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nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be irreversible 1 
since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely. Primary 2 
impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement which provides 3 
access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar uses. Also 4 
irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with the project. 5 
Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current 6 
consumption is justified.” 7 

Development of the proposed Project would result in the irreversible alteration of the built 8 
environment and the irreversible consumption of limited or slowly renewable resources and non-9 
renewable resources from construction and operation. Construction associated with the proposed 10 
Project would involve the consumption of building materials and energy, some of which are 11 
limited or slowly renewable resources and non-renewable resources. Such resources may include 12 
certain types of lumber and other forest products; raw materials such as steel; aggregate materials 13 
used in concrete and asphalt, such as sand and stone; water; petrochemical construction materials, 14 
such as plastic; and petroleum-based construction materials. Building materials utilized for Project 15 
construction would be permanently consumed and considered non-renewable materials. In 16 
addition, fossil fuels would be consumed for construction of the proposed Project; consumption of 17 
fossil fuels and other energy resources would be mitigated/offset by proposed Project features as 18 
described below. The consumption of limited slowly renewable resources and nonrenewable 19 
resources would continue throughout the Project’s operational lifetime as the proposed 155,030 20 
square foot (sf) mixed-use hotel would require resources such as water, petroleum, and natural gas. 21 
However, consumption of these resources would occur with any development in the region and 22 
are not unique to the proposed Project. Additionally, because the Project site does not contain these 23 
resources, the Project would not directly impact or interrupt the production or delivery of such 24 
resources.  25 

Although the Project would necessarily result in the irreversible consumption of such resources, 26 
the proposed Project would contribute to a land use pattern that would promote an overall reduction 27 
in permanent resource consumption, as compared to what the proposed Project’s consumption 28 
would be without planned sustainability features or if it were proposed in a different location. The 29 
Project site is located within the City’s Downtown Core, which has a broad mix of pedestrian-30 
oriented shopping, dining, and entertainment opportunities. Additionally, the Downtown is well-31 
served by bicycle facilities and existing public transit. By virtue of its location within walking 32 
distance several bus stations and other land uses, the proposed Project would be consistent with 33 
the City’s strategy to reduce fossil fuel consumption and associated greenhouse gas (GHG) 34 
emissions.   35 
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Moreover, the proposed Project would include 8,000 sf of photovoltaic solar panels, and a 17,400-1 
gallon cistern system to collect rainwater and serve as a reservoir for proposed greywater recycling, 2 
which would be used for landscape irrigation, water features, mechanical cooling, and toilet 3 
flushing. These features would be part of the design to meet Leadership in Energy and 4 
Environmental Design (LEED) Build Design and Construction Gold Certification (refer to Section 5 
2.4.6, Sustainability Features). The proposed Project would also include a Transportation Demand 6 
Management (TDM) plan, which would implement transit and carpool incentives for Project 7 
employees, reducing employee trips and reducing the Project’s impacts to air quality, GHG, and 8 
employee traffic. In addition, the Project would encourage visitors to commute via alternative or 9 
multi-modal transportation by providing hybrid and/or electric car parking, a bicycle valet, and a 10 
bicycle share program. Therefore, the irreversible environmental effects of construction and future 11 
operation of the proposed mixed-use hotel would be reduced as compared with conventional 12 
developments. Although construction of the proposed Project would result in permanent 13 
consumption of non-renewable building materials, utilization of other limited or slowly renewable 14 
resources and non-renewable resources for Project construction and future operation would be 15 
mitigated/offset by proposed Project features. Therefore, the Project’s irreversible changes to the 16 
environment would be less than significant.  17 

4.3 GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS 18 

CEQA Section 15126.2 (d) requires a discussion of the proposed Project’s potential to foster 19 
economic or population growth, including ways in which a project could remove an obstacle to 20 
growth, and potential significant irreversible changes. Growth does not necessarily create 21 
significant physical changes to the environment. However, depending upon the type, magnitude, 22 
and location of growth, it can result in significant adverse environmental effects. A project may be 23 
growth inducing if it directly or indirectly fosters economic or population growth or the 24 
construction of additional housing, removes obstacles to population growth, taxes community 25 
service facilities to the extent that the construction of new facilities would be necessary, or 26 
encourages or facilitates other activities that cause significant environmental effects. In general, a 27 
project may foster physical, economic, or population growth in a geographic area if it meets any 28 
one of the criteria identified below: 29 

• The project results in the urbanization of land in a remote location (leapfrog development); 30 

• The project removes an impediment to growth (e.g., the establishment of an essential public 31 
service, or the provision of new access to an area);  32 

• The project establishes a precedent-setting action (e.g., a change in zoning or general plan 33 
amendment approval); and/or 34 
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• Economic expansion or growth occurs in an area in response to the project (e.g., changes 1 
in revenue base, employment expansion, etc.). 2 

If a project meets any one of these criteria, it may be considered growth inducing. Generally, 3 
growth inducing projects are either located in isolated, undeveloped, or underdeveloped areas, 4 
necessitating the extension of major infrastructure, such as sewer and water facilities or roadways, 5 
or encourage premature or unplanned growth. However, in urban areas like Downtown Hermosa 6 
Beach, growth inducing projects typically involve proposed plans or policies alleviating barriers 7 
to growth or increasing opportunities for development.  8 

To comply with CEQA, an EIR must discuss the ways in which the proposed project could promote 9 
economic or population growth in the vicinity of the Project area and how that growth would, in 10 
turn, affect the surrounding environment (CEQA Section 15126.2[d]). Under CEQA, this growth 11 
is not to be considered necessarily detrimental, beneficial, or of significant consequence. Induced 12 
growth is considered a significant impact only if it affects (directly or indirectly) the ability of 13 
agencies to provide needed public services, or if it can be demonstrated that the potential growth, 14 
in some other way, significantly affects the environment. 15 

Population and Housing Generation 16 

Potential impacts associated with population, housing, and economic growth anticipated to occur 17 
with implementation of the proposed Project have been fully addressed and analyzed in Section 18 
3.11, Population and Housing, of this EIR. 19 

The proposed Project would remove eight residential studio units provided by the West Bay 20 
Apartments complex in order to support the development of a mixed-used hotel consistent with 21 
the City’s Downtown Core Revitalization Strategy. The proposed Project would not develop any 22 
new multi-family or single-family residential units, nor would the Project generate a substantial 23 
number of new jobs or provide infrastructure that would encourage permanent population growth. 24 
Therefore, while hotel guests would occupy the site on a nightly basis, the proposed Project would 25 
not result in a corresponding residential population increase in Downtown Hermosa Beach. 26 

The proposed Project would generate short-term employment opportunities during construction, 27 
which would draw up to 120 workers from the existing regional work force (refer to Section 2.5.6, 28 
Construction Staffing and Parking). Additionally, the proposed hotel and tenant operated spaces 29 
would employ an estimated total of 140 employees with approximately 95 employees present at a 30 
given time during peak hours. Based on the type of service jobs that would be provided, it can be 31 
reasonably assumed that the proposed Project would draw the majority of employees from the 32 
existing regional workforce. Therefore, the proposed Project would not be considered growth 33 
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inducing as it would not substantially affect long-term employment opportunities. Additionally, 1 
even if a portion of the 140 new employees were to move to the City, based on existing commuter 2 
data it is estimated that 8.1 percent of the City’s residents both live and work in the City. Therefore, 3 
approximately 11 of the 140 Project employees would live in the City, an insignificant increase in 4 
the overall population (refer to Section 3.11, Population and Housing). The proposed Project’s 5 
potential population increase would represent less than 0.1 percent of the City’s total population 6 
and would not significantly increase the population of the City. Further, the proposed Project 7 
would not have economic or social effects that would result in adverse physical changes or 8 
deterioration of the surrounding area.  9 

4.3.1 Removal of Obstacles to Growth 10 

The proposed Project would be located within a fully urbanized area of the City, which is well-11 
served by existing infrastructure. While the proposed Project would relocate a number of utilities 12 
within and adjacent to the Project site, major improvements to or expansion of water, sewer, and 13 
circulation systems and drainage connection infrastructure would not be needed. Because the 14 
proposed Project constitutes redevelopment within an urbanized area and does not require the 15 
extension of new infrastructure through undeveloped areas, Project implementation would not 16 
remove an obstacle to growth.  17 

4.4 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 18 

CEQA Section 15126.2(b) requires that an EIR describe any significant impacts that cannot be 19 
avoided, even with implementation of feasible mitigation measures. The proposed Project would 20 
result in significant and unavoidable adverse temporary construction-related noise impacts to 21 
sensitive receptors surrounding the Project site, and adverse operational impacts to transportation 22 
and traffic. 23 

4.5 EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 24 

CEQA Section 15128 requires a statement briefly indicating the reasons that various possible 25 
significant effects of a project were determined not to be significant and were therefore not 26 
discussed in detail in the EIR. Through the scoping process, the City determined that the proposed 27 
Project would have no impact on: Agriculture and Forestry Resources, Biological Resources, and 28 
Mineral Resources. The impacts associated with these issue areas would unsubstantial because the 29 
proposed Project would be developed in a highly urbanized area of the City. As the Project site is 30 
already fully developed with buildings and pavements, the proposed Project would not disturb 31 
agricultural or forest areas, biological resources, or mineral resource sites. 32 
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Agriculture and Forestry Resources 1 

The Project site does not contain lands which are classified as Price Farmland, Unique Farmland 2 
or Farmland of statewide Importance. Moreover, the City does not include any lands zoned for 3 
agriculture or forestlands and there are no lands within the City under the Williamson Act 4 
contracts.   5 

Biological Resources 6 

The Project site is currently fully developed with buildings and pavements and contains no native 7 
habitats, sensitive habitats (e.g., wetlands), or significant stands of trees that could provide habitat 8 
for nesting birds. As such, the implementation of the proposed Project would not have any effect 9 
on sensitive biological resources. 10 

Mineral Resources 11 

There are no mineral extraction operations within the Project site or anywhere in the nearby 12 
vicinity. The Project site is not designated as an existing mineral resources extraction area by the 13 
State, and because the Project site is already highly disturbed, the potential for unknown, 14 
recoverable mineral resources to occur on-site is low.  15 
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5.0 ALTERNATIVES 1 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 2 

This section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) evaluates alternatives to the proposed 3 
Strand and Pier Hotel Project (Project) and analyzes the comparative environmental impacts 4 
associated with each alternative. 5 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines state that an “EIR shall describe a 6 
range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project, or to the location of the project, which 7 
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially 8 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the 9 
alternatives” (CEQA Section 15126.6). 10 

The State CEQA Guidelines describe that “the range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed 11 
by a rule of reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a 12 
reasoned choice. The alternatives shall be limited to those that would avoid or substantially lessen 13 
any of the significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR needs to examine in 14 
detail only those that the Lead Agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives 15 
of the project (CEQA Section 15126.6).  16 

Not every conceivable alternative must be addressed, nor do infeasible alternatives need to be 17 
considered (CEQA Section 15126.6[a]). In defining feasibility of alternatives, the State CEQA 18 
Guidelines describe that “among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the 19 
feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, 20 
general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and 21 
whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative 22 
site” (CEQA Section 15126.6).  23 

The alternatives selected for review must adequately represent the spectrum of environmental 24 
concerns to permit a reasonable choice of alternatives. The State CEQA Guidelines also require 25 
the analysis of a No Project Alternative. The document must provide the rationale for selecting or 26 
defining the alternatives evaluated throughout the document, including identifying any alternatives 27 
that were considered by the Lead Agency but rejected as infeasible during the scoping process. 28 
Based on the alternatives analyzed, the environmentally superior alternative is to be identified. 29 

The EIR should include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful 30 
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed Project. The alternatives analyzed in this 31 
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EIR have been prepared at a sufficient level of detail to permit their consideration for adoption by 1 
the City of Hermosa Beach (City). When considered with the information contained in the body 2 
of this EIR, the analysis contained in these alternatives adequately characterizes the potential 3 
associated impacts. However, depending upon the degree of design changes associated with any 4 
given alternative, an additional administrative level of environmental review may be required to 5 
refine mitigation measures and assess detailed changes in the Project Description associated with 6 
the adoption of one of these alternatives.  7 

The alternatives analysis for this EIR is organized as follows: Section 5.2, Project Objectives 8 
below describes the objectives of the proposed Project. Section 5.3, Summary of Potentially 9 
Significant and Unavoidable Impacts summarizes the potentially significant and unavoidable 10 
short- and long-term impacts of the proposed Project from information presented in Section 3.0, 11 
Environmental Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures. Section 5.4, Alternatives Considered 12 
but Discarded identifies alternatives considered but discarded from further evaluation. Section 5.5, 13 
Alternatives Analysis describes those alternatives selected for full evaluation, and discusses 14 
potential impacts under the Project alternatives. Section 5.6, Identification of Environmentally 15 
Superior Alternative concludes with the selection of an environmentally superior alternative, based 16 
on the Project configuration with the fewest significant impacts while still meeting most of the 17 
Project objectives.  18 

5.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 19 

The primary objectives of the proposed Project are discussed in Section 2.3, Project Objectives 20 
and summarized below: 21 

Downtown Core Revitalization Strategy Consistency: Develop a distinctive, high quality 22 
mixed-use hotel that is consistent with and implements the goals of the City’s Downtown 23 
Core Revitalization Strategy (accepted February 2015), including providing high quality 24 
architectural design, pedestrian orientation, California Coastal Act (Coastal Act) 25 
consistency, local hiring, and other community and project benefits.  26 

Enhance Downtown: Contribute to the overall balance and mix of uses in the City’s 27 
Downtown Core that will serve residents as well as business travelers, families, and other 28 
moderate-income visitors. Incorporate ground level public-serving uses that will stimulate 29 
pedestrian activity and that are consistent with and contribute to the Downtown’s existing 30 
variety of shopping, dining, entertainment, and recreational opportunities. 31 

Reduce Traffic Impacts: Reduce potential traffic impacts by taking advantage of an urban 32 
environment with convenient access to multi-modal transit options and convenient 33 
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pedestrian access to a wide variety of shopping, dining, entertainment and recreational 1 
opportunities within convenient walking distance. Ensure that the project incorporates 2 
effective Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures to reduce the number of 3 
vehicle trips that would otherwise be generated.  4 

Parking: Provide sufficient on-site parking to accommodate the peak needs of the project, 5 
while also encouraging use of public transportation, carpools, electric and natural gas 6 
vehicles, bicycles, and walking.  7 

Architectural Design: Ensure high quality architectural design that integrates the cultural, 8 
historical, and social characteristics of the Downtown Core, including the incorporation of 9 
pedestrian-oriented design features along its frontages (The Strand and Pier Plaza) that take 10 
advantage of the views of the Pacific Ocean. 11 

Sustainability: Develop a new and modern energy efficient building that is constructed to the 12 
latest building and energy codes and achieves Leadership in Energy and Environmental 13 
Design (LEED) Build Design and Construction Gold Certification or its equivalent.  14 

Employment, Economic and Fiscal Benefits: Contribute to the economic health of the City 15 
by developing a project that generates significant new local tax revenues, provides new 16 
jobs, and generates new visitor spending to support local businesses, including dining, 17 
shopping and entertainment venues.  18 

Community and Project Benefits: Provide substantial and meaningful community benefits, 19 
including TDM, high quality architectural design, sustainability, encourage use of public 20 
transportation, bicycling and walking, enhanced pedestrian-oriented design features, 21 
access to coastal resources, outdoor seating and public use areas, pedestrian-oriented uses 22 
along Pier Plaza, local hiring, and increase City tax revenues.  23 

Economic Viability: Ensure that the terms and conditions of the project’s approval provide 24 
for an economically-viable project. 25 

5.3 SUMMARY OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE PROJECT IMPACTS 26 

The proposed Project would result in significant and unavoidable construction-related noise, 27 
vibration, and transportation and traffic impacts. Additionally, the proposed Project would result 28 
in significant and unavoidable operational transportation and traffic impacts. Please refer to the 29 
Impact NOI-1 discussion in Section 3.10, Noise and the Impacts TT-1, TT-2, and TT-3 discussions 30 
in Section 3.13 Transportation and Traffic for detailed analyses. 31 
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Noise 1 

All phases of construction associated with the proposed Project would involve the use of heavy 2 
construction equipment (e.g., cranes, bulldozers, excavators, etc.). Construction activities would 3 
produce increased noise levels that would impact surrounding noise-sensitive receptors. Maximum 4 
noise levels could reach as high as 90 A-weighted decibels (dBA) at the exterior of surrounding 5 
commercial uses (e.g., the Beach House Hotel adjacent to the north, with the highest noise levels 6 
being experienced by guests on balconies or otherwise located outside of the hotel). Recreational 7 
uses are mobile and transitory along the City’s expansive waterfront; however, the Project location 8 
in the City’s Downtown Core makes it likely that both City residents and visitors would inevitably 9 
be exposed to brief episodes of high noise levels. In particular, it is likely that users of The Strand, 10 
Pier Plaza, volleyball players using the beach volleyball courts on the north side of Hermosa Pier, 11 
and other beach goers that frequent this area would experience periodic significant and 12 
unavoidable noise impacts during the 24- to 30-month construction period. For example, while 13 
other beach volleyball courts are available further from the Project site, volleyball players using 14 
the beach volleyball courts closest to the Project site could experience noise levels of up to 85 dBA 15 
during each 8-hour construction day.  16 

Demolition and excavation would include the use of heavy haul trucks, and construction of the 17 
mixed-use hotel building would require approximately 18 concrete pours using up to 200 concrete 18 
trucks per pour. Off-site construction noise impacts related to the Applicant’s proposed late 19 
evening concrete pours would potentially disturb surrounding noise sensitive receptors along the 20 
concrete truck route (e.g., residents along the narrow two-lane Gould Avenue). Residents have a 21 
higher sensitivity to disturbances and changes in ambient noise levels during the typical sleeping 22 
hours. Concrete trucks would generate traffic noise on Hermosa Avenue of 64 dBA Leq at 33 feet 23 
from the centerline. Because construction noise would exceed established noise thresholds, and 24 
increased noise would occur over a prolonged period during the construction phase, increased 25 
noise levels during construction would be considered a significant and unavoidable impact to 26 
neighboring uses. 27 

Construction of the proposed Project would also generate groundborne vibration from the use of 28 
heavy machinery and equipment, particularly during the 6-month excavation of the two-level 29 
subterranean basement. Demolition, excavation, and foundation insertion, expected to take place 30 
during the first 14 months of the construction, would be expected to require heavy machinery that 31 
would produce vibration levels of approximately 87 vibration decibels (VdB) at the adjacent Beach 32 
House Hotel resulting in significant and unavoidable impacts. All other sensitive receptors would 33 
be located far enough from construction activities to avoid vibration impacts at the Project site. 34 
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However, vibration caused by heavy haul trucks and concrete trucks traveling along the truck route 1 
would affect off-site sensitive receptors as well. During peak construction activities, with up to 80 2 
trips per day along the inbound and outbound truck routes, vibration levels from heavy haul trucks 3 
could reach as high as 89 VdB at nearby off-site sensitive receptors approximately 20 feet from 4 
the centerline of the truck routes (e.g., along the narrow two-lane Gould Avenue). Consequently, 5 
groundborne vibration levels would exceed the 72 VdB threshold at nearby off-site sensitive 6 
receptors during the proposed daytime construction activities and would result in significant and 7 
unavoidable impacts. Additionally, late night concrete pours, which would require approval from 8 
the City’s Building Official per Hermosa Beach Municipal Code (HBMC) Chapter 8.24.050(B), 9 
would also generate vibration levels in excess of the threshold during sensitive nighttime hours 10 
when people normally sleep. Vibration from nighttime construction would be temporary and 11 
intermittent, and would not exceed levels that would affect fragile buildings; however, because 12 
concrete pouring would occur during sensitive nighttime, vibration impacts associated with this 13 
Project component are considered significant and unavoidable.  14 

Transportation and Traffic 15 

The proposed Project would have temporary, but prolonged, significant and unavoidable 16 
construction-related impacts as well as long-term operational significant and unavoidable impacts 17 
to transportation and traffic. Construction of the proposed Project would require substantial 18 
numbers of heavy haul trucks traveling to and from the Project site – particularly during the first 19 
19 months of construction activity – and would result in road and sidewalk closures, transit delays, 20 
and interference with traffic flow and pedestrian and bicycle activity. Total truck traffic accessing 21 
the Project site along truck routes and delivery routes may range from 7,000 to 7,500 heavy haul 22 
trucks over 19 months, when accounting for heavy haul trucks, concrete trucks, and trucks 23 
delivering materials and equipment. While the overall volume of trips would be relatively low 24 
compared to average daily traffic along the truck route, heavy haul trucks can disproportionately 25 
interfere with traffic flows and roadway operations due to their large size and turning limitations. 26 
For example, heavy haul trucks may occupy substantial length of a given turn lane or may have 27 
difficulty negotiating tight turns, both with potential to increase short-term traffic congestion or 28 
delays.  29 

Project construction would require the temporary or extended closure of all or parts of traffic lanes 30 
and sidewalks on surrounding streets (i.e., 13th Street, 13th Court, The Strand, and Pier Plaza) to 31 
accommodate utility trenching and installation of other Project-related improvements (e.g., 32 
13th Court Plaza). Certain day-to-day construction activities could also result in partial lane 33 
closures on Hermosa Avenue adjacent to the Project site on a temporary and/or intermittent basis 34 
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for utility relocations/hook-ups, delivery of materials, and other miscellaneous construction 1 
activities, as necessary. Such activities would only occur during off-peak hours on certain days, 2 
and would not be regular, recurring events. Nevertheless, construction of the proposed Project 3 
would materially interfere with local traffic and pedestrian flows.  4 

The implementation of MM TT-1 would require City approval and Applicant implementation of a 5 
Final Construction Management Plan, including construction traffic routing and control, parking 6 
management, street closures, pedestrian/bicycle access, and vehicular and pedestrian safety to 7 
minimize the effects of construction. Implementation of MM TT-1 would minimize impacts 8 
related to construction traffic that would occur over the 24- to 30-month construction period. 9 
However, implementation of this mitigation measure would not eliminate impacts entirely, 10 
particularly the impacts to residential areas along Gould Avenue and the commercial and 11 
residential areas along Hermosa Avenue in the immediate vicinity of the Project site. The 12 
temporary, but prolonged impacts in these locations would remain significant and unavoidable as 13 
construction-related activities could materially interfere with area traffic flow (e.g., vehicles 14 
turning on 13th Street, exiting City-owned Parking Lot C [Lot C], or pulling out of driveways or 15 
parking spaces along Gould Avenue) and interfere with pedestrian and bicycle flows (e.g., along 16 
The Strand and Pier Plaza). 17 

Even though the proposed Project is a mixed-use development located in Downtown, and geared 18 
toward pedestrian and bicycle access, it would measurably increase the number of vehicle trips on 19 
the surrounding local street network, 20 
particularly along main access routes into 21 
the Downtown (e.g., Artesia Boulevard, 22 
Pier Avenue, etc.). The Hermosa Avenue 23 
& Pier Avenue intersection operates at 24 
Level of Service (LOS) D under Existing 25 
(2016) and Future Year (2021) conditions 26 
during the Sunday Mid-Afternoon peak 27 
hour. The addition of 56 Project-28 
generated trips at this intersection during 29 
the Sunday Mid-Afternoon peak hour 30 
would incrementally increase congestion 31 
(i.e., an approximately 4-percent increase 32 
from 1,753 vehicle trips to 1,809 vehicle 33 
trips). However, due to the configuration 34 

Hermosa Avenue is a busy multimodal road in the City’s 
Downtown that carries approximately 11,128 ADT. The 
intersection of Hermosa Avenue & Pier Avenue carries 
large volumes of pedestrians, that cross via a scramble 
phase (pictured above), which can increase vehicle delays. 

5-6 Strand and Pier Hotel Project 
Draft EIR 



5.0 ALTERNATIVES 

and location of this intersection adjacent to Pier Plaza and the existing pedestrian scramble phase, 1 
even an incremental increase in traffic at this intersection would exceed delay thresholds for a 2 
signalized intersection operating at LOS D. During the Sunday Mid-Afternoon peak hour, the 3 
addition of vehicle trips associated with the proposed Project would increase the volume-to-4 
capacity (V/C) ratio by 0.022 at the Hermosa Avenue & Pier Avenue intersection resulting in 5 
additional delay and a significant and unavoidable traffic impact under projected Existing Plus 6 
Project (2016) conditions. In addition, the proposed Project would contribute to a cumulatively 7 
considerable impact at this intersection during the Sunday Mid-Afternoon peak hour under Future 8 
Year Plus Project (2021) conditions. Therefore, the proposed Project would result in a significant 9 
and unavoidable impact to transportation and traffic. 10 

The feasibility of mitigation measures was explored at this intersection. The intersection is 11 
currently designed not only for traffic flow, but also to facilitate high pedestrian volumes by 12 
providing a scramble pedestrian phase where pedestrians can cross the streets on diagonal 13 
crosswalks in addition to the usual crosswalks. Hermosa Avenue has a landscaped median, and is 14 
also a bicycle route with sharrow markings on the roadway. On-street parking is provided along 15 
all four legs of the intersection. All of these features reflect the City's multimodal polices of serving 16 
and providing for all modes of transportation rather than exclusively prioritizing the car. An 17 
evaluation indicated that any physical improvements to enhance traffic capacity at the intersection 18 
could only be achieved by removing on-street parking or the landscaped median or by removing 19 
the scramble pedestrian phase and reverting to the normal pedestrian crosswalks. As these actions 20 
would contradict City policies for multimodal circulation in the Downtown, and could have 21 
potentially significant secondary impacts to pedestrian and bicycle circulation, and parking 22 
availability, they were considered to be infeasible. 23 

5.4 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS 24 

As discussed above, CEQA Section 15126.6(c) requires that an EIR disclose alternatives that were 25 
considered and discarded and provide a brief explanation as to why such alternatives were not fully 26 
considered in the EIR. As required by the State CEQA Guidelines, the selection of alternatives for 27 
the proposed Project included a screening process to determine which alternatives could reduce 28 
significant effects but also feasibly meet most of the Project objectives. The following alternatives 29 
were considered but eliminated from further analysis by the City due to infeasibility or 30 
inconsistency with primary Project objectives.  31 

Strand and Pier Hotel Project 5-7 
Draft EIR  



5.0 ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative Development Sites 1 

CEQA Section 15126.6(f)(2) states that two provisions are necessary for an adequate alternative 2 
site analysis: feasibility and location. The EIR should consider alternate project locations if a 3 
significant impact could be avoided or substantially lessened by moving the project to an alternate 4 
site. Accordingly, redevelopment of alternate sites within the Downtown Core were considered. 5 
The City’s Downtown Core Revitalization Strategy evaluated development constraints within the 6 
Downtown. The Plan acknowledges that the potential for hotel development within the Downtown 7 
Core is constrained by the 30-foot height limited prescribed by the City’s Zoning Ordinance and 8 
the relatively small parcel sizes in the Downtown Core. As such, only three Hotel Opportunity 9 
Areas – including the Project site – have been described in the Plan. None of the other parcels 10 
within the Downtown Core, even if they did become available for acquisition, would feasibly 11 
provide adequate lot space to support the development of a hotel and associated parking.  12 

1) Hennessey’s Tavern/Scotty’s On The Strand Site – Under this alternative, the existing13 
Hennessey’s Tavern/Scotty’s on The Strand site, located on the south side of Pier Avenue,14 
would be redeveloped as a mixed-use hotel. This 21,000-square-foot (sf) site, bound by15 
The Strand, Beach Drive, Pier Avenue, and 11th Court, currently consists of the two-story16 
Hennessey’s Tavern and one- and two-story Scotty’s on The Strand restaurant buildings.17 
Based on preliminary screening, this location was determined to be an alternate site that18 
could sufficiently support a mixed-use hotel redevelopment, similar to the proposed19 
Project. The site is zoned for Downtown Commercial (C-2) and is currently designated20 
Recreational Commercial (RC) in PLAN Hermosa. Additionally, the site is designated as21 

The Hennessey’s Tavern/Scotty’s on the Strand site is located on the south side of the Hermosa 
Pier just across Pier Plaza. This alternative site is approximately 21,000 sf, which is more than 
18,000 sf smaller than the Project site.  
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a Hotel Opportunity Area in the 1 
Downtown Revitalization Strategy, 2 
similar to the proposed Project site 3 
at the corner of The Strand and Pier 4 
Avenue. However, the site is more 5 
than 18,000 sf smaller than the 6 
Project site (i.e., a 47-percent 7 
reduction in developable area). 8 

Given the location of the potential 9 
alternative site along The Strand 10 
and adjacent to Pier Plaza, 11 
development of this site could have similar impacts related to size, bulk, and scale of 12 
development due to replacement of the existing single-story buildings with a three-story 13 
building. However, impacts associated with the partial obstruction of views of the Pacific 14 
Ocean and the beach from Pier Plaza would be substantially less severe as the Hennessey’s 15 
building, along with the lifeguard tower and public restrooms, already obstruct such views. 16 
While very limited public views from Beach Drive across the Hennessey’s Tavern parking 17 
lot would be lost, these views are already substantially obstructed by parked cars as well 18 
as the lifeguard tower and public restrooms.  19 

With regard to noise, this alternative site is located adjacent to The Strand, similar to the 20 
proposed Project. While this alternative site is located further from the beach volleyball 21 
courts fronting the Project site, it would be located adjacent to the beach volleyball courts 22 
south of Hermosa Pier. Additionally, this alternative site is also located closer to existing 23 
residential development identified as sensitive receptors (i.e., less than 300 feet to the north 24 
of multi- and single-family residences between 10th Street and 11th Court). As such, 25 
significant and unavoidable construction-related noise impacts would not be reduced at 26 
this site.  27 

As with the proposed Project, construction of a mixed-used hotel with a subterranean 28 
basement at this alternative site would cause road and sidewalk closures; introduce 29 
substantial numbers of heavy haul trucks traveling to and from the site; and interfere with 30 
traffic and pedestrian flows for the entire duration of construction activity. However, the 31 
smaller size of this alternative site could incrementally reduce the construction-related 32 
impacts to transportation and traffic compared to the proposed Project. The smaller size of 33 
the mixed-use hotel at this site may also reduce the number of Project-generated trips. As 34 

11trh Street adjacent to the south of Scotty’s at The Strand 
provides views of the wide sandy beach and Pacific 
Ocean. 
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such the operation of a mixed-used hotel at this alternative location could result in less 1 
severe traffic impacts at the intersection of Hermosa Avenue & Pier Avenue than described 2 
for the proposed Project.  3 

With regard to coastal hazards, this alternative site is not set back far enough inland or 4 
located at a substantially higher elevation to substantially avoid potential impacts 5 
associated with sea level rise or tsunami hazards relative to those described for the 6 
proposed Project. 7 

However, due to the size of this alternative site, the mixed-use hotel development would 8 
be reduced by more than 47 percent. This would result in a substantial reduction in the 9 
ability of the site to support a tenant operated restaurant and retail along with primary hotel 10 
functions (e.g., hotel lobby, hotel restaurant, etc.). While the site could be expanded to 11 
include more square footage by including part of Lot A, this would not be consistent with 12 
the Downtown Core Hotel Opportunity Area described in the Downtown Revitalization 13 
Strategy. Further, any expansion of the alternative site would require the vacation of 14 
approximately 215 feet of Beach Drive to the south as well as the removal of approximately 15 
45 public parking spaces that are generally used for coastal access (approximately 31 16 
percent of the total parking availability of Lot A). Therefore, as this smaller site would not 17 
substantially reduce any of the adverse impacts associated with the proposed Project or 18 
meet all key Project objectives, this site was considered but rejected for further analysis. 19 

2) Sea Sprite Motel and Apartments Site – The existing Sea Sprite Motel and Apartments site20 
is also located within the City’s Downtown Core Hotel Opportunity Area, on the south side21 
of Pier Avenue. This site, bound by The Strand, Beach Drive, 10th Street, and 11th Court,22 

The Sea Sprite Motel and Apartments (pictured left) are located along The Strand between 11th Street 
and 10th Street. This site is located in Downton Core Hotel Opportunity Area as designated by the 
City’s Downtown Core Revitalization Plan. According to the Plan, the area also extends east forming a 
42,000-sf L-shape available for development as a mixed-use hotel (pictured right outlined in black). 
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currently consists of the three-story Sea Sprite Motel and Apartments building. The site 1 
also extends further east along 11th Street and includes a 180-foot segment of Beach Drive. 2 
The buildings along 11th Street east of Beach Drive generally include one-and two-story 3 
commercial retail buildings (i.e., Surf Side) and restaurants (i.e., Brother’s Burritos). This 4 
location was determined to be an alternative site that could support a mixed-use hotel 5 
redevelopment, similar to the proposed Project. The site is currently designated 6 
Recreational Commercial (RC) in PLAN Hermosa, zoned for Downtown Commercial (C-7 
2), and is designated as a Hotel Opportunity Area in the City’s Downtown Revitalization 8 
Strategy, similar to the proposed Project site.  9 

The City’s Hotel Development Strategy acknowledges the need for different categories of 10 
hotels, motels, and inns at varying price points that provide for a diversity of visitors to the 11 
Downtown Core. The existing Sea Sprite Motel and Apartments currently provides lower- 12 
to moderate-cost accommodations for visitors, with kitchen facilities and a pool, which is 13 
ideal for families. Section 30213 of the Coastal Act requires permitted development to 14 
protect, encourage, and provide lower cost visitor and recreational facilities, where 15 
feasible. This protection is necessary because there is significant pressure to develop new 16 
higher cost accommodations, sometimes by replacing existing lower or moderate cost 17 
facilities. This is because market demand tends to push prices increasingly higher in the 18 
Coastal Zone, where tourism and overnight accommodations are extremely valuable 19 
commodities. However, per Section 30213(b) of the Coastal Act the California Coastal 20 
Commission (Coastal Commission) cannot: 1) require that overnight room rentals be fixed 21 
at an amount certain for any privately 22 
owned and operated hotel, motel, or 23 
other similar visitor-serving facility 24 
located on either public or private 25 
lands; or 2) establish or approve any 26 
method for the identification of low- or 27 
moderate-income persons for the 28 
purpose of determining eligibility for 29 
overnight room rentals in any such 30 
facilities. 31 

In the case of the proposed Project, the 32 
Project site is specifically identified in 33 
the City’s Downtown Revitalization 34 

Vacation of 200 feet of 11th Court, west of Beach 
Drive would result in the removal of a coastal view 
provided by this alleyway. Additionally, it would 
eliminate 11th Court as a vertical coastal access. 
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Strategy as a critical hotel development site in the Downtown Core adjacent to Pier Plaza 1 
along The Strand for “the creation of a distinctive, higher-quality establishment that serves 2 
the more discerning visitor and that can also become a focal point for community life.” 3 
Construction of a mixed-use hotel on this potential alternative site would result in similar 4 
impacts with regard to visual resources. Vacation of 200 feet of 11th Court west of Beach 5 
Drive would eliminate a view of the wide sandy beach and Pacific Ocean, framed by this 6 
alleyway. Similar to the Mermaid Restaurant surface parking lot, views from the alleyway 7 
can often be obstructed by parked vehicles. However, vacation of 11th Court would 8 
eliminate it as an informal east-west coastal access point. This alternate site is also located 9 
closer to existing residential development along 11th Court and, similar to the alternate 10 
Hennessey’s Tavern/Scotty’s on The Strand site, could result in more substantial adverse 11 
impacts associated with construction-related noise and vibration. Due to the shape of the 12 
project site, noise and vibration impacts to residents along 11th Court would be 13 
unavoidable, even with the incorporation building setbacks. As with the Project site, this 14 
alternative site would also generate traffic traveling south on Hermosa Avenue and passing 15 
through the Hermosa Avenue & Pier Avenue intersection. With a total parcel size of 16 
approximately 44,000 sf (i.e., approximately 4,000-sf greater in size than the Project site), 17 
it is unlikely that this alternative would substantially reduce Project-generated traffic or 18 
reduce intersection impacts relative to the proposed Project. Further, this alternative site is 19 
not set back far enough inland or located at a substantially higher elevation to substantially 20 
avoid potential impacts associated with sea level rise or tsunami hazards relative to those 21 
described for the proposed Project. Therefore, because the Sea Sprite Motel and 22 
Apartments site would not substantially reduce any of the adverse impacts associated with 23 
the proposed Project, this site was considered but rejected for further analysis. 24 

Other Mixed-Use Alternatives 25 

1) Office Space Mixed-Use – Development of the Project site with ground floor commercial26 
and upper story office space, with subterranean parking, was considered as an alternative27 
to a mixed-use hotel development. Depending on the height of the proposed mixed-use28 
office building, the building would provide between approximately 80,000 sf (two-story29 
building) and 120,000 sf (three-story building) of floor space. Similar to the proposed30 
Project, this alternative would provide a pedestrian-oriented and visitor-serving ground-31 
level with public-serving retail and restaurant uses in the Downtown Core, which would32 
enhance revenues, create additional employment opportunities, and offer secondary33 
benefits to local businesses. In addition, by placing office uses on the second floor (and34 
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potentially the third floor) the development would be consistent with the City’s policies 1 
that encourage upper level office uses to provide a greater daytime population that supports 2 
retail and restaurant uses in the Downtown Core. However, this alternative would not 3 
substantially reduce adverse environmental impacts and has the potential to increase 4 
impacts related to traffic congestion, energy demand, and air pollutant and GHG emissions 5 
due to the high trip generation rates associated with office space. In addition, this 6 
alternative would not lead to development of the types of visitor-serving uses prioritized 7 
by the Coastal Act, particularly overnight accommodations at this beach-front location. 8 
Development of a substantial portion or even a majority of this beach front location with 9 
non-visitor serving uses (i.e., office space) would be potentially inconsistent with Coastal 10 
Act priorities. Further, the City’s Downtown Core Revitalization Strategy acknowledges 11 
that the potential for hotel development within the Downtown Core is constrained by the 12 
30-foot height limited prescribed by the City’s Zoning Ordinance and the relatively small 13 
parcel sizes in the Downtown Core. As such, only three visitor serving Hotel Opportunity 14 
Areas have been described in the Plan, one of which is substantially smaller in total area 15 
(i.e., Hennessey’s Tavern/Scotty’s on The Strand site). As such, development of this site 16 
as a mixed-use office building may substantially reduce the ability of the City to 17 
accomplish the goals set out in the Downtown Core Revitalization Strategy, as it would 18 
reduce the availability of possible locations for Coastal Act priority visitor-serving hotel 19 
development. Finally, this alternative would be contrary to the primary Project objective 20 
of the proposed Project to construct an upscale, mixed-use, beachfront hotel at the Project 21 
site within Downtown, consistent with the City’s Downtown Core Revitalization Strategy 22 
(refer to Section 2.6, Project Objectives). Because this alternative would not reduce or 23 
avoid environmental impacts, and may increase impacts to some resources (e.g., 24 
transportation and traffic) and would not meet key City and Project objectives, it was 25 
rejected for further analysis. 26 

2) Residential Mixed-Use – Development of the site with ground floor commercial and upper27 
story residential units was considered, with subterranean parking. Depending on the height28 
of the proposed mixed-use office building, the building would provide between29 
approximately 80,000 sf (two-story building) and 120,000 sf (three-story building) of floor30 
space. Similar to the proposed Project, under this alternative the ground floor would be31 
developed with approximately 39,950 sf of pedestrian-oriented and public-serving retail32 
and restaurant uses consistent with those located on Pier Plaza. These uses would be33 
compatible with the Downtown Core and would enhance revenues, create additional34 
employment opportunities, and offer secondary benefits to local businesses. The top floor35 

Strand and Pier Hotel Project 5-13 
Draft EIR  



5.0 ALTERNATIVES 

of the development would include between 25 and 50 residential apartment or 1 
condominium units, depending on size (e.g., studio, one-bedroom, or two-bedroom units, 2 
etc.). The addition of residential units within the Downtown Core would not be consistent 3 
with the zoning at the Project site and would not be compatible with existing land uses 4 
along Pier Plaza and The Strand.  5 

This alternative would not substantially reduce construction-related noise and vibration 6 
given the proximity of the Project site to sensitive receptors. Additionally, this alternative 7 
would not substantially reduce construction-related transportation and traffic impacts given 8 
the similar requirements for heavy haul truck trips, road and sidewalk closures, and 9 
interference with traffic and pedestrian flows. Further, the development of residential units 10 
would result in additional operational traffic relative to the proposed Project. Unlike hotel 11 
guests that may arrive to the hotel by car, but would access the beach and other attractions 12 
primarily by foot or other alternative modes of transportation, residents would likely have 13 
at least one vehicle and would likely commute to work, introducing additional traffic to the 14 
impacted intersection at Hermosa Avenue & Pier Avenue. (As described in Section 3.11, 15 
Population and Housing, only approximately 8.1 percent of residents live and work in the 16 
City; the others commute – primarily to the City of Los Angeles – for work.) Based on 17 
existing regional data, an average multi-family dwelling unit in the Los Angeles area 18 
generates approximately 6.72 trips (Fehr & Peers 2018). This is much greater that the 0.22 19 
trips per room that would be generated during the Saturday Midday peak hour associated 20 
with the hotel (Mobility Group 2017). Residential uses would also likely result in an 21 
increased parking demand as well as additional utility demand for water, energy, and 22 
wastewater generation. As with the mixed-use office alternative described above, this 23 
alternative would also eliminate a Hotel Opportunity Area and would reduce the ability of 24 
the City to accomplish the goals set out in the Downtown Core Revitalization Strategy, as 25 
it would reduce the availability of possible locations for visitor-serving hotel development. 26 
This alternative was determined not to be a viable alternative because it would be contrary 27 
to the primary Project objective of constructing an upscale, mixed-use, beachfront hotel 28 
providing for overnight stay and longer visitation at the Project site within Downtown, 29 
consistent with the City’s Downtown Core Revitalization Strategy. Additionally, 30 
residential mixed-use is not a permitted use on the Project site and would require 31 
amendments to the City’s recently adopted PLAN Hermosa and LCP. This alternative 32 
would not eliminate any of the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the 33 
proposed Project and may exacerbate significant impacts (e.g., traffic congestion) in the 34 
Downtown. As such, this alternative was rejected for further analysis.  35 
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Original Project Alternative 1 

The Original Project was proposed by the Applicant at a community meeting before the Project 2 
application was modified and submitted to the City. Under the Original Project Alternative, the 3 
proposed hotel would total approximately 80,000 square feet (sf) located on a 27,000 sf L-shaped 4 
lot (excluding Hermosa Cyclery and the West Bay Apartments). As originally planned, the mixed-5 
use hotel would be 45 feet in height and require a height exemption and a public voter referendum 6 
(refer to Section 1.5, Project Background, which provides a complete description of the originally 7 
proposed Project). This alternative would include 17 additional guest rooms compared to the 8 
Project, including guest rooms on the ground level along The Strand and 15,000 sf of restaurant 9 
and retail uses on Pier Plaza. This alternative would include both on-site subterranean parking 10 
spaces as well as a hotel parking structure that would be constructed at the existing Lot B. During 11 
the construction of a parking structure on Lot B, the Original Project Alternative would temporarily 12 
impede access to 38 existing parking spaces. This temporary obstruction of publicly available 13 
parking in the Coastal Zone is contrary to Coastal Act policies regarding public access (e.g., 14 
Coastal Act Sections 30212.5 and 30252). However, following the completion of the parking 15 
structure, the 38 existing parking spaces on Lot B would be retained for public parking. 16 
Nevertheless, as a result of community concerns regarding the proposed 45-foot height of the hotel, 17 
exceedance of the City’s adopted 30-foot height limit, and possible adverse impacts on the 18 
character of Downtown, the Applicant began exploring project redesign to develop the current 19 
Project description that was submitted to the City (refer to Section 2.0, Project Description). 20 

Under the Original Project Alternative, the subterranean parking garage would be slightly smaller 21 
(i.e., one level instead of two levels under the proposed Project), requiring less excavation. By 22 
reducing the intensive 6-month excavation phase of construction by approximately 50 percent, 23 
there would be a corresponding 50-percent reduction in the duration of construction noise during 24 
the excavation phase as well as a 50-percent reduction in heavy haul truck traffic for soil export 25 
associated with the excavation of the subterranean basement. However, there would also be an 26 
increase in noise related to the construction of the above ground parking structure on Lot B. During 27 
the foundation, structural, and external finishing phases of the proposed Project, construction noise 28 
could be increased by approximately 3 dBA to a total of 91 dBA (refer to Table 3.10-10). Given 29 
the location adjacent to The Strand, the overall construction activities during the 24- to 30-month 30 
period would still result in significant noise impacts to sensitive receptors (e.g., The Strand, the 31 
beach and associated volleyball courts, etc.)  32 
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New potentially significant impacts could also be 1 
created under this alternative, due to the bulk, 2 
mass, and scale of the mixed-use hotel. At 45 feet 3 
in height, the building would be 15 feet taller than 4 
surrounding 30-foot tall buildings such as the 5 
Beach House Hotel. As such, this may detract from 6 
views from The Strand, the beach, and Hermosa 7 
Pier with building height. The additional height of 8 
this building may also result in indirect impacts to 9 
potentially historic resources, as alterations to the 10 
views from Surf City Hostel (formerly Hermosa 11 
Hotel) could affect the character of this potentially 12 
historic building. As described in Section 3.4, 13 
Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources this building is a potential historic resource that 14 
warrants further study by Section 17.53.040(B) of the Historic Preservation ordinance (per Planning 15 
Commission Resolution No. 98-65). With 17 additional rooms, this proposed alternative would not 16 
reduce impacts to transportation and traffic, and may result in potentially more adverse impacts, 17 
including additional trip generation and associated vehicle delay at Hermosa Avenue & Pier Avenue. 18 
Further, with the inclusion of ground floor hotel rooms along The Strand, this alternative would not 19 
be consistent with the City’s Downtown 20 
Revitalization Strategy, which calls for 21 
pedestrian-oriented commercial uses on the first 22 
floor of offices and hotels in the Downtown Core 23 
to promote a more active, vibrant Downtown. This 24 
alternative would not convert 13th Street into a 25 
two-way street as requested by the Hermosa 26 
Beach Fire Department (HBFD). As such, this 27 
alternative could result in issues surrounding 28 
emergency access for fire and medical personal. 29 
This alternative would reduce heavy haul truck 30 
trips during construction; however, this alternative 31 
would not substantially avoid or reduce any of the 32 
Project’s other adverse impacts and may result in 33 
new or more severe impacts (e.g., potential 34 

Unlike the proposed Project which would be 
consistent with the height of the Beach House Hotel 
and other surrounding three-story buildings in the 
Downtown Core, this alternative would result in 
the development of a 45-foot tall building, with 
increased potential for impacts related to size, bulk, 
and scale.  

The segment of Beach Drive that would be retained 
under this alternative provides access to 13th Court 
and a surface parking lot, which supports the 
Mermaid Restaurant, both of which would be 
removed with the construction of the mixed-use 
hotel.  
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impacts to the character of the Surf City Hostel), it was determined not to be a viable alternative and 1 
was rejected for further analysis. 2 

Reduced Project with the Retention of Beach Drive 3 

This alternative would include the development of a three-story mixed-use hotel, similar to the 4 
proposed Project. However, under this alternative, the City would not vacate Beach Drive. Instead, 5 
the hotel would be developed as two separate structures, connected with a pedestrian bridge on the 6 
second floor, similar to the Beach House Hotel to the north (see Figure 5-1). Overall, this alternative 7 
would reduce the number of hotel rooms by 16 (i.e., a nine-room reduction on the second floor and 8 
a seven-room reduction on the third floor).  9 

The ground floor hotel uses would be substantially reduced (e.g., the hotel restaurant would be reduced 10 
by 50 percent in total area to approximately 1,800 sf) and one of the tenant-operated restaurants would 11 
be removed. The rooftop photovoltaic (PV) solar system would also require a redesign as two separate 12 
banks of panels. Beach Drive currently provides local vehicular access to 13th Court and the surface 13 
parking lot associated with the Mermaid Restaurant, as well as an alternative pedestrian and bicycle 14 
route to bypass congestion on The Strand. Under this alternative, both the intersection of Beach Drive 15 
and 13th Court and the surface parking lot would be eliminated with the construction of the hotel 16 
structure; however, the roadway would be retained as a pedestrian and bicycle cut-through. Beach 17 
Drive provides more consistent and easily available coastal 18 
alternative lateral access than the alternative coastal lateral 19 
access through Lot B and Loreto Plaza under the proposed 20 
Project. This would also result in the retention of all 38 spaces 21 
within Lot B, which would incrementally reduce the less than 22 
significant impacts to coastal access parking associated with 23 
the removal of four parking spaces under the proposed Project. 24 

Similar to the proposed Project, under this alternative a 25 
subterranean parking garage would be required. With the 26 
retention of the 225 feet of Beach Drive, the Applicant may 27 
have to request a grant of easement from the City for the 28 
parking structure beneath Beach Drive. Additionally, the 29 
construction of a parking structure under this existing paved 30 
roadway may result in substantial construction-related 31 
constraints associated with excavation, making this 32 
alternative potentially infeasible.  33 

The retention of Beach Drive would 
maintain an existing and heavily used 
pedestrian and bicycle cut-through 
that provides lateral access parallel to 
The Strand. 
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Overall, this alternative would require major redesign of the proposed Project, potentially 1 
undermining Project viability with limited benefits to lateral access, which would remain 2 
available – although sometimes congested – along The Strand under the proposed Project. With 3 
the requirement for the issuance of easements and the substantial reduction in accommodations 4 
and commercial space, this alternative may conflict with the Project’s objectives. This alternative 5 
would provide the benefits of maintaining an existing secondary pedestrian and bicycle bypass 6 
route as well as retaining four public parking spaces in Lot B. However, this alternative would not 7 
substantially reduce adverse impacts resulting from the proposed Project, including temporary 8 
construction-related noise and transportation and traffic impacts. As such, this alternative was 9 
determined not to be viable and was rejected for further analysis. 10 

Alternative Truck Routes 11 

Under this alternative, the proposed Project would utilize different construction truck routes to 12 
avoid or minimize impacts to residential areas within the City. A variety of truck routes were 13 
considered in detail by the Applicant in the preliminary draft Construction Management Plan (see 14 
Appendix I) and were reviewed by the EIR team to determine feasibility and effectiveness in 15 
avoiding or reducing impacts.  16 

As described in Impact TT-1, for inbound trucks traveling west of PCH, a 4,000-foot-long segment 17 
of Gould Avenue between Valley Drive and Hermosa Avenue becomes a narrow 24-foot-wide, 18 
two-lane street lined with single- and multi-family homes with on-street parking on one or both 19 
sides of the paved width. Additionally, this roadway segment has a relatively steep grade of 20 
approximately 7 percent. West of Valley Drive, Gould Avenue supports closely spaced residential 21 
driveways with vehicles often parked “head in,” requiring backing into traffic. Valley Park, also 22 
located along this proposed truck route, supports approximately 30 perpendicular on-street parking 23 
spaces along this segment of Gould Avenue. Consequently, heavy haul trucks using Gould Avenue 24 
would interact with vehicles backing out of residential driveways as well as those backing out of 25 
on-street parking spaces serving Valley Park. The potential for pedestrian-truck conflicts also 26 
exists in this area as children and families cross Gould Drive to access Valley Park. Off-site 27 
construction noise and vibration impacts related to the Applicant’s proposed late evening concrete 28 
pours would also disturb surrounding noise sensitive receptors along Gould Avenue resulting in 29 
significant and unavoidable impacts. 30 
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5.0 ALTERNATIVES 

The only major east-west roadways that provide suitable access from PCH to the Downtown Core 1 
are Gould Avenue, Pier Avenue, and Herondo Street. As the use of Gould Avenue for inbound 2 
truck traffic has been identified as resulting in significant and unavoidable construction traffic 3 
related impacts, additional inbound truck routes along Pier Avenue and Herondo Street were 4 
considered.  5 

PCH to Pier Avenue: Under this alternative truck route, incoming haul trucks along Artesia 6 
Boulevard would turn left on PCH and travel for approximately 1 mile along this congested 7 
highway segment before turning right onto Pier Avenue and heading west toward the Project site 8 
(refer to Figure 5-3). Introduction of heavy haul trucks would materially increase congestion, 9 
intersection queuing, and delays along this already congested segment of PCH. 10 

While this alternative truck route would avoid impacts along Gould Avenue, it would introduce 11 
haul trucks along Pier Avenue, which is one of the City’s most active commercial areas within the 12 
Downtown Core. This street is lined by retail and restaurant uses with heavy pedestrian volumes 13 
along the sidewalks and along the seven signed and striped crosswalks across Pier Avenue. The 14 
westbound side of Pier Avenue also supports dozens of angled on-street parking spaces along the 15 
westbound lanes, with potential for truck-vehicular interactions as drivers pull into or back out of 16 
these spaces. Further, line of sight can be limited along portions of Pier Avenue due to grade, 17 
curving roadway configuration and landscaping, potentially limiting vision of drivers backing out 18 
into heavy haul truck traffic, with possible safety impacts.    19 

Pier Avenue has four closely spaced stop sign-controlled intersections and seven uncontrolled 20 
intersections over the approximately 2,300 feet between PCH and Hermosa Avenue. West of 21 
Monterey Boulevard, Pier Avenue has a steep 12-percent grade down to its intersection with 22 

Pier Avenue is characterized by closely spaced stop sign-controlled and uncontrolled intersections with 
crosswalks. Additionally, Pier Avenue also has angled parking along the westbound lanes. These constraints 
present potential pedestrian-vehicle and vehicle-vehicle conflicts for potential heavy haul trucks along this road. 
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5.0 ALTERNATIVES 

Hermosa Avenue. Additionally, this alternative truck route would direct both inbound and 1 
outbound heavy haul truck trips through the pedestrian scramble intersection at Pier Avenue & 2 
Hermosa Avenue, which is prioritized for pedestrian use with a 35-second pedestrian crossing 3 
phase. Truck turning movements at this intersection could interfere with pedestrian use, and delays 4 
for the pedestrian scramble phase could cause substantial queuing of large haul trucks and other 5 
vehicles along the two-lane Pier Avenue. As such, heavy haul trucks along this alternative truck 6 
route would be required to make frequent stops, at a steep grade, with frequent interactions and 7 
potential conflicts with pedestrians crossing Pier Avenue and vehicles pulling out into traffic. 8 

Under the proposed Project the heavy haul trucks have approximately 975 feet of queuing space 9 
along Hermosa Avenue between 15th Street and 16th Street. With the alternative truck route, 10 
adequate queuing space could not be accommodated along Hermosa Avenue between its 11 
intersection with Pier Avenue and 13th Street. In order to achieve the same amount of queuing 12 
space on Pier Avenue, approximately 35 to 40 angled parking spaces would be removed along Pier 13 
Avenue between Bard Street and Sunset Drive during the 24- to 30-month construction period, 14 
compared to the removal of 18 parking spaces under the proposed Project. Alternative queuing 15 
areas off Pier Avenue (e.g., Artesia Boulevard, Aviation Boulevard or other off-street parking 16 
areas) would be too far removed from Project site or would require added infeasible or complex 17 
turning movements.   18 

Under this alternative when haul trucks are 19 
called from the queue location along Pier 20 
Avenue to the Project site, they would be 21 
required to turn right onto Hermosa Avenue and 22 
make a left turn from Hermosa Avenue onto 23 
13th Street. The signalized intersection at 24 
Hermosa Avenue & Pier Avenue has a wide 25 
enough turn radius to adequately support right 26 
turns from Pier Avenue onto Hermosa Avenue. 27 
However, Hermosa Avenue provides a 28 
relatively short, 80-foot-long left turn pocket. 29 
Additionally, the signal at 13th Street does not 30 
have a designated left turn phase. As such, this 31 
unprotected left turning movement across two 32 
lanes of Hermosa Avenue onto 13th Street 33 
would result in substantial delays as heavy haul 34 
trucks wait for a break in the southbound traffic 35 

The left turn lane from Hermosa Avenue to 13th Street 
is a narrow, 80-foot long left turn pocket with a left-
turn yield signal. This left turning movement would 
not be adequate to support the number of 60-foot 
long, high-sided dump trucks required by the 
proposed Project. 
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5.0 ALTERNATIVES 

along Hermosa Avenue. These delays would be 1 
compounded by vehicles making the same 2 
turning movement from this left turn pocket to 3 
enter Lot C. This could result in vehicle queues 4 
that back up into northbound traffic lanes on 5 
Hermosa Avenue as trucks and vehicles stacking 6 
in the left turn lane exceed its limited capacity. 7 
Obstruction of the northbound center lane by 8 
queuing vehicles could increase congestion and 9 
may also result in increased lane changes in 10 
response. In order to facilitate more efficient left 11 
turns, flaggers could be used to temporarily stop 12 
and control traffic along Hermosa Avenue; 13 
however, this would result in regular periodic 14 
delays along Hermosa Avenue, which is one of 15 
the busiest streets accessing the Downtown 16 
Core. 17 

Therefore, because this alternative would result in increased pedestrian-vehicle and/or vehicle-18 
vehicle safety conflicts both from through traffic along this road and parked cars backing out of 19 
spaces along busy Pier Avenue when compared to the currently planned truck route under the 20 
proposed Project, this alternative truck route was rejected for further analysis.  21 

PCH/I-405 to Herondo Street: Under this 22 
alternative truck route, inbound heavy haul 23 
trucks would follow the proposed outbound 24 
truck route (refer to Figure 5-4). Heavy haul 25 
trucks would travel along Aviation Boulevard 26 
turning left onto a six-lane segment of PCH to 27 
travel for over 0.5 miles along this congested 28 
reach of highway. Inbound haul trucks would 29 
traverse four signalized intersections and 30 
seven unsignalized intersections as well as six 31 
signed and striped crosswalks. Haul trucks 32 
would also interact with vehicles along the 33 

The intersection of Aviation Boulevard & PCH has 
an adequate turning radius to support haul trucks 
making left turns onto PCH. However, this 
intersection currently operates at LOS F, and 
therefore, the addition of haul trucks could result in 
substantially increased delays. 

Parallel parking is permitted on the southbound side 
of PCH during non-peak hour traffic (i.e., outside of 
the 3:00pm to 7:00pm time period). 
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5.0 ALTERNATIVES 

southbound side of PCH during off peak hours when parallel parking is permitted. Introduction of 1 
heavy haul trucks would materially increase congestion, intersection queueing, and delays along 2 
this already congested segment of PCH. For example, implementation of this alternative would 3 
result in additional heavy haul truck traffic through the intersection of PCH & Aviation Boulevard, 4 
which currently operates at LOS F, potentially resulting in additional vehicle delays and 5 
construction traffic impacts. Inbound trucks would exit PCH by turning right onto Herondo Street 6 
and traveling for approximately 0.5 mile down this wide two-lane road. Therefore, this alternative 7 
truck route was rejected for further analysis as it may not support heavy haul truck turning 8 
movements at PCH & Aviation Boulevard and could also result in additional significant and 9 
unavoidable traffic impacts at this intersection, which currently operates at LOS F. 10 

Alternatively, inbound trucks traveling on I-405 would exit onto Crenshaw Boulevard, turning 11 
right onto West 190th Street and traveling for approximately 3 miles before 190th Street turns into 12 
Anita Street and ultimately becomes Herondo Street.  13 

Although on-street parking occurs along Herondo Street, this street is wide and straight and 14 
generally has adequate lines of sight that would minimize potential for conflicts with vehicles 15 
entering or leaving parking spaces. From Herondo Street, trucks would turn right on Hermosa 16 
Avenue and proceed for roughly 0.75 miles along this busy four-lane road, with parallel parking 17 
along both sides of the northbound truck route. Trucks would pass through eight intersections, four 18 
of which are stop sign-controlled along with 11 signed and striped crosswalks, including a 19 
pedestrian scramble phase at the busy intersection of Pier Avenue. Hermosa Avenue also has a 20 
striped bicycle lane and carries heavy bicycle traffic. Therefore, this alternative truck route could 21 
result in increased pedestrian-vehicle or vehicle-vehicle safety conflicts when compared to the 22 
proposed heavy haul truck route. Trucks would exit Hermosa Avenue by turning left onto 13th 23 
Street. However, as described for the PCH to Pier Avenue route, this alternative truck route along 24 
Herondo Street would also result in difficulty for heavy haul trucks turning left onto 13th Street. 25 
The left turn lane pocket in that area is approximate 80 feet long and is heavily utilized by vehicles 26 
accessing Lot C. Further, Hermosa Avenue is a highly trafficked street in the Downtown Core and 27 
vehicles yielding to southbound traffic can become backed-up into the northbound through lanes. 28 
As such, this left turn lane would not provide adequate queueing capacity for 60-foot-long, high-29 
sided dump trucks. Therefore, this alternative truck route was also rejected for further analysis. 30 

5.5 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 31 

This analysis discusses alternatives to the proposed Project, including the No Project Alternative, 32 
in compliance with CEQA Section 15126.6(e). Each of these considers the ability of a particular 33 
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5.0 ALTERNATIVES 

alternative to substantially reduce or eliminate the Project’s significant environmental impacts 1 
while still meeting basic Project objectives. These alternatives include: 2 

• Alternative 1 – No Project3 

• Alternative 2 – Reduced Hotel Size4 

• Alternative 3 – Reduced Hotel with Provision of Off-Site Parking at City Parking Lot B5 

5.5.1 Alternative 1 – No Project 6 

Per CEQA Section 15126.6(e)(2), the No Project Alternative analysis considers the existing 7 
conditions at the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) is published (October 27, 2016; see 8 
Appendix A) and compares impacts of the No Project Alternative to those of the proposed Project. 9 
Under Alternative 1 (No Project Alternative), the proposed Strand and Pier Hotel would not be 10 
constructed and the Project site would not be redeveloped or modernized to offer mixed-use hotel 11 
accommodations to enhance visitor-serving uses in the Coastal Zone. Additionally, the Project site 12 
would not provide public enhancements, including proposed improvements to the public plaza at 13 
13th Street and The Strand. The No Project Alternative assumes that the Project site would continue 14 
to be used for existing commercial restaurant/bar (e.g., Good Stuff, The Deck, Mermaid 15 
Restaurant, Playa Hermosa Fish & Oyster Co., and Hooked), retail (e.g., Pier Surf Shop and Jacob 16 
Shaw, Inc.) and residential (e.g., West Bay Apartments) uses. The Project site would remain in its 17 
current condition as seven parcels with one- and two-story commercial uses and surface parking 18 
lot service for the Mermaid Restaurant. Additionally, under the No Project Alternative, the City 19 
would not vacate segments of Beach Drive and 13th Court. For comparison in this analysis, impacts 20 
associated with the development of the proposed Project have been described in Section 3.0, 21 
Environmental Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures; also, development of the Project site 22 
with other uses (e.g., mixed-use office and mixed-use residential) have been described above in 23 
Section 5.4, Alternatives Considered but Discarded). 24 

No Project Alternative Impact Analysis 25 

Continuation of the existing commercial and residential uses would not result in any changes to 26 
the existing visual character of the Project site or result in any potential increases in light or glare. 27 
The visual character of the Project site would remain as it appears currently with existing one- to 28 
two-story commercial and residential buildings. Views of the Pacific Ocean and the beach from 29 
Pier Plaza and 13th Street would not be affected. Continued use of the existing buildings and 30 
surface parking lot would not require any ground disturbance and there would be no potential for 31 
impacts to geology and soils or buried cultural resources and/or tribal cultural resources. Further, 32 
no construction-related effects to air quality, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and hazards and 33 
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5.0 ALTERNATIVES 

hazardous materials would occur as a result of the No Project Alternative. The significant and 1 
unavoidable temporary, but prolonged increase in noise associated with demolition, excavation, 2 
or construction of the mixed-use hotel building would be eliminated under the No Project 3 
Alternative. As such, there would be no noise or vibration impacts to sensitive receptors along The 4 
Strand and at the beach (e.g., beach volleyball courts). Additionally, the significant and 5 
unavoidable temporary impacts to transportation and traffic related to the introduction of 6 
substantial numbers of heavy haul trucks traveling to and from the Project site and interference 7 
with vehicle and pedestrian flows for the entire duration of construction activity would not occur 8 
under the No Project Alternative. Further, there would be no temporary roadway closures, removal 9 
of on-street parking for truck queuing, or temporary closure of Lot B, which would eliminate 10 
temporary but prolonged impacts to coastal access parking described for the proposed Project.  11 

The No Project Alternative would also eliminate the operational impacts described for the 12 
proposed Project. There would be no change in operational noise at the Project site and there would 13 
be no increases in operational vehicle trips associated with the proposed mixed-use hotel. As such, 14 
the No Project Alternative would eliminate the significant and unavoidable intersection impact 15 
resulting from the Project-related increase and delay at Hermosa Beach & Pier Avenue; however, 16 
this intersection would continue to operate at LOS D due to the intersection configuration and the 17 
pedestrian scramble phase.  18 

The No Project Alternative would not result in new development along the coastline that could be 19 
impacted by long-term sea level rise or tsunami inundation; however, the No Project Alternative 20 
would not eliminate the potential for existing development on the Project site to be affected by 21 
future inundation. Further, the existing development would not include adaptive management 22 
strategies incorporated through mitigation of the proposed Project, requiring the development and 23 
infrastructure (e.g., storm water and sewer utilities) to be designed to better accommodate coastal 24 
flooding or training of on-site personnel to prepare and react to extreme storm conditions. The No 25 
Project Alternative would not generate population growth – including transient visitor population 26 
– or any related increase in demand for public services or utilities. Therefore, no impacts would 27 
occur with regard to aesthetics and visual resources, air quality, recreation, cultural resources and 28 
tribal cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water 29 
quality, GHG emissions, noise, population and housing, public services, transportation and traffic, 30 
and utilities and service systems.  31 

With regard to land use and planning impacts, the Coastal Act calls for the preservation of coastal 32 
views and coastal access, and the prioritization of visitor-serving uses within the Coastal Zone. 33 
PLAN Hermosa and the City’s Downtown Revitalization Plan also encourage the development of 34 
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visitor-serving uses in the Downtown to enhance the active, pedestrian-oriented character of the 1 
Downtown Core. The existing vacant West Bay Apartments complex is not consistent with the 2 
underlying zoning for the Project site or the land use prescribed in the recently adopted PLAN 3 
Hermosa and that condition would remain under this alternative. Finally, the No Project 4 
Alternative would not substantially accommodate increased visitation to this beachfront site – 5 
located in the Coastal Zone – in the form of additional restaurant and retail space or overnight 6 
visitor serving accommodations.   7 

5.5.2 Alternative 2 – Reduced Hotel Size 8 

Under Alternative 2 (Reduced Hotel Size Alternative), the proposed mixed-use hotel would 9 
include a three-story hotel building with ground floor restaurant and retail space along Pier Plaza 10 
and The Strand. As with the proposed Project the hotel rooms would continue to be located on the 11 
second and third floors along with outdoor decks and lounge space, which would be made available 12 
to hotel guests and members of the public. However, this alternative would reduce the number of 13 
hotel rooms by 25 percent from 100 rooms under the proposed Project to 75 rooms. The redesign 14 
of the proposed mixed-use hotel under the Reduced Hotel Size Alternative would include the 15 
incorporation of MM VIS-1b, which would eliminate the southwest corner of the building to 16 
maintain the view across the Mermaid Restaurant surface parking lot. The meeting/banquet space 17 
in Subterranean Basement Level 1 would also be reduced by 50 percent under this alternative. The 18 
intent of this Reduced Hotel Size Alternative is to eliminate the significant and unavoidable 19 
transportation and traffic impact at the intersection of Hermosa Avenue & Pier Avenue. 20 

Under this alternative, the 25 hotel rooms that would be removed could be taken from the second 21 
floor and/or the third floor of the hotel. While the room configuration of the hotel would need to 22 
be redesigned to facilitate this reduction, the general size of the hotel rooms would remain similar 23 
to the proposed Project (i.e., the size of the remaining rooms would not be increased substantially 24 
from approximately 383 sf per room). Therefore, the removal of these rooms would provide 25 
approximately 9,575 sf available for the relocation of rooftop terrace, solar hot water system, 26 
elevator shaft(s) or solar panels, such that they would not exceed the height limitations for the 27 
Downtown Commercial zoning district (C-2) established under HBMC Chapter 17.64 (i.e., no 28 
more than 5 percent of the roof would be covered with structures or mechanical elements that 29 
exceed 30 feet) (see Figures 5-7 and 5-8 for a conceptual illustration).  30 
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5.0 ALTERNATIVES 

In addition to the elimination of 25 hotel rooms, the 2,406-sf meeting/banquet space would be 1 
reduced to approximately 1,203 sf, reducing the occupancy from 128 to 64 people. Based on the 2 
Strand & Pier Hotel Traffic Study (Traffic Study) prepared by The Mobility Group (2017) (see 3 
Appendix I) and independently verified by Fehr and Peers for this EIR, each room of the hotel 4 
generates between 0.17 and 0.22 peak hour trips. As such, the elimination of 25 rooms would 5 
reduce peak hour trip generation by a minimum of approximately 4 peak hour trips during the AM 6 
peak hour and a maximum of approximately 6 peak hour trips during the Saturday Midday peak 7 
hour. In addition, based on the Traffic Study and Fehr & Peers independent peer review of trip 8 
generation rates, the reduction in the meeting/banquet space, which is the highest trip generating 9 
use in the mixed-use hotel during all peak hours (0.50 peak hour trips per occupant), would reduce 10 
traffic by an additional 32 peak hour trips during all peak hours. While eliminating the 11 
meeting/banquet space entirely could further reduce trip generation during all peak hours, such 12 
meeting spaces are often a key element of hotel business to accommodate functions such as 13 
weddings, business meetings etc. Thus, completely eliminating these facilities could undermine 14 
the economic viability of the mixed-use hotel and conflict with key project objectives. Further, 15 
during the concept development of the proposed Project, members of the public requested 16 
meeting/banquet space be included in the proposed Project as the community does not have 17 
adequately sized facilities for conferences, receptions, and similar events, particularly within the 18 
Downtown. 19 

Table 5-1. Peak Hour Trip Reduction Associated with Alternative 2 (Reduced Hotel 20 
Size Alternative) 21 

Peak Hour Peak Hour  
Net Project Trips 

Peak Hour  
Net Trip Reduction with 

Alternative 2 

Peak Hour 
Net Trips with 
 Alternative 2 

AM 113 38 75 

PM 96 38 58 

FRI 96 38 58 

SAT 109 38 71 

SUN 78 36 42 
Notes: The term “net” refers to the difference between the proposed Project and existing conditions.22 
“Net Project Trips” = Average daily trip generation under the proposed Project.23 
“Net Project Trip Reduction with Alternative 2” = The number of net trips that would be eliminated under Alternative 2.24 
“Peak Hour Net Trips with Alternative 2” = The total number of net trips generated under Alternative 2.25 

The reduction in the size of the mixed-use hotel would also reduce construction-related impacts as 26 
the reduction in the size of the third floor would require between one and two fewer concrete pours. 27 
This could eliminate between 200 and 400 of the proposed concrete truck trips, a reduction of 28 
approximately 11 percent, with associated reductions in the frequency of nighttime noise along the 29 
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truck route. Further, the elimination of 25 hotel rooms and the 50-percent reduction in the 1 
meeting/banquet space would result in an associated reduction in parking demand. Under this 2 
alternative approximately 32 fewer spaces would be required during the weekdays and 3 
approximately 33 fewer spaces would be required during the weekends. Therefore, the lower levels 4 
of the subterranean parking garage could be reduced in size, resulting in slightly less excavation 5 
and an approximately 18-percent reduction in number of heavy haul truck trips for soil export.  6 

All other elements of the proposed Project would remain the same under this alternative, including 7 
vacation of Beach Drive and 13th Court, restriping of 13th Street as a two-way street, 8 
development/improvements to the 13th Street Public Plaza, etc. The architectural styling of the 9 
mixed-use hotel under this alternative would be similar to that of the proposed Project, including 10 
the incorporation of MM VIS-1a requiring articulation of the third-story story white wall to minimize 11 
changes to overall surrounding visual character. However, because this alternative is preliminary 12 
for the purposes of the EIR, the exact layout and structural configuration of the proposed 13 
development has not yet been determined.  14 

Alternative 2 (Reduced Hotel Size Alternative) Impact Analysis 15 

Aesthetics and Visual Resources 16 

Under Reduced Hotel Size Alternative, impacts to aesthetics and visual resources would be less 17 
severe than those described for the proposed Project. With regard to potential impacts on public 18 
views to and along the Pacific Ocean and beach, similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 2 19 
would incorporate MM VIS-1b and MM VIS-1c, which would retain the views of the Pacific 20 
Ocean, sandy beach, and open sky – in particular the views provided from the western terminus of 21 
Pier Plaza as exemplified by Key View Location (KVL) 3. By reducing the size of the subterranean 22 
meeting/banquet space and eliminating 25 hotel rooms on either the second or third story of the 23 
hotel, rooftop elements could be relocated to a lower elevation. As such, Alternative 2 would 24 
reduce the area of roof covered with structural and mechanical elements over the 30-foot height 25 
limit and may reduce or eliminate the need for a Zoning Variance thereby also slightly extending 26 
open sky views looking across the Project site. Implementation of this alternative, including the 27 
incorporation of MM VIS-1b and -1c, would preserve public views in the vicinity and slightly 28 
increase open sky views and reduce impacts of the proposed Project related to aesthetics and visual 29 
resources.  30 

As with the proposed Project, development under Alternative 2 would alter the existing visual 31 
character of the Project site with the demolition of the existing one- and two-story buildings, 32 
surface parking, and street segments, and construction of a new modern, mixed-use hotel 33 
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approximately 10 to 20 feet taller than the existing structures; however, the mixed-use hotel would 1 
be generally comparable in size to the adjacent Beach House Hotel, Lot C, and commercial buildings 2 
in the vicinity (e.g., Hennessey’s Tavern) and would not overwhelm or be visually incompatible with 3 
surrounding development. As with the proposed Project, discretionary review of the alternative by 4 
the Planning Commission and City Council would ensure that the height and design of the mixed-5 
use hotel would not contribute to excessive visual bulk. Therefore, potential impacts to existing 6 
visual character and quality of the site and surrounding areas would be less than significant. 7 

Similar to the proposed Project, development of the Reduced Hotel Size Alternative could create 8 
a new source of light and glare that could adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the area. 9 
However, compliance with HBMC regulations, which limit the intensity and impacts of night 10 
lighting and require City approval of a proposed lighting plan, and implementation of MM VIS-4 11 
requiring the use of non- or low-reflective building materials, would minimize the lighting and glare 12 
effects of the proposed mixed-use hotel on neighboring properties, pedestrians, bicyclists, and other 13 
light-sensitive receptors. Therefore, impacts related to substantial new sources of light and glare 14 
from development of this alternative would be less than significant with mitigation.  15 

Air Quality 16 

Under Alternative 2, construction-related impacts to air quality would be similar but less severe 17 
than those described for the proposed Project. The elimination of 25 hotel rooms and the 50- 18 
percent reduction in the meeting/banquet space as well as the associated reduction in the size of 19 
the subterranean parking garage would decrease the overall floor area of the proposed Project. 20 
Additionally, with the reduced size of the subterranean parking garage, there would be a 21 
corresponding reduction in the volume of the required excavation. Because the scope of these 22 
development activities would be reduced relative to the proposed Project, construction emissions 23 
of carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOx), sulfur dioxide (SOx), particulate matter (PM10 24 
and PM2.5), and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) would be reduced compared to the proposed 25 
Project. Therefore, emissions from this alternative’s construction activities would be further below 26 
the thresholds of significance, including both South Coast Air Quality Management District 27 
(SCAQMD) construction emissions thresholds, and air quality impacts related to construction 28 
activities would remain less than significant. 29 

Due to the reduced number of hotel rooms and the reduced size of the meeting/banquet space under 30 
this alternative, long-term operational air pollutant emissions and impacts would be slightly 31 
reduced when compared to the proposed Project. Further, this alternative would generate up to 38 32 
fewer peak hour traffic trips and would result in a corresponding reduction in mobile source 33 
emissions compared to the proposed Project. Therefore, under Alternative 2, operational air 34 
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pollutant emissions would be reduced when compared to the proposed Project, and would remain 1 
less than significant. 2 

Recreation 3 

Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would interfere with and disrupt coastal access 4 
parking and recreational facilities during construction (refer to Impact REC-1). However, with 5 
implementation of MM REC-1a, which would temporarily widen The Strand to minimize 6 
pedestrian and bicycle congestion during construction, MM REC-1b, which would require the 7 
Applicant to offset the loss of public parking in the Coastal Zone during the closure of Lot B, and 8 
MM TT-1, which would implement a Final Construction Mitigation Plan to ensure that 9 
construction parking spillover would not affect additional public parking, construction-related 10 
impacts to recreation would be less than significant with mitigation.  11 

Similar to the proposed Project, this alternative would also incorporate a pedestrian and bicycle 12 
route from 13th Street to 13th Court through Lot B and Loreto Plaza, allowing redirected, but less 13 
direct access through to Pier Plaza; therefore, potential long-term interference with existing north-14 
south pedestrian and bicycle coastal access due to vacation of Beach Drive would be reduced, and 15 
impacts would be less than significant.  16 

Potential long-term impacts to coastal access parking availability would remain similar to those 17 
described for the proposed Project. Under this alternative, approximately 32 fewer spaces would 18 
be required during the weekdays and approximately 33 fewer spaces would be required during the 19 
weekends. Therefore, the subterranean parking garage could be reduced in size by approximately 20 
18 percent. Stacked valet parking – which could accommodate an additional 36 vehicles in the 21 
reduced sized subterranean parking garage (i.e., approximately 25 percent more vehicles than the 22 
standard configuration) – would still be necessary for planned special events, public events on Pier 23 
Plaza, and during periods when the parking lot begins to get congested (e.g., when parking 24 
structure becomes more than 90 percent full). While this alternative would eliminate the need for 25 
32 parking spaces, with stacked valet parking, the parking structure would still be able to 26 
accommodate the peak weekday parking demand (i.e., 157 vehicles) and the peak weekend parking 27 
demand (i.e., 167 vehicles) for all uses on the associated with this alternative. As such, operational 28 
impacts to coastal access parking under this alternative would be similar to the proposed Project 29 
and less than significant with implementation of MM REC-3, which would apply parking rate caps 30 
to the paid hotel valet parking to avoid parking demand spillover into adjacent City-owned parking 31 
lots. Therefore, impacts to recreation would be less than significant with mitigation under this 32 
alternative. 33 
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Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources 1 

Alternative 2 would result in similar impacts to historic resources as those identified for the 2 
proposed Project in Section 3.4, Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources. All seven 3 
buildings and the surface parking lot located within the Project site were determined not to be 4 
eligible for listing as historic resources under the criteria of the California Register of Historic 5 
Places and as local landmarks under the City’s ordinances. In addition, there are no historic 6 
resources in the vicinity that would be affected, either directly or indirectly, by construction of the 7 
proposed mixed-use hotel. Therefore, similar to the proposed Project, demolition of existing 8 
buildings and development of this alternative would not result in adverse effects on historic 9 
resources and impacts would be less than significant. 10 

Potential impacts to previously unidentified archaeological and paleontological resources, human 11 
remains, and tribal cultural resources under this alternative would also be similar to those described 12 
for the proposed Project. The proposed two-level subterranean basement would be reduced in size; 13 
however, the excavation would still have the potential to encounter previously unknown buried 14 
cultural resources. Similar to the proposed Project, MM CUL-2a and CUL-2b, which include the 15 
development of an Archaeological Monitoring Plan and procedures for inadvertent discoveries, 16 
and CUL-3a through CUL-3e, which include a construction worker awareness training and 17 
construction monitoring protocol for paleontological resources, would also apply to this alternative 18 
and would substantially reduce potential impacts to archaeological and paleontological resources 19 
such that impacts would remain less than significant with mitigation. 20 

Geology and Soils 21 

Impacts related to geology and soils under Alternative 2 would be similar to those described under 22 
the proposed Project. This alternative would slightly reduce the volume of ground disturbance 23 
compared to the proposed Project because of the reduced size of the two-level subterranean 24 
basement. As with the proposed Project, implementation of MM GEO-1a, MM GEO-1b, MM 25 
GEO-3a, and MM GEO-3b, as well as MM HYD-1a through -1c would be required to address 26 
impacts related to seismic-related ground failure and liquefaction-related dynamic settlement, 27 
drainage and soil erosion during excavation, and potential collapse of excavated slopes. Standard 28 
regulatory conditions requiring compliance with the Uniform Building Code (UBC), California 29 
Building Code (CBC), HBMC, and City’s Seismic Safety Element would address geologic hazards 30 
under this alternative. As with the proposed Project, mitigation and compliance with all applicable 31 
regulatory conditions would reduce impacts to geology and soils under Alternative 2 to less than 32 
significant with mitigation. 33 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials 1 

Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would require site preparation activities, including 2 
demolition of existing facilities and excavation of the proposed two-level subterranean basement. 3 
Therefore, the potential for exposure to contaminated soils associated with unanticipated 4 
hazardous substances that could potentially occur from soil or groundwater contamination would 5 
be the same as described for the proposed Project. Overall, impacts with regard to hazards and 6 
hazardous materials under this alternative would be similar to those described under the proposed 7 
Project, and Alternative 2 would be required to mitigate any presence and use of hazardous 8 
materials in a similar manner with implementation of MM HAZ-2a and MM HAZ-2b, which 9 
require a lead-based paint and asbestos-containing material survey as well as the preparation of a 10 
Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan. Implementation of required mitigation measures and 11 
compliance with applicable Federal, state, and local regulations related to the transport, use, 12 
storage, and cleanup of hazardous materials would reduce the risks associated with discovered 13 
hazardous materials. Therefore, under Alternative 2, potential impacts would be less than 14 
significant with mitigation. 15 

Hydrology and Water Quality 16 

As with the proposed Project, implementation of the Applicant-prepared Storm Water Pollution 17 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be required to address surface water quality impacts from 18 
erosion, sedimentation, and polluted runoff during construction activities. Standard regulatory 19 
conditions requiring compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 20 
(NPDES) permitting and the HBMC would address impacts to surface water quality under this 21 
alternative. With implementation of these standard regulatory compliance measures, best 22 
management practices (BMPs), and the SWPPP prepared for the Project site, short-term 23 
construction impacts to surface water quality under Alternative 2 would remain less than 24 
significant. 25 

Similar to the proposed Project, development of the Project site under this alternative would alter 26 
the surface runoff pattern through relocation and construction of storm drains, which could impact 27 
erosion, siltation, or turbidity, and introduce pollutants into the storm drain system and ultimately 28 
the Pacific Ocean. Compliance with NPDES and HBMC permitting would be required to reduce 29 
the potential for pollutants to runoff and enter the storm drain system. However, as with the 30 
proposed Project, rerouting stormwater flow along 13th Court from the Pier Avenue storm drain 31 
line to the 13th Street storm drain line could potentially result in an exceedance of capacity in the 32 
13th Street storm drain line. Therefore, implementation of MM HYD-3 would require a storm drain 33 
capacity analysis and potential infrastructure upsizing. As with the proposed Project, compliance 34 
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with Federal, state, and local regulations and implementation of required mitigation measures 1 
would reduce potential impacts related to hydrology and water quality under Alternative 2 to less 2 
than significant with mitigation. 3 

This alternative would slightly reduce the amount of development at the Project site with the 4 
reduction of 25 hotel rooms and the 50-percent reduction in the size of the meeting/banquet space 5 
and the subterranean basement. Therefore, this alternative would incrementally reduce the amount 6 
of development in an area that could be affected by long-term sea level rise and tsunami 7 
inundation. Implementation of MM HYD-5a through -5c for adaptive design/flooding proofing of 8 
buildings, payment of an in-lieu fee for sea level rise adaptive management actions, and tsunami 9 
evacuation materials and training, would further minimize potential coastal flooding and sea level 10 
rise impacts related to exposure of people and structures to risk of loss, injury, or death. As such, 11 
similar to the proposed Project, impacts involving coastal flooding and sea-level rise would be less 12 
than significant with mitigation. 13 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 14 

Impacts related to GHG emissions under Alternative 2 would be slightly reduced relative to the 15 
proposed Project, due to the reduction of 25 hotel rooms and the 50-percent reduction in the size 16 
of the meeting/banquet room, which would decrease the duration of construction activities and the 17 
number of required heavy haul truck trips. As the duration and extent of construction activities 18 
under this alternative would be slightly less than the proposed Project, GHG emissions from 19 
construction, which are already well below SCAQMD thresholds, would also be slightly reduced 20 
when compared to the proposed Project. It should be noted that the redesign of the proposed Project 21 
would require preparation of a revised construction schedule; however, it is reasonable to assume 22 
that with the reduction in overall floor area, the construction duration under this alternative could 23 
be reduced by approximately 1 to 3 months relative to the proposed Project. Therefore, GHG 24 
emissions from construction of Alternative 2 would be less than significant. 25 

Over the long-term, the reduction of 25 hotel rooms and the 50-percent reduction in the size of the 26 
meeting/banquet room would result in fewer operational GHG emissions due to the reduction in 27 
energy use for building operations and reduction in trip generation. Total maximum annual 28 
operational GHG emissions under this alternative would be below the SCAQMD thresholds for 29 
operational GHG emissions, and impacts would be less than significant. 30 

Since this alternative would include the same hotel and commercial uses as the proposed Project, 31 
impacts related to GHG emissions would be the same as those identified in Impact GHG-2 for the 32 
proposed Project and would be less than significant. 33 
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Land Use and Planning 1 

Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would replace one- and two-story commercial uses 2 
and surface streets and parking with a three-story boutique hotel that includes ground floor 3 
restaurant and retail space, and subterranean parking. Consistent with the Downtown Core 4 
Revitalization Strategy, development of a catalyst hotel would be used to strengthen economic 5 
vitality in the area. Similar to the proposed Project, this alternative would be substantially 6 
consistent with the goals and policies contained within Southern California Association of 7 
Government’s (SCAG’s) Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 8 
(RTP/SCS) and PLAN Hermosa. Additionally, the reduction in the number of hotel rooms under 9 
Alternative 2 would achieve greater consistency with Policy 5.1, Scale and Massing in the PLAN 10 
Hermosa Land Use + Design Element, which considers the scale of new development within its 11 
urban context to reduce abrupt changes in scale and massing. 12 

By reducing the size of the meeting/banquet space and eliminating 25 hotel rooms on the second 13 
and/or third story of the hotel, some rooftop elements could be relocated. As compared to the 14 
proposed Project, a Zoning Variance may not be required since the amount of structural and 15 
mechanical elements that would be located on the rooftop terrace could potentially be reduced to 16 
a lower elevation under this alternative. As such, impacts related to land use and planning under 17 
Alternative 2 would be similar to, but incrementally less severe than those described for the 18 
proposed Project.  19 

Noise 20 

Under Alternative 2, impacts related to construction noise and vibration would be similar to, but 21 
less severe than those described for the proposed Project. The size of the two-level proposed 22 
subterranean parking garage would be reduced, which would result in a corresponding reduction 23 
in the volume of excavation and an associated 18-percent reduction in the number of heavy haul 24 
truck trips for soil export. Further, as compared to the proposed Project, the elimination of 25 hotel 25 
rooms would result in one to two fewer concrete pours and approximately 200 to 400 fewer 26 
concrete truck trips. This alternative would also slightly decrease the duration and extent of 27 
construction activities. As a result, noise and vibration impacts related to the duration of heavy 28 
construction equipment use under Alternative 2 would be slightly reduced compared to those 29 
described under the proposed Project. However, as discussed for the proposed Project in Section 30 
3.10, Noise, construction activities under this alternative would continue to have temporary 31 
significant adverse noise impacts to sensitive receptors at the Beach House Hotel and along The 32 
Strand, particularly for volleyball players at the adjacent beach volleyball courts, as well as 33 
temporary adverse noise and groundborne vibration impacts to sensitive receptors along nighttime 34 
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haul routes. This alternative would include the implementation of MM NOI-1a and MM NOI-1b, 1 
which would require the preparation and implementation of a Construction Noise Management 2 
Plan as well as the construction of temporary beach volleyball courts to reduce the severity of noise 3 
impacts. However, similar to the proposed Project, even with implementation of MM NOI-1a and 4 
MM NOI-1b, noise and vibration impacts from construction of the proposed mixed-use hotel 5 
development continue to be significant and unavoidable under Alternative 2. 6 

Long-term operational increases in noise levels as a result of Alternative 2 would be similar to the 7 
proposed Project even with the reduction in number of hotel rooms and size of the meeting/banquet 8 
space, and the associated decrease in vehicle trip generation. As discussed in Section 3.10, Noise, 9 
potentially significant noise increases would be associated with hotel, