required (CEQA Guidelines Section
15126(f)(1).

Another alternative that was considered but dismissed from further analysis was a
reconfigured site plan positioning the proposed residences farther away from the Mulligan
Family Fun Center. During operating hours, the Mulligan Family Fun Center was observed to
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be the dominant source of noise pollution on the western half of the Project Site. Such an
alternative would reduce the Project's exterior noise exposure from one specific source;
however the Project Site is surrounded by industrial land uses to the west, north and east, and
is close to two major highways, Sepulveda Boulevard and Normandie Avenue. Ambient noise
measurements recorded at the center of the Site were lower than the western side of the site,
but noise levels still exceeded the normally acceptable range for exterior community noise
conditions. During hours when the Mulligan Family Fun Center is not operating, or at locations
within the Project Site that are farther away from the western property line, the dominant
sources of noise pollution are roadway traffic and loading dock operations. As such, any
reconfiguration of the Site Plan would still result in a significant land use-noise compatibility
impact as the ambient noise readings at the site exceed the acceptable range for residential
uses. For these reasons, a reconfigured site plan was dismissed from further consideration.

1. Alternative A: No Project

a. Description of Alternative

The No Project Alternative is the circumstance under which the project does not
proceed. The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6(e)) provide that the "no project" analysis shall
discuss the existing conditions at the time the Notice of Preparation is published, as well as
what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the Project is not
approved based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community
services. In the event the project is not approved, it is expected that the project site will remain
in its current condition. Under the No Project Alternative, the project site would remain vacant
and the existing General Plan land use designation of Heavy Manufacturing and M3-1L zone
would remain unchanged.

b. Impact Summary of Alternative A

Alternative A would avoid most of the environmental impacts associated with the Project
since the site would remain a vacant lot with no development. However, the No Project
Alternative would not satisfy all of the project objectives. Specifically, the No Project Alternative
would not meet the following objectives:

• Redevelop and revitalize an underutilized site and provide residential uses to support the

Harbor Gateway Community Plan Area.

• To use the currently vacant Project Site to provide residential uses to serve the local

community.

• To provide on-site parking facilities to adequately meet the parking demands of the

Proposed Project's future residents and visitors.

• To incorporate sufficient residential square-footage to facilitate redevelopment and

revitalization of an underutilized and deteriorating part of the Harbor Gateway

Community

c. Finding
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Overall, the No Project Alternative would reduce adverse environmental impacts when
compared with the development of the originally proposed project. Therefore, this Alternative
would be an environmentally superior alternative to the Project. However, Alternative 1 would
not address any of the project objectives. It is found pursuant to Public Resources Code
Section 21081(a)(3), that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations,
including considerations identified in Section XII of these Findings (Statement of Overriding
Considerations), make infeasible the No Project Alternative described in the EIR.

d. Rationale for Finding

Alternative A would not meet any of the project objectives. Specifically, Alternative A
would not amend the general plan or zoning to accommodate a multi-family residential project to
redevelop and revitalize an underutilized site and provide residential uses to support the mix of
housing needed in the Harbor Gateway Community Plan Area.

e. Reference

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Alternative A, please see Section
VI of the Draft EIR and the Revised and Updated Final EIR.

2. Alternative B: Reduced Density Alternative

a. Description of Alternative

Under the Reduced Density Alternative, the project site would be developed with a
development that is substantially similar to the Project, but with an approximate 20% reduction
in the total floor area and number of dwelling units. This alternative would consist of an overall
reduced project density consisting of R3 zoning with 222,906 square feet of buildable area,
which results in a total of 278 multi-family apartment units. As compared to the Project, this
alternative would represent an approximate 20% reduction in floor area and number of dwelling
units. The Reduced Density Alternative also takes into account the possible inclusion of 14,144
square feet of retail uses within the Add Area, a 21 percent reduction when compared to the
Project. The residential buildings would provide approximately 626 parking spaces. The
building heights would reach a maximum of 51 feet. All other aspects of the project would be
similar as described under the Project.

b. Impact Summary of Alternative B

Alternative B reduces the amount of on-site development and would avoid most of the
environmental impacts associated with the Project. However, the Reduced Density Alternative
would not satisfy all of the project objectives. Specifically, the Reduced Density Alternative
would not meet the following objectives:

• To provide parking facilities to adequately meet the parking demands of the Proposed

Project's future residents and visitors.

• To incorporate sufficient residential square-footage to facilitate redevelopment and

revitalization of an underutilized and deteriorating part of the Harbor Gateway

Community.
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The Reduced Density Alternative would meet the following project objectives:

• Redevelop and revitalize an underutilized site and provide residential uses to support the

Harbor Gateway Community Plan Area.

• To utilize the currently vacant project site to provide residential uses to serve the local

community.

c. Finding

Overall, Alternative B would avoid most of the environmental impacts associated with the
Project. Also, Alternative B would meet only some of the project objectives. It is found pursuant
to Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(3), that specific economic, legal, social,
technological, or other considerations, including considerations identified in Section XIII of these
Findings (Statement of Overriding Considerations), make infeasible Alternative B described in
the EIR.

d. Rationale for Finding

Alternative B would meet only some of the project objectives. Specifically, objectives that
would not be met include those that pertain to the originally proposed project's incorporation of
sufficient square footage to facilitate redevelopment and revitalization of an underutilized and
deteriorating part of the Harbor Gateway Community.

Conversely, Alternative B would provide redevelop and revitalize an underutilized vacant
site. However, the lack of sufficient square footage and mix of units under Alternative B would
result in realizing these objectives to a lesser degree than under the originally proposed project.

e. Reference

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Alternative B, please see Section
VI of the Draft EIR and the Revised and Updated Final EIR.

3. Alternative C: Buildout Consistent with Current General Plan and Zoning
Designations Alternative

a. Description of Alternative

Under the Buildout Consistent with the Current General Plan and Zoning Designations
Alternative, the project site would be developed with an industrial land use that is consistent with
the Heavy Manufacturing land use designation and M3 zoning. This Alternative is generally
modeled after the prior use that existed on the project site, but reconfigured to fit within the Lot 2
and 3 of Tract Map No. 65665. This Alternative would include two 150,000-square-foot industrial
warehouse buildings with a total of 10,000 square feet of office space and ancillary surface
parking areas. The total developed floor area of this alternative would be 324,359 square feet,
for a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 2:1

b. Impact Summary of Alternative C

The Buildout Consistent with the Current General Plan and Zoning Designations Alternative
would avoid all of the significant and unavoidable environmental impacts associated with the
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Project. It would utilize the existing general plan designation and zoning and would not
introduce any permanent residents to the Project Site. However, it would not satisfy a majority
of the project objectives. Specifically, Alternative C would not meet the following objectives:

• To use the currently vacant project site to provide residential uses to serve the local
community.

• To incorporate sufficient residential square-footage to facilitate redevelopment and
revitalization of an underutilized and deteriorating part of the Harbor Gateway
Community.

• Redevelop and revitalize an underutilized site and provide residential uses to support the
Harbor Gateway Community Plan Area. The Zoning and General Plan Compliant
Alternative would m6et the following project objectives:

• To provide adequate parking facilities to adequately meet the parking demands of the
Proposed Project's future residents and visitors.

c. Finding

Overall, Alternative C would avoid the significant impacts of the originally proposed
project. However, Alternative C would not satisfy the Project objectives. It is found pursuant to
Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(3), that specific economic, legal, social, technological,
or other considerations, including considerations identified in Section XIII of these Findings
(Statement of Overriding Considerations), make infeasible Alternative C described in the EIR.

d. Rationale for Finding

Alternative C would not meet the project objectives. Specifically, objectives that would
not be met include those that pertain to the originally proposed project's residential component
such as locating residential development in proximity to an employment center, providing
efficient and aesthetically attractive streets in the residential community, and creating a
pedestrian friendly community. The lack of housing along with the much greater amount of
commercial activity would exacerbate jobs/housing imbalance.

e. Reference

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Alternative C, please see Section
VI Alternatives to the Proposed Project of the Draft EIR and the Revised and Updated Final EIR.

4. Alternative D: Increase Buffering and Land Use Compatibility Alternative

a. Description of Alternative

Alternative D is now being adopted by the Lead Agency as the Project, and has been
described throughout these CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations.
Alternative D represents a variation of internal physical design elements independent of square
footage and land uses proposed when compared to the originally proposed project. Specifically,
Alternative D would retain the Project square footage of roughly 445,000 square feet with a mix
of two and three bedroom apartment units. Also, the overall height of the structures would not
change under this Alternative when compared to the originally proposed project. The redesign
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of the Project proposed under Alternative D would help bring the original design into further
compliance with the policies and guidelines of the City's General Plan and Walkability Checklist.

Alternative D modifies the originally proposed project to better insulate the proposed
residential uses from existing surrounding structures by proposing a design that is inward
facing. As will be described in detail below, the Alternative does this in multiple ways.
Particularly, this Alternative proposes a 51-foot setback buffer between the north property line
and northern façade of the proposed structure to further separate land uses, along with new
property edge landscape buffers and recreational uses (see Figures 11-1 through 11-3). This
Alternative also incorporates many sound attenuation and noise reducing design elements
including exterior and interior soundproofing walls, insulated walls, solid structure exterior
balconies, mature landscaping along property lines, and high performance double glazed
windows throughout the entire residential structure. Aesthetically, Alternative D adds altering
ground floor windows, balconies, and garage doors to increase curb appeal and compatible.

b. Impact Summary of Alternative D

Alternative D would not introduce additional significant environmental Impacts.
Alternative D represents a significant reduction in the overall compatibility of the Alternative with
existing surrounding land uses and General Plan designations. As many of the originally
proposed project's potential environmental impacts are directly related to land use compatibility
and consistency, Alternative D would lessen these types of impacts. Specifically, under this
Alternative, potential impacts would not occur, as the proposed design of Alternative structures
would be inward facing with rear and side yard landscape buffers. The redesign of this
Alternative when compared to the originally proposed project would be substantial as it relates
to compatibility with neighboring commercial and industrial planned and zoned land. By
providing parking focused at the rear of the site, development of solid balconies, and
construction consistent with the City's Green Building Code Ordinance, the potential for land
use consistency impacts to occur would be reduced. Additionally, any potential for on-site
residents to be impacted by neighboring industrial planned and zoned land uses would be
mitigated under this Alternative with incorporation of double glazed windows, solid balcony
structures, and the limited number of stories above grade.

Notwithstanding, certain future residents could be exposed to exterior noise levels above
what the City has defined as the acceptable noise levels for residential uses. Thus, although
Alternative D proposes design features that focus to minimize exterior noise levels at the Project
Site, there still exists the potential that exterior noise levels at certain residential uses could
exceed the level identified by the City as generally acceptable for residential uses. Therefore, it
is conservatively assumed that there is the potential for a significant and unavoidable impact to
occur, which is similar to the originally proposed project.

Alternative D would not introduce additional significant environmental impacts, and in
most cases, would reduce the impacts caused by the originally proposed project.

c. Finding

Alternative D would not introduce additional significant environmental impacts, and in
most cases would reduce the impacts caused by the originally proposed project. Alternative D
would meet all of the project objectives. It is found pursuant to Public Resources Code Section
21081(a)(3), that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations,
including considerations identified in Section XIII of these Findings (Statement of Overriding
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Considerations), make Alternative D described in the Revised and Updated Final EIR, the
environmentally superior alternative.

d. Rationale for Finding

Alternative D would not introduce additional significant environmental impacts, and in
most cases, would reduce the impacts caused by the originally proposed project. Alternative D
would meet all of the Project's objectives, due to the reconfiguration of compatible design
elements and overall consistency of uses with the adjacent properties. Consistent with the
objectives of the originally proposed project, Alternative D would redevelop and revitalize an
underutilized site by providing residential uses to support the Harbor Gateway Community Plan
Area. Further, Alternative D would provide adequate parking facilities to adequately meet the
parking demands of the Alternative's future residents and visitors while providing sufficient
residential square-footage to facilitate redevelopment and revitalization of an underutilized site.

e. Reference

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Alternative D, please see Section
II of the Revised and Updated Final EIR.

D. Environmentally Superior Alternative

In addition to the discussion and comparison of impacts of the originally proposed
project and the alternatives, Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an
"environmentally superior" alternative be selected and the reasons for such a selection
disclosed. In general, the environmentally superior alternative is the alternative that would be
expected to generate the fewest adverse impacts. Based on the alternatives analysis provided
in the Revised and Updated Final EIR and in Table VI-7 of the Draft EIR, Alternatives
Comparison, the Increased Buffering and Land Use Compatibility Alternative would result in no
adverse unavoidable impacts and, therefore, is considered to be the environmentally superior
alternative.

Alternative D would meet all of the Project's objectives, due to the reconfiguration of
compatible design elements and overall consistency of uses with the adjacent properties.
Consistent with the objectives of the originally proposed project, Alternative D would redevelop
and revitalize an underutilized site by providing residential uses to support the Harbor Gateway
Community Plan Area. Further, Alternative D would provide adequate parking facilities to
adequately meet the parking demands of the Alternative's future residents and visitors while
providing sufficient residential square-footage to facilitate redevelopment and revitalization of an
underutilized site.

XI. FINDINGS REGARDING GENERAL IMPACT CATEGORIES

A. Growth Inducing Impacts

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of the ways in which a
proposed 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 CEQA Guidelines states:
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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.

The Project would foster economic growth and revitalize a blighted and underutilized area by
adding residential uses to the Project site. Additionally, short- and long-term employment
opportunities would be provided during construction and operation of the Project.

Although the Project would generate employment on the Project site, the Project would not
induce growth in an area that is not already developed with infrastructure to accommodate such
growth. Off-site utility infrastructure adjacent to the Project site would adequately service the
Project. Further, the Project, as in in-fill development, would be adequately served by existing
public services such as fire and police.

B. Significant Irreversible Impacts

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) indicates that:

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. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary
impacts (such as highway improvement which provides access to
a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future
generations to similar uses. Also irreversible damage can result
from environmental accidents associated with the project.
Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to
assure that such current consumption is justified.

The types and level of development associated with the Project would consume limited,
slowly renewable and non-renewable resources. This consumption would occur during
construction of the Project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. The
development of the 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 site.

Construction of the 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
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concrete and asphalt (e.g., sand, gravel, and stone), metals (e.g., steel, copper, and lead),
petrochemical construction materials (e.g., plastics) and 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 Project. However, this resource consumption would be consistent with growth
and anticipated change in the Los Angeles region.

XII. OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS

1. The City of Los Angeles ("the City"), acting through the Department of City Planning, is
the "Lead Agency" for the Project evaluated in the EIR. The City finds that the EIR was
prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds that it has
independently reviewed and analyzed the EIR for the Project, that the Draft EIR which
was circulated for public review reflected its independent judgment and that the Final
EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City.

2. The City finds that the EIR provides objective information to assist the decision-makers
and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences of the
Project. The public review period provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies, private
organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding the Draft
EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the review period and responds to comments
made during the public review period.

3. The Department of City Planning evaluated comments on environmental issues received
from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the Department of
City Planning prepared written responses describing the disposition of significant
environmental issues raised. The Revised and Updated Final EIR provides adequate,
good faith and reasoned responses to the comments. The Department of City Planning
reviewed the comments received and responses thereto and has determined that neither
the comments received nor the responses to such comments add significant new
information regarding environmental impacts to the Draft EIR. The Lead Agency has
based its actions on full appraisal of all viewpoints, including all comments received up
to the date of adoption of these findings, concerning the environmental impacts identified
and analyzed in the EIR.

4. The EIR evaluated the following potential Project and cumulative environmental impacts:
Aesthetics, Air Quality, Land Use and Planning, Noise, Public Services (Fire Protection,
Police Protection, Schools, Parks, Libraries), and Traffic/Transportation/Parking.
Additionally, the EIR considered, in separate sections, Significant Irreversible
Environmental Changes, Growth Inducing Impacts and potential secondary effects of the
Project. The significant environmental impacts of the Project and the alternatives were
identified in the EIR.

5. The mitigation measures identified for the originally proposed project were included in
the Draft and Final EIR. As revised, the final mitigation measures for the Project are
described in the Revised and Updated Final EIR and the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program ("MMRP"). Each of the mitigation measures identified in the MMRP
is incorporated into the Project. The City finds that the impacts of the Project have been
mitigated to the extent feasible by the mitigation measures identified in the MMRP.
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6. Textual refinements and errata were compiled and presented to the decision-makers for
review and consideration. The City staff has made every effort to notify the decision-
makers and the interested public/agencies of each textual change in the various
documents associated with project review. These textual refinements arose for a variety
of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents would contain errors and would
require clarifications and corrections. Second, textual clarifications were necessitated in
order to describe refinements suggested as part of the public participation process.

7. The responses to the comments on the Draft EIR, which are contained in the Revised
and Updated Final EIR, clarify and amplify the analysis in the Draft EIR.

8. Having reviewed the information contained in the EIR and in the administrative record as
well as the requirements of CEQA and the state CEQA Guidelines regarding
recirculation of Draft EIRs, the City finds that there is no new significant information in
the Revised and Updated Final EIR and finds that recirculation of the Draft EIR is not
required.

9. CEQA requires the Lead Agency approving a project to adopt an MMRP for the changes
to the project which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to
ensure compliance with the mitigation measures during project implementation. The
mitigation measures included in the EIR as certified by the City and revised in the MMRP
as adopted by the City serves that function. The MMRP includes all of the mitigation
measures adopted by the City in connection with the approval of the Project and has
been designed to ensure compliance with such measures during implementation of the
Project. In accordance with CEQA, the MMRP provides the means to ensure that the
mitigation measures are fully enforceable. In accordance with the requirements of
Public Resources Code §21081.6, the City hereby adopts the MMRP.

10. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §21081.6, the City
hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as conditions
of approval for the Project.

11. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of
proceedings upon which the City decision is based is the Los Angeles Department of
City Planning, LA City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012.

12. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made
herein is contained in the EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or is in the
record of proceedings in the matter.

13. The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the entirety
of the actions described in these Findings and in the EIR as comprising the Project. It is
contemplated that there may be a variety of actions undertaken by other State and local
agencies (who might be referred to as "responsible agencies" under CEQA). Because
the City is the Lead Agency for the Project, the EIR is intended to be the basis for
compliance with CEQA for each of the possible discretionary actions by other State and
local agencies to carry out the Project.

14. The EIR is a Project EIR for purposes of environmental analysis of the Project. A
Project EIR examines the environmental effects of a specific project. The EIR serves as
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the primary environmental compliance document for entitlement decisions regarding the
Project by the City of Los Angeles and the other regulatory jurisdictions.

XIII. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

The EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts that would result from
implementation of the originally proposed project. Section 21081 of the California Public
Resources Code and Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decision
of the public agency allows the occurrence of significant impacts that are identified in the EIR
but are not at least substantially mitigated, the agency must state in writing the reasons to
support its action based on the completed EIR and/or other information in the record. State
CEQA Guidelines require, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b), that the
decisionmaker adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a
project if it finds that significant adverse environmental effects have been identified in the EIR
which cannot be substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings
and the Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on substantial evidence in the
record, including but not limited to the EIR, including the reference library to the EIR, and
documents and materials that constitute the record of proceedings.

CEQA generally does not require an EIR to address the potential impacts that the
environment might have on the Project. Nonetheless, the Draft EIR, consistent with then-
existing City policies, disclosed the levels of noise to which future residents could be exposed.
The Project has incorporated all feasible mitigation measures to address potential exterior noise
impacts of future residents.. It is conservatively assumed that the design features and
mitigation measures of the Projects would not reduce potential exterior noise impacts to below
70 dBA and a significant unavoidable impact would remain. Therefore, the following impact is
considered not mitigated to a less than significant level for the Project, as identified in the EIR:
Noise (Operational). It is not feasible to mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The
City recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts would result from implementation of
the Project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected certain alternatives
to the originally proposed project (as analyzed in the EIR), as discussed above, and selected
Alternative 10, the environmentally superior alternative, (iii) recognized all significant,
unavoidable impacts, and (iv) balanced the benefits of the Project against the Project's
significant and unavoidable impacts, the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh and
override the significant unavoidable impacts for the reasons stated below.

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the Project,
and provide the detailed rationale for the benefits of the Project. These overriding
considerations of economic, social, aesthetic, and environmental benefits for the Project justify
adoption of the Project and certification of the completed EIR. Each of the following overriding
considerations separately and independently (i) outweighs the adverse environmental impacts
of the Project, and (ii) justifies adoption of the Project and certification of the completed EIR. In
particular, achieving the underlying purpose for the Project would be sufficient to override the
significant environmental impacts of the Project.

1. The Project will enhance the future economic vitality of the Harbor Gateway
Community by developing an unutilized and blighted property.
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2. The Project responds to the lack of a jobs/housing balance in the Harbor
Gateway Community and provides much needed moderate multi-family housing
options to the community. While there is an abundance of employment in the
community, housing opportunities are largely limited to existing single family
dwellings.

3. The development of a Class A apartment community at the Project Site with lush
landscaping and high quality architectural features and finishes enhances the
aesthetic appeal of the surrounding neighborhood.

4. The estimated 1,214 Project residents are anticipated to patronize the local
neighborhood serving commercial uses within walking distance of the Project
Site thereby providing economic stimulus to local businesses.

5. During construction, the Project is anticipated to create 700 to 900 jobs.

6. During operation, the Project is anticipated to create 40 full time jobs to perform
ongoing operational functions to keep the facility in good order.

7. Development and construction of the Project includes an estimated investment of
$100 million in construction costs, with a resulting economic stimulus to the
Harbor Gateway community.

XIV. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared pursuant to
Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, which requires adoption of a MMRP for projects in
which the Lead Agency has required changes or adopted mitigation to avoid significant
environmental effects. The City of Los Angeles is the Lead Agency for the originally proposed
project and is, therefore, responsible for administering and implementing the MMRP. The
decision-makers must define specific reporting and/or monitoring requirements to be enforced
during the Project implementation prior to final approval of the Project. The primary purpose of
the MMRP is to ensure that the mitigation measures identified in the EIR are implemented,
thereby minimizing identified environmental effects.

The Project Applicant shall be obligated to provide documentation concerning
implementation of the listed Project Design Features and Mitigation Measures to the appropriate
Monitoring Agency and the appropriate Enforcement Agency as provided for herein. All
departments listed in the MMRP are within the City of Los Angeles unless otherwise noted. The
entity responsible for the implementation of all Project Design Features and Mitigation Measures
shall be the Project Applicant or its successor unless otherwise noted.

Each mitigation measure is categorized by impact area, with an accompanying
identification of:

The enforcement agency;

• The monitoring agency;
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• The monitoring phase (i.e., the phase of the Project during which the measure
should be monitored):

— Pre-construction

— Construction

— Operation (prior to and post-occupancy);

• The monitoring frequency; and

• The action indicating compliance with the mitigation measure(s).

The MMRP for the Project will be in place throughout all phases of development of the
Project. The entity responsible for implementing each Mitigation Measure or Project Design
Feature is set forth within the text of the Mitigation Measure or Project Design Feature itself.
The entity responsible for implementing the Mitigation Measure or Project Design Feature shall
also be obligated to provide certification, as identified below, to the appropriate Monitoring
Agency and the appropriate Enforcement Agency that compliance with the required Mitigation
Measure or Project Design Feature has been implemented.

After review and approval of the final MMRP by the Lead Agency, minor changes and
modifications to the MMRP are permitted, but can only be made by the Project Applicant or its
successor subject to the approval by the Lead Agency for Project Design Features and
Mitigation Measures applicable to the Lead Agency. In conjunction with any appropriate
agencies or departments, the Lead Agency will determine the adequacy of any proposed
change or modification. Responsible agencies have the authority under CEQA to approve their
own MMRPs for the Project, provided that Mitigation Measures therein address only the direct
or indirect environmental effects of those parts of the Project, which the responsible agency
decides to carry out, finance, or approve. (Pub. Resources Code § 21081.6(a); CEQA
Guidelines §§ 15096(g)(1), 15097(d).) Minor changes and modifications to any MMRP
approved by a responsible agency can only be made by the Project Applicant or its successor
subject to the approval by that responsible agency. Any revisions to a Mitigation Measure in the
final MMRP or any MMRP adopted thereafter by a responsible agency must achieve the same
level or more of mitigation as the original mitigation measure.

[see MMRP attached to EIR]
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