7.0 ALTERNATIVES

7.0 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) is required to compare impacts of a proposed project to alternatives
which could feasibly achieve the objectives of the proposed project (CEQA Article 9,
Section 15126[d]). The discussion of alternatives should focus on optional land use
strategies which would be capable of reducing some or all of the significant adverse
impacts associated with the proposed project to a level of non-significance. The “no
project” alternative must also be evaluated.

7.1  Description of Alternatives

The CEQA states that the range of alternatives to be addressed in an EIR is governed
by the “rule of reason” and requires that the document address only those
alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. The key issue in determining
the range of alternatives evaluated is whether or not the selection and discussion of
alternatives fosters informed decision making and public participation. In this
particular case, the identification of alternatives which reduce certain
environmental impacts through a redistribution of targeted growth areas is
constrained by the need for a balance between localized and regional effects. It
should be recognized that land use alternatives which disperse development
throughout the City or preclude concentrated development from certain areas
because of the desire to decrease adverse local impacts (i.e. land use compatibility
issues) may actually accomplish the opposite effect. Increased regional traffic, air
quality and noise impacts stemming from increased travel times between local areas
and outlying developments would inevitably affect the environmental quality of a
particular local area. With this in mind, five alternatives to the proposed
Framework Plan were identified and evaluated throughout the Framework Plan
development process:

. No Growth;

Community Plan Buildout (also referred to as "No Project”);
Alternative Al;

2010 Market; and

Theoretical Buildout.
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7.1.1 “No Growth” Alternative

Under the No Growth Alternative, an open-ended development moratorium
would be adopted by the City, hypothetically preventing any further growth of the
City beyond what existed in the base year (1990). Consequently, the ultimate size of
the City would be limited to the amount of development in place, and in process, at
the time the moratorium became effective. When compared to the proposed
General Plan Framework on a citywide basis, the No Growth Alternative would
result in:

s 25229 fewer single family residential dwelling units;
e 240,916 fewer multi-family residential dwelling units;
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28,389,968 fewer retail square feet;

23,140,675 fewer office square feet;

91,498 fewer industrial square feet;
821,165 fewer persons; and

389,414 fewer jobs.

* & ® 0 o

7.1.2 “No Project” Alternative

Under the CEQA-required "No Project” Alternative, the proposed project (i.e. the
General Plan Framework) would not be approved nor implemented. As a result,
the City’s zoning code and each of the land use plans available for the City's 36
communities would remain in effect and would continue to be implemented on
into the future. Under the "No Project” Alternative, buildout of the City would
result in the following increases beyond what is anticipated under the Framework
Plan:

316,266 additional Single Family Dwelling Units;
326,662 additional Multi-Family Dwelling Units;
368,174,862 additional Retail Square Feet;
360,554,292 additional Office Square Feet;
1,067,898,882 additional Industrial Square Feet;
1,884,475 additional persons; and

5,765,072 additional jobs.

* & & & & 0

7.1.3 Alternative Al

Alternative Al is predicated upon the construction of a comprehensive, citywide
transit network and, as such, is based upon the Metropolitan Transit Authority’s
(MTAs) Thirty Year Plan (soon to be revised and renamed the Long Range Plan).
Under this alternative, it is assumed that the transit network (including all funded
and proposed lines) will be fully built out. To support the citywide transit network
and further the goals of improving air quality, reducing traffic and creating more
pedestrian friendly neighborhoods, Alternative Al clusters development around
the planned and proposed transit stations. Unless located in low density suburban
locations, these sites are envisioned as mixed use, medium to high density districts
that combine residential and commercial uses in close proximity to rail, bus and/or
park and ride facilities. Permitted buildout under Alternative Al would result in
the following increases in the amounts of various lands uses relative to the
proposed Framework Plan:

125,277 additional single family dwelling units;
446,924 additional multi-family dwelling units;
50,451,994 additional retail square feet;
375,313,559 additional office square feet;
517413421 additional industrial square feet;
1,677,217 additional persons;

3,109,372 additional jobs.
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7.1.4 2010 Market Buildout Alternative

The 2010 Market Buildout Alternative limits buildout of the community plans
(represented by the “No Project” Alternative) to development levels anticipated in
SCAG’s adopted market trends. Because the basis of this alternative’s land uses are
the City’s existing community plans, this alternative results in a different physical
distribution of uses than the proposed Framework Plan: there is no concentration of
uses around transit opportunities, no mixed use land uses proposed on corridors,
and it does not assume that any commercial uses would transition to housing uses
as in the Framework Plan. Permitted buildout under the 2010 Market alternative
would result in the following differences in the amounts of various lands uses
relative to the proposed Framework Plan.

3,340 fewer single family dwelling units;
*3,336 additional multi-family dwelling units;
15,428,003 fewer retail square feet; ' '
» 14,354,304 fewer office square feet;

+0 additional industrial square feet;

*0 additional persons;

*191,482 fewer jobs.

7.1.5 Theoretical Buildout Alternative

The Theoretical Buildout Alternative consists of the long-range buildout of the
Framework Plan without the land use policies in place for managed development.
Under this alternative, there would be no trigger mechanisms available to generate
additional review when infrastructure improvements are not able to keep up with
the demands of new development. Consequently, the ultimate development
potential of the City would be larger than what would realistically be accomplished
under the proposed Framework Plan. Permitted buildout under the Theoretical
Buildout alternative would result in the following increases in the amounts of
various lands uses relative to the proposed Framework Plan:

240,694 additional single family dwelling units;
743,346 additional multi-family dwelling units;
82,669,879 additional retail square feet;
461,375,982 additional office square feet;
373,582,644 additional industrial square feet;
2,884,378 additional persons;

3,605,142 additional jobs.

a 0 & & & @& 0

Tables ALT-1A through ALT-1G provide the reader with a comparison of the
development potential, population and employment associated with each of the
alternatives and the proposed Framework Plan. '
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7.0 ALTERNATIVES

7.2  Environmental Impacts of the Alternatives

The environmental impacts of each of the alternatives is discussed below. Table
ALT-2 provides a summary comparison of each alternative’s environmental
impacts relative to those of the proposed Framework Plan. Please note that the
impacts of both the project and the alternatives are analyzed below in their
unmitigated condition. However, should an alternative described herein be
approved for implementation, mitigation measures would likely be developed to
reduce the stated impact. Environmental Tmpacts associated with each of the
alternatives discussed below have already been quantified as part of Tasks IV.20,
IV.50 and V.30 of the Framework development process. These tasks are hereby
incorporated by reference and are available for review at the Citywide Planning
Division of the Planning Department.

7.2.1 “No Growth” Alternative

Land Use

If development were to stop altogether as proposed by this alternative, the current
inefficiencies in the City’s land use patterns would persist without the possibility of
improvement. As a result, the air quality, traffic and noise impacts associated with
the land use activity as it exists today would continue to occur. Regional growth
outside the City limits would exacerbate these impacts within the City limits because
there would be no way of offsetting regional impacts with Citywide land use
improvements. Consequently, the No Growth alternative would result in greater
land use impacts than the Framework Plan.

Urban Form

If development were to stop altogether as proposed by this alternative, the City’s
current urban form would be maintained. Where local urban form is a positive
asset to a neighborhood or community, the growth moratorium would have no
effect. However, in those areas where a lack of cohesiveness is present in the urban
form, or in areas which the urban form isolates a community from its
surroundings, these negative attributes would persist and continue to exacerbate the
current adverse environmental and socioeconomic conditions that may be present
there. Therefore, the No Growth Alternative could result in overall greater impacts
relative to urban form than the proposed project.

Housing and Population

Under this alternative, the City’s population would not directly increase as a result
of additional development. However, regional growth outside the City limits and
inherent population expansion within the City could result in an un-met housing
demand, particularly for low to moderate income households. Given the current
lack of low to moderate income housing units in the City, this alternative would
exacerbate the situation because the demand for new housing would not be met and
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7.0 ALTERNATIVES

the costs of the existing housing stock would rise. Thus, this alternative would
result in greater housing impacts than the proposed project.

Solid Waste Management

Under this alternative, the prohibition of additional development would
dramatically slow the City’s potential solid waste generation rate. Although the
City’s inherent population expansion would increase potential solid waste disposal
somewhat, this increase should be offset by successful implementation of the State-
mandated Source Reduction and Recycling Element, thereby extending the life of
local landfills. Therefore, this alternative should result in lesser solid waste impacts
than the proposed Framework Plan. '

Wastewater

Similar to the solid waste issue, the constraint on the City’s population growth
created by the moratorium on development would result in a much slower rate of
increase in wastewater generation. Consequently, the infrastructure improvements
needed to serve the growth proposed under the Framework Plan would generally
not be necessary under this alternative. However, it should be pointed out that any
current wastewater infrastructure deficiencies may persist under this alternative
because of the revenue for capital improvements that is normally generated by new
development (i.e. sewer connection fees) would not be available. Overall, this
alternative is considered to generate lesser wastewater impacts than the proposed
plan.

Water Resources

Under this alternative, the City’s water demand would increase much slower
because the City’s population growth would be dramatically reduced and additional
commercial and industrial activities would only occur in currently vacant
structures. Therefore, this alternative would result in less severe impacts to City’s
water resources than the proposed Framework Plan. "

Utilities

For reasons similar to those discussed above, the City’s increasing demand for
electric power and natural gas would slow dramatically. Consequently, the
development of additional sources of power and natural gas for future use by the
City would not be necessary as long as the moratorium was in effect. Therefore, this
alternative would result in lesser utility impacts than the proposed Framework
Plan. '

Flood Control and Drainage

Under this alternative, the amount of impervious surfaces within the City limits
would basically remain at today’s levels because no substantial, additional
development would be allowed. Consequently, a significant increase in storm flows
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7.0 ALTERNATIVES

generated within the City would not occur under this alternative. However, it
should be noted that increased development in areas surrounding the City could
affect flood conditions within City limits. Offsetting this indirect impact would be
the fact that this alternative would not directly expose additional populations to
existing flood areas as may occur with the creation of Targeted Growth Areas under
the Framework Plan. The No Growth Alternative, therefore, should result in less
flood control impacts overall than those generated by the proposed Framework
Plan.

Transportation

Under this alternative, the moratorium on development would mean that traffic
increases associated with new development would not occur. However, traffic -
volumes on roadways and freeways within the City limits would continue to
increase because of infill activity of existing development and growth in the
surrounding region. Consequently, current adverse traffic conditions would
continue to decline further, though at perhaps a slower pace. Furthermore, the land
use pattern improvements associated with the Framework Plan would not occur
under this alternative. Therefore, the long trip lengths and excessive number of
trips generated by City’s current pattern of land use would continue, and transit
options would continue to be underutilized. Thus, the No Growth Alternative
would generate greater traffic impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.

Fire /EMS

With a moratorium on development under this alternative, the need for new and
or expanded fire stations throughout the City would be greatly reduced. Therefore,
the impacts to fire protection/EMS are expected to be less under the No Growth
Alternative than under the proposed Framework Plan.

Police Services

Under this alternative, the population generation growth rate of the City would be
slowed dramatically. As a result, the need for additional sworn potlice officers would
be greatly reduced. Therefore, impacts to police services are expected to be less under
the No Growth Alternative than under the proposed Framework Plan.

Education

The City’s limited population growth expected under this alternative would result
in a slower increase in the student population, reducing the long term demand for
additional schools. The No Growth Alternative is expected to generate lesser
impacts to public schools than the proposed Framework Plan.

Libraries

Because of the limitation on population growth generated by a development
moratorium, the demands for additional library services in the future would be
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7.0 ALTERNATIVES

decreased as compared to those of the proposed Framework Plan. Consequently, the
No Growth Alternative would generate lesser impacts to library services than the
proposed Framework Plan.

Recreation and Open Space

Because of the limitation on population growth generated by a development
moratorium, the demands for additional parkland and park services would be
much less than that expected under the proposed Framework Plan. Therefore, the
No Growth Alternative is expected to generate lesser impacts to recreation and open
space than the proposed Framework Plan. However, it should be noted that areas of
the City which are currently underserved in terms of recreational space could expect
littte improvement because there would be no development-generated revenue to
support such improvements.

Cultural Resources

Under this alternative, the likelihood of disturbance or loss of significant cultural or
paleontological resources during development construction would be virtually
eliminated because of the moratorium on development. Therefore, the No Growth
Alternative would result in fewer impacts to cultural resources than under the
proposed Framework Plan.

Public Health

With the population growth rate limited through implementation of a
development moratorium, the need for additional hospital beds under this
alternative would be negligible compared to the Framework Plan. Therefore, the
No Growth Alternative would result in lesser impacts to public health than under
the proposed Framework Plan.

Geologic /Seismic Conditions

The development moratorium proposed under this alternative would severely
limit the number of additional people who would reside or work in the City and
thus be exposed to the various geologic and seismic hazards contained within the
City. Consequently, the No Growth Alternative is much better than the proposed
Framework Plan in limiting the exposure of populations to geologic and seismic
conditions.

Biological Resources

Under this alternative, there would be very little additional loss of natural habitat
from development, other than what is already permitted. Consequently, the
impacts to biological resources from the No Growth Alternative would be less than
those generated under the proposed Framework Plan.
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Air Quality

The development moratorium proposed under this alternative would effectively
place a cap on the current emissions inventory attributable to the City. However,
because regional growth outside the City limits would continue, the challenge of
improving current air quality conditions in the City could remain problematic. This
would be exacerbated by the fact that the current land use patterns within the City
would remain and associated traffic congestion would continue. Therefore, the No
Growth Alternative would likely result in similar air quality impacts as those of the
General Plan Framework.

Noise

Under a development moratorium, ambient noise levels would increase more
slowly over time because new traffic noise generated by new development would
not occur. Consequently, the No Growth Alternative would result in lesser direct
noise impacts than the proposed Framework Plan. It should be noted that a portion
of the inevitable ambient noise level increase under this alternative would be
attributable to regional growth (and regional traffic increases) in areas outside of the
City limits. ‘

Risk of Upset

Under this alternative, the potential for additional development in the City which
involves dangerous activities or utilizes hazardous materials would be virtually
eliminated. Furthermore, this alternative would limit the exposure of additional
persons to existing hazardous conditions by prohibiting additional residential
development. Therefore, the No Growth Alternative would result in less of a risk
of upset impact than the proposed Framework Plan.

Summary

Under the No Growth Alternative, there would be no increase in the demands for
public services and infrastructure, insomuch as the City is concerned. However, a
combination of regional growth outside of the City which would cause impacts in
the City limits, and the anticipated lack of revenue available to correct existing
adverse situations suggests that, overall, this alternative may not meet the City's
planning objectives.

7.2.2 “No Project” (Buildout of the Community Plans) Alternative
Land Use

Under the “No Project” Alternative, the currently adopted land use designations
which provide growth in inappropriate areas, or permit more growth than is
supportable, would continue to be implemented. Consequently, efforts to manage
traffic congestion, air quality and noise would be stymied and current adverse
conditions could further deteriorate, resulting in further non-compliance with
SCAG and SCAQMD management plans. Consequently, the “No Project”
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alternative would generate greater land use impacts than the proposed Framework
Plan.

Urban Form

Under this- alternative, the urban form policies developed for the Framework Plan
would not be implemented. As a result, buildout under this alternative would
cause further fragmentation of existing neighborhoods, less differentiation between
distinctive areas of the City and create low-quality developments. Therefore, the
“No Project” Alternative would generate greater urban form impacts than the
proposed Framework Plan.

Housing and Population

Under the alternative, the City’s buildout population would be greater than the
proposed Framework Plan. In terms of affordable housing, this alternative would
result in a greater percentage of new rental units being of affordable very low, low
and moderate income groups than under the Framework Plan. The percentage of
new units for purchase to these groups would be similar to that of the Framework
Plan.

Solid Waste Management

Under this alternative, solid waste generation at buildout would be substantially
greater than at buildout of the proposed Framework Plan because the development
and population potential of this alternative is greater than the proposed Framework
Plan. This would translate into a shorter remaining lifespan of the landfills
currently in operation, and may also require additional landfills beyond those
currently planned for. Therefore the “No Project” Alternative would generate
greater solid waste impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.

Wastewater

Under this alternative, wastewater generation would be substantially higher at
buildout than under the proposed Framework Plan because of this alternative’s
greater development potential. As a result, expansion of the necessary collection
lines and treatment plants would have to be on a greater scale than under the
proposed Framework Plan. Therefore, the “No Project’ Alternative would generate
greater wastewater impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.

Water Resources

For reasons similar to those described above, the additional water demand generated
at buildout of this alternative would be greater than the demand generated at
buildout of the Framework General Plan. Furthermore, this alternative would not
contain any growth management policies which would allow for better tracking of
water delivery improvements with future development. Therefore, the water
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impacts of the “No Project” Alternative are considered to be greater than those of
the proposed Framework Plan.

Lltilities

Electric power and natural gas demand generated at buildout of the City under this
alternative would be greater than under the proposed Framework General Plan. As
a result, additional sources of power and natural gas may be necessary in the future
to meet this demand. Therefore, the “No Project” Alternative is considered to
generated greater utility impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.

Fl ntrol and Drainage

Under this alternative, the greater development potential may mean that there
would be incrementally greater areas of impervious surface, resulting in an increase
in the volume of storm flows. More importantly, the development that would
occur under this alternative may ultimately expose a larger population to existing
flooding hazards than would be expected under the proposed Framework FPlan,
because the proposed mechanisms associated with the Framework which would
allow ensure that development was adequately supported by infrastructure
improvements would not be put in place. Therefore, the “No Project” Alternative
is considered to generate greater flood control and drainage impacts than the
proposed Framework Plan.

Transpoftation

Because of this alternative’s greater development potential, the traffic impacts of
this alternative would be greater than the proposed Framework. This impact would
be exacerbated by the fact that the transportation policies contained within the
proposed Framework which allow for a coordinated improvement of land use
pattern, transportation corridors and transit service would not be implemented.
Consequently, compliance with SCAG and SCAQMD management plans would not
be achieved. As such, the “No Project” Alternative is considered to generate greater
transportation impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.

Fire/EMS

Because of the greater potential for land use intensification throughout the City
under this alternative, the need for additional or expanded fire stations would be
greater than under the proposed Framework Plan.

Police Services

The greater buildout population that would be generated by this alternative would
mean that a greater number of additional sworn police officers would be necessary
than under buildout of the proposed Framework Plan. Therefore, the “No Project”
Alternative would generate greater impacts on the City’s police services than the
proposed Framework Plan.
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Education

Because this alternative would allow for a larger increase in the housing stock than
the proposed Framework Plan, it can be expected that the potential student
population of the City would be greater at buildout than under the proposed
Framework Plan. Given the current capacity problems of the Los Angeles Unified
School District, implementation of the “No Project” alternative would generate
greater impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.

Libraries

Because the population growth associated with this alternative would be greater
than under the proposed Framework Plan, the demands on library services would
be greater as well. Therefore, the “No Project” alternative would generate greater
library impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.

Recreation and Qpen Space

Because the population growth associated with this alternative would be greater
than under the proposed Framework Plan, the need for additional park land would
also be greater. This alternative also would not implement the proposed policies
which could limit encroachment into open space areas and enhance open space
linkages. Therefore, the recreation and open space impacts of the “No Project
Alternative are considered to be greater than under the proposed Framework Plan.

Cultural Resources

The development potential of this alternative would be greater than the proposed
Framework Plan. Consequently, there could be greater potential for disturbance of
both known and unknown cultural and paleontological resources. Therefore the -
cultural resource impacts of the “No Project” Alternative are considered to be
greater than under the proposed Framework Plan.

Public Health

Under this alternative, the City’s population could grow 44 percent larger than
under the proposed Framework Plan. Consequently, from a worst case perspective,
the need for additional hospital beds would be proportionately greater under this
alternative than under the General Plan Framework. Therefore, impacts to public
health services are expected to be greater under the “No Project” Alternative than
under the proposed Framework Plan.

Geologic /Seismic Conditions

Because the ultimate population size of the City would be greater under this
alternative than under the Framework Plan, this alternative would expose a greater
number of people to the geologic and seismic hazards of the City. Therefore, the
“No Project” Alternative is considered to generate greater geologic and seismic
impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.
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Biological Resources

The increased development potential associated with this alternative, combined
with a lack of open space protection policies, would result in greater impacts to the

remaining biological resources of the City than under the proposed Framework

Plan.

Air Quality

This alternative would allow for the greatest development potential of all the
alternatives and, consequently, the largest increases in air emissions would be
expected as well. Therefore, this impact would be exacerbated by the fact that land
use regulations would not sufficiently encourage pedestrian activity or use of the
City’s expanding transit system. Therefore, the air quality impacts of the “No
Project” Alternative are considered to be much greater than those of the proposed
Framework Plan.

Noise

Because of the traffic associated with the increased development potential of this
alternative, ambient noise levels at Citywide buildout are expected to be much
worse than at buildout of the proposed Framework Plan. Therefore, the “No
Project” Alternative is expected to generate greater noise impacts than the proposed
Framework Plan.

Risk of Upset

The additional development potential under this alternative means that there
would likely be more commercial and industrial developments which involve
hazardous materials or activities than under the proposed Framework Plan,
Furthermore, this alternative has a greater potential of exposing additional people
to existing hazards because the overall population of the City would be greater
under this alternative. Therefore, the “No Project” Alternative is expected to
generate greater risk of upset impacts than under the proposed Framework Plan.

ﬁummary

Because of the substantial additional development potential of this alternative, it
can be considered to generate greater impacts on the environment than the
proposed Framework Plan. The impacts would be both direct (i.e. increased
demands on public services and infrastructure, increased population exposure to
geologic and other hazards) and indirect (i.e. the lack of growth management and
urban form policies would allow further fragmentation of existing neighborhoods
and further non-compliance with SCAG and SCAQMD management plans). This
alternative would also generate greater impacts to Open Space and Biological
Resources because there would be no additional policy limits than what exist today
through City zoning ordinances on encroachment into these areas.

o
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7.2.3 Alternative Al
Land Use

Under Alternative A1, the land use patterns (i.e. Targeted Growth Areas) associated
with the proposed Framework Plan would occur in more locations because this
alternative assumes greater implementation of MTA’s Thirty Year Plan.
Consequently, the beneficial land use impacts associated with placement of
intensified, mixed use, pedestrian-oriented development around transit stations
would greater under this alternative than under the proposed Framework Plan.

Urban Form

Under this alternative, the urban form benefits (i.e. quality development with
differentiation between distinct areas of the City) associated with the proposed
Framework Plan would be possible in more areas. Consequently, the beneficial
urban form impacts of this alternative would be greater than the proposed
Framework Plan. However, any incompatibilities of scale, and the overall change in
character that will likely occur at transit stations would be of greater concern under
this alternative than under the proposed Framework Plan.

A
Housing and Population

Under the alternative, the City’s buildout population would be greater than the
proposed Framework Plan. In terms of affordable housing, this alternative would
result in a greater percentage of new rental units being of affordable very low, low
and moderate income groups than under the Framework Plan. The percentage of
new units for purchase to these groups would be similar to that of the Framework
Plan.

Solid Waste Management

Under this alternative, solid waste generation at buildout would be substantially
greater than at buildout of the proposed Framework Plan because the development
and population potential of this alternative is greater than the proposed Framework
Plan. This would translate into a shorter remaining lifespan of the landfills
currently in operation, and may also require additional landfills beyond those
currently planned for. Therefore, Alternative Al would generate greater solid waste
impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.

Wastewater

Under this alternative, wastewater generation would be substantially higher at
buildout than under the proposed Framework Plan because of this alternative’s
greater development potential. As a result, expansion of the necessary collection
lines and treatment plants would have to be on a greater scale than under the
proposed Framework Plan. Therefore, the Alternative Al would generate greater
wastewater impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.
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Water Resources

For reasons similar to those described above, the additional water demand generated
at buildout of this alternative would be greater than the demand generated at
buildout of the Framework General Plan. Furthermore, this alternative would not
contain any growth management policies which would allow for better tracking of
water delivery improvements with future development. Therefore, the water
impacts of the Alternative Al are considered to be greater than those of the
proposed Framework Plan.

Utilities

Electric power and natural gas demand generated at buildout of the City under this
alternative would be greater than under the proposed Framework General Plan. As
a result, additional sources of power and natural gas may be necessary in the future
to meet this demand. Therefore, the Alternative Al is considered to generate
greater utility impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.

Flood Control and Drainage

Under this alternative, the greater development potential may mean that there
would be incrementally greater areas of impervious surface, resulting in an increase
in the volume of storm flows. More importantly, the development that would
occur under this alternative may ultimately expose a larger population to existing
flooding hazards than would be expected under the proposed Framework Plan,
because the proposed mechanisms associated with the Framework which would
allow ensure that development was adequately supported by infrastructure
improvements would not be put in place. Therefore, the Alternative Al is
considered to generate greater flood control and drainage impacts than the proposed
Framework Plan.

Transportation

Because of this alternative’s greater development potential, the potential traffic
impacts of this alternative would be greater than the proposed Framework. This
impact would be offset somewhat by the fact that the transportation/land use
policies contained within the proposed Framework would occur under this
alternative, resulting in appropriate development levels and patterns around an
enhanced set of transit system stations. Consequently, some of the potential
additional vehicular traffic associated with this alternative would be offset by an
increase in transit use and pedestrian activity in the Targeted Growth Areas.
Regardless, Alternative Al is considered to generate somewhat greater
transportation impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.
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Fire /EMS

Because of the greater potential for land use intensification throughout the City
under Alternative A1, the need for additional or expanded fire stations would be
greater than under the proposed Framework Plan.

Police Services

The greater buildout population that would be generated by this alternative would
mean that a greater number of additional sworn police officers would be necessary
than under buildout of the proposed Framework Plan. Therefore, Alternative Al
would generate greater impacts on the City’s police services than the proposed
Framework Plan. '

Education

Because this alternative would allow for a larger increase in the housing stock than
the proposed Framework Plan, it can be expected that the potential student
population of the City would be greater at buildout than under the proposed
Framework Plan. Given the current capacity problems of the Los Angeles Unified
School District, implementation of the Alternative Al would generate greater
impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.

Libraries

Because the population growth associated with this alternative would be greater
than under the proposed Framework Plan, the demands on library services would
be greater as well. Therefore, the Alternative Al would generate greater library
impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.

Recreation and Open Space

Because the population growth associated with this alternative would be greater.
than under the proposed Framework Plan, the need for additional park land would
also be greater. However, the proposed policies of the Framework Plan which limit
encroachment into open space areas and enhance open space linkages would also be
part of this alternative. Therefore, the recreation and open space impacts of
Alternative A1 are considered to be only somewhat greater than under the proposed
Framework Plan.

Cultural Resources

The development potential of this alternative would be greater than the proposed
Framework Plan. Consequently, there could be greater potential for disturbance of
both known and unknown cultural and paleontological resources. Therefore, the
cultural resource impacts of Alternative Al are considered to be greater than under
the proposed Framework Plan.
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Public Health

Under this alternative, the City’s population could grow 39 percent larger than
under the proposed Framework Plan. Consequently, from a worst case perspective,
the need for additional hospital beds would be proportionately greater under this
alternative than under the General Plan Framework. Therefore, impacts to public
health services are expected to be greater under Alternative Al than under the
proposed Framework Plan.

Geologic /Seismic Conditions
Because the ultimate population size of the City would be greater under this
alternative than under the Framework Plan, this alternative would expose a greater
number of people to the geologic and seismic hazards of the City. Therefore,
Alternative A1 is considered to generate greater geologic and seismic impacts than
the proposed Framework Plan.

Biological Resources

Although this alternative has greater development potential than the proposed
Framework Plan, the placement of the additional targeted growth areas around
additional transit stations would not result in a direct increase in impacts to the
City’s natural habitats. Therefore, Alternative A1’s biological impacts are considered
to similar to those of the Framework Plan.

Air Quality

Because of the greater development potential of Alternative Al, the emission levels
of this alternative would be greater at buildout than under the proposed Framework
Plan. However, by providing appropriate densities at all the proposed MTA transit
stations, this alternative has a better chance of increasing transit use, thereby
decreasing emissions. Therefore, Alternative Al would result in only slightly
greater air quality impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.

Noise

Because of the traffic associated with the increased development potential of this
alternative, ambient noise levels at Citywide buildout are expected to be worse than
at buildout of the proposed Framework Plan. Therefore, Alternative Al is expected
to generate greater noise impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.

Risk of Upset

The additional development potential under this alternative means that there
would likely be more commercial and industrial developments which involve
hazardous materials or activities than under the proposed Framework Plan.
Furthermore, this alternative has a greater potential of exposing additional people
to existing hazards because the overall population of the City would be greater
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under this alternative. Therefore, Alternative Al is expected to generate greater risk
of upset impacts than under the proposed Framework Plan.

Summary

Because Alternative Al served as the basis for development of the Framework Plan,
the distribution of its buildout is very similar to that of the Framework Plan.
However, based upon the fact that this alternative provides for greater development
potential, the environmental impacts of this alternative can be considered to be
greater than under the Framework Plan.

7.2.4 2010 Market Alternative

Land Use

Under the 2010 Market Alternative, the land use patterns would follow what
currently is proposed in the City’s 35 community plans. However, under a market-
driven scenario, concentrations of development would be more random, and would
likely be of lower quality and less pedestrian-oriented than development permitted
under the .proposed Framework Plan. As such, the City would not likely be able
comply with SCAG and SCAQMD management plans which call for better land use
arrangements to reduce vehicular traffic. Therefore, the 2010 Market Alternative
would generate greater land use impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.

Urban Form

This alternative would not place an emphasis on pedestrian districts nor would it
encourage quality developments, nor would it adequately differentiate between
distinct areas of the City, as would the proposed Framework Plan. Therefore, the
urban form impacts of the 2010 Market Alternative would be greater than those of
the proposed Framework Plan.

Housing and Population

Under this alternative, the City’s buildout population would be similar to that
expected under the Framework Plan. In terms of affordable housing, the
percentages of both rental units and new units for purchase which are affordable
new to very low and moderate income groups would be similar to that expected
under the Framework Plan.

Solid Waste Management

Because the overall increase in Citywide development would not be as great as
under the proposed Framework Plan, the solid waste generation rate at buildout
would be lower than under the Framework Plan. This, in turn, means that the life
of the City’s landfills would be extended beyond what it anticipated under the
Framework Plan. Therefore, the 2010 Market Alternative would generate lesser
solid waste impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.
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Wastewater

For similar reasons as stated above, the need for improvements to wastewater
collection and treatment systems would not be as great as under the proposed
Framework Plan. Therefore, the 2010 Market Alternative would generate lesser
wastewater impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.

Water Resources

For similar reasons as stated above, City’s water demand at buildout will likely be
less than under the proposed Framework Plan. In addition, water delivery systems
may not require the improvements that may be necessary under the proposed
Framework Plan. Therefore, the 2010 Market Alternative would generate lesser
impacts to the City’s water resources than the proposed Framework Plan.

Utilities

The reduced development potential anticipated under this alternative would
translate into a reduced demand upon electric power and natural gas. This, in turn,
would slow down the need to exploit new energy sources. Therefore, the 2010
Market Alternative would generate less impacts on utilities than the proposed
Framework Plan.

Flood Control and Drainage

Under this alternative, the increase in the amount of impervious surfaces would be
slightly less than could be expected under the proposed Framework Plan because
there would be somewhat less infill development under this alternative. However,
this effect would likely be offset by the fact that future land use patterns would not
be as regulated as under the proposed Framework Plan, and therefore, there may be
more conversion of permeable surfaces (i.e. open space areas) to impermeable ones.
Therefore, the overall flood control and drainage impact of the 2010 Market
Alternative is considered to be similar to that of the proposed Framework Plan.

Transportation

Under this alternative, the additional traffic volumes generated by new
development would not be as great as could potentially occur under the proposed
Framework Plan. However, this alternative would not include the land use
patterns and policies which encourage shorter trip lengths, use of alternative modes
of transportation and pedestrian activity. In short, this alternative may not be able
to meet the objectives of the SCAG and SCAQMD congestion management plans.
Therefore, the transportation impacts of the 2010 Market Alternative are considered
to be greater than those of the proposed Framework Plan.
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Fire /EMS

Because this alternative would result in less additional development than the
proposed Framework Plan, the need for additional or expanded fire stations is
considered to be less than the proposed Framework Plan as well.

Police Services

Because the resident population of the City under this alternative would be roughly
the same as under the proposed Framework Plan, it is expected that the demand for
additional sworn police officers would be similar. Therefore, the 2010 Market
Alternative’s impacts on police services are considered to be similar to those of the
proposed Framework Plan.

Education

Under this alternative, there would be fewer additional single family units and
more multi-family units than the proposed Framework Plan. In terms of the City’s
future student population, it is expected that this housing stock will generate
roughly the same number of students as under the proposed Framework Plan.
Given the current school capacity problems within the Los Angeles Unified School
District, the impact of the 2010 Market Alternative is considered to be similar to that
of the proposed Framework Plan.

Libraries

Because this alternative would result a similar increase in the City’s residential
population as the proposed Framework Plan, the demands on local library generated
by this alternative is likely to be similar to those of the proposed Framework Plan.

Recreation and Open Space

For reasons identified above, this alternative’s demand for additional parkland
would be similar to that of the proposed Framework Plan. However, open impacts
may be greater under the 2010 Market Alternative because the policies which limit
encroachment upon, and enhance linkages between, open spaces would not be
implemented. -

Cultural Resources

Because this alternative would result in less new development than the proposed
Framework Plan, the 2010 Market Alternative is expected to generate fewer impacts
to known and unknown, cultural and paleontological resources.

Public Health

Given that this alternative would result in a population increase similar to that of
the proposed Framework Plan, it is expected that the need for additional hospital

LOS ANGELES CITYWIDE GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK EIR
7-27




7.0 ALTERNATIVES

beds would also be similar. Therefore, the 2010 Market Alternative is expected to
generate the same public health impacts as the proposed Framework Plan.

Geologic /Seismic Conditions

This alternative would expose a similar number of additional persons to the City’s
geologic and seismic hazards as the proposed Framework Plan. Therefore, the 2010
Market Alternative is expected to generate generally the same geologic and seismic
impacts as the proposed Framework Plan.

Biological Resources

Although this alternative would result in less development potential than the
proposed Framework Plan, the land use policies which would limit further major
encroachment into natural habitat areas would not be implemented. Therefore, the
overall impact of the 2010 Market Alternative is considered to be greater than the
proposed Framework Plan.

Air li

This alternative would generate slightly higher emission levels than the proposed
Framework Plan because this alternative does not address the need for more
efficient land use patterns that encourage pedestrian activity and the use of
alternative transportation modes. Therefore, the 2010 Market Alternative is
expected to generate greater air quality impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.

Noise

This alternative would likely generate similar overall noise impacts to those of the
proposed Framework Plan. Even though there would be less development under
this alternative, the lack of transit and pedestrian-oriented land use patterns would
mean that vehicular traffic noise would continue to increase relatively unabated.

Risk of Upset

Under this alternative, the amount of additional industrial development would be
similar to that allowed under the proposed Framework Plan. Consequently, the
increase in risk of upset often associated with industrial and manufacturing facilities
would be roughly the same as the proposed Framework Plan. Furthermore, the
similar population increase suggests that the exposure of additional persons to
existing hazardous conditions would be about the same.

Summary

Although the 2010 Market Alternative results in more multi-family dwelling units
than the Framework Plan, it permits fewer single family dwelling units, fewer
square feet of office and retail space and, most importantly, fewer jobs. This
alternative may cause fewer impacts overall with respect to long-range
environmental impacts; however, it does not offer the solutions for traffic
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congestion management, air quality improvement and infrastructure management
as does the proposed Framework Plan.

7.2.5 Theoretical Buildout Alternative

Land Use

Under the Theoretical Buildout Alternative, the land use map proposed under the
Framework Plan would be implemented. However, the growth management
policies which regulate development to the provision of adequate infrastructure
would not be included. As such, this alternative would result in similar land use
compatibility impacts as the proposed Framework Plan but greater impacts in terms
of the relationship between development of Targeted Growth Areas and provision
of adequate infrastructure. Therefore, the Theoretical Buildout Alternative is
considered to generate greater land use impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.

Urban Form

The beneficial impacts to urban form (i.e. quality development, creation of
distinctive areas and pedestrian districts) that are attributable to the Framework Plan
would also be associated with this alternative. Therefore, the Theoretical Buildout
Alternative would generate similar urban form impacts to those of the proposed
Framework Plan.

Housing and Population

Under the alternative, the City’s buildout population would be greater than the
proposed Framework Plan. In terms of affordable housing, this alternative would
result in a greater percentage of new rental units being of affordable very low, low
and moderate income groups than under the Framework Plan. The percentage of
new units for purchase to these groups would be similar to that of the Framework
Plan.

Solid Waste Management

Under this alternative, solid waste generation at buildout would be substantially
greater than at buildout of the proposed Framework Plan because the development
and population potential of this alternative is greater than the proposed Framework
Plan. This would translate into a shorter remaining lifespan of the landfills
currently in operation, and may also require additional landfills beyond those
currently planned for. Therefore, the Theoretical Buildout Alternative would
generate greater solid waste impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.

Wastewater

Under this alternative, wastewater generation would be substantially higher at
buildout than under the proposed Framework Plan because of this alternative’s
greater development potential. As a result, expansion of the necessary collection
lines and treatment plants would have to be on a greater scale than under the
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proposed Framework Plan. Therefore, the Theoretical Buildout Alternative would
generate greater wastewater impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.

Water Resources

For reasons similar to those described above, the additional water demand generated
at buildout of this alternative would be greater than the demand generated at
buildout of the Framework General Plan. Furthermore, this alternative would not
contain any growth management policies which would allow for better tracking of
water delivery improvements with future development. Therefore, the water
impacts of the Theoretical Buildout Alternative are considered to be greater than
those of the proposed Framework Plan.

Utilities

Electric power and natural gas demand generated at buildout of the City under this
alternative would be greater than under the proposed Framework General Plan. As
a result, additional sources of power and natural gas may be necessary in the future
to meet this demand. Therefore, the Theoretical Buildout Alternative is considered
to generate greater utility impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.

Flood Control and Drainage

Under this alternative, the greater development potential may mean that there
would be incrementally greater areas of impervious surface, resulting in an increase

in the volume of storm flows. More importantly, the development that would

occur under this alternative may ultimately expose a larger population to existing
flooding hazards than would be expected under the proposed Framework Plan,
because the proposed mechanisms associated with the Framework which would
allow ensure that development was adequately supported by infrastructure
improvements would not be put in place. Therefore, the Theoretical Buildout
Alternative is considered to generate greater flood control and drainage impacts
than the proposed Framework Plan. "

Transportation

Because of this alternative’s greater development potential, the potential traffic
impacts of this alternative would be greater than the proposed Framework. This
impact may be exacerbated by the fact that there would be no policies which link
development to provision of adequate infrastructure. As a result, development and
associated traffic increases could occur without alternative transportation modes
readily available. Therefore, the Theoretical Buildout Alternative would generate
greater transportation impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.

Fire /EMS

Because of the greater potential for land use intensification throughout the City
under the Theoretical Buildout Alternative, the need for additional or expanded fire

4\

LOS ANGELES CITYWIDE GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK EIR
7-30

e J



7.0 ALTERNATIVES

stations would be greater than under the proposed Framework Plan. Because this
alternative would not contain the Framework policies which would link new
development to the provision of adequate public services, the Fire/EMS impact of
the Theoretical Buildout Alternative would be greater than the proposed
Framework Plan.

Police Services

The greater buildout population that would be generated by this alternative would
mean that a greater number of additional sworn police officers would be necessary
than under buildout of the proposed Framework Plan. Furthermore, this
alternative would not include policies which link development to provision of
adequate public service. Therefore, the Theoretical Buildout Alternative would
generate greater impacts on the City’s police services than the proposed Framework
Plan.

Education

Because this alternative would allow for a larger increase in the housing stock than
the proposed Framework Plan, it can be expected that the potential student
population of the City would be greater at buildout than under the proposed
Framework Plan. Given the current capacity problems of the Los Angeles Unified
School District, implementation of the Theoretical Buildout Alternative would
generate greater impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.

Libraries

Because the population growth associated with this alternative would be greater
than under the proposed Framework Plan, the demands on library services would
be greater as well. Furthermore, this alternative would not include policies which
link new development to the provision of public services. Therefore, the
Theoretical Buildout Alternative would generate greater library impacts than the
-proposed Framework Plan. -

Recreation and Open Space

Because the population growth associated with this alternative would be greater
than under the proposed Framework Plan, the need for additional park land would
also be greater. However, this alternative would implement the proposed policies
of the Framework Plan which would limit encroachment into open space areas and
enhance open space linkages. Therefore, the recreation and open space impacts of
the Theoretical Buildout Alternative are considered to be only somewhat greater
than under the proposed Framework Plan.

Cultural Resources

The development potential of this alternative would be greater than the proposed
Framework Plan. Consequently, there could be greater potential for disturbance of
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both known and unknown cultural and paleontological resources. Therefore, the
cultural resource impacts of the Theoretical Buildout Alternative are considered to
be greater than under the proposed Framework Plan.

Public Health

Under this alternative, the City’s population could grow 67 percent larger than
under the proposed Framework Plan. Consequently, from a worst case perspective,
the need for additional hospital beds would be proportionately greater under this
alternative than under the General Plan Framework. Therefore, impacts to public
health services are expected to be greater under the Theoretical Buildout Alternative
than under the proposed Framework Plan.

Geologic ismic Conditions

Because the ultimate population size of the City would be greater under this
alternative than under the Framework Plan, this alternative would expose a greater
number of people to the geologic and seismic hazards of the City. Therefore, the
Theoretical Buildout Alternative is considered to generate greater geologlc and
seismic impacts than the proposed Framework Plan.

Biological Resources

Although this alternative has greater development potential than the proposed
Framework Plan, there would be no change in the location of the targeted growth
areas, thereby limiting direct impacts to those described for the proposed Framework
Plan. Therefore, the Theoretical Buildout’s biological impacts are considered to
similar to those of the Framework Plan.

Air Quality

The air emission levels associated with implementation of this alternative would be
substantially greater than the proposed Framework Plan because of the increased
development. However, this increase is offset somewhat by the fact that the
creation of Targeted Growth Areas around transit stations would still occur, and
thus increased pedestrian activity and use of alternative transportation modes
would help to reduce emissions.

Noise

Because of the traffic associated with the increased development potential of this
alternative, ambient noise levels at Citywide buildout are expected to be worse than
at buildout of the proposed Framework Plan. Therefore, the Theoretical Buildout
Alternative is expected to generate greater noise impacts than the proposed
Framework Plan.
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Risk of Upset

The additional development potential under this alternative means that there
would likely be more commercial and industrial developments which involve
hazardous materials or activities than under the proposed Framework Plan.
Furthermore, this alternative has a greater potential of exposing additional people
to existing hazards because the overall population of the City would be greater
under this alternative. Therefore, the Theoretical Buildout Alternative is expected
to generate greater risk of upset impacts than under the proposed Framework Plan.

Summar Y

The Theoretical Buildout Alternative can be considered to generate greater impacts
on the environment than the proposed Framework Plan. The impacts would be
both direct (i.e. increased demands on public services and infrastructure, increased
population exposure to geologic and other hazards) and indirect {i.e. the lack of
infrastructure-based development policies).

7.3 Environmentally Superior Alternative

In addition to the discussion and comparison of the alternative’s impacts to the
proposed project, CEQA requires that an “environmentally superior” alternative be
selected and the reasons for such selection disclosed. In general, the
environmentally superior alternative is the alternative which would be expected to
generate the fewest adverse environmental impacts. According to CEQA
Guidelines, if the “No Project” alternative is considered to be environmentally
superior, then a second-best alternative must be identified.

As Table ALT-2 indicates, Alternative Al, the “No Project” Alternative and the
Theoretical Buildout Alternative result in greater impacts than the proposed
Framework Plan due to their greater development potential. However, the “No
Growth” Alternative and the 2010 Market Alternative would generate fewer
impacts than the proposed Framework Plan and the other alternatives because,
hypothetically, the demand on public services and infrastructure would be much
less under these alternatives.

With regard to the “No Growth” Alternative, realistically it can be expected that
population growth within the City would continue to occur, generating increased
demands which could not be accommodated through the restricted tax revenue
base. If sufficient revenue normally generated by an expanding economy is not
available, the result could be a further decline in services and infrastructure and,
ultimately, a decline in the quality of life. Furthermore, existing adverse
transportation and air quality conditions would have little hope of improvement.
Therefore, it can be argued that the “No Growth” Alternative may not actually be
environmentally superior in the long term.
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With regard to the 2010 Market Alternative, this alternative would generate greater
impacts than the proposed Framework Plan in the most important environmental
issues of concern (land use, urban form, transportation and air quality).
Furthermore, this alternative would not adequately manage new development to
ensure that adequate infrastructure and public services are available. Therefore, this
alternative does not meet the objectives of the proposed project, and thus would not
be selected as environmentally superior.

In conclusion, there are significant disadvantages associated with pursuing the two
alternatives which are obstensively environmentally superior. Secondly, it is
unlikely that an alternative which provides a substantially better balance between
economic expansion, environmental protection and provision of public
services/infrastructure, can be identified at this time. Therefore, the conclusion of
this analysis is that the proposed General Plan Framework is preferable to any other
land use planning option available.
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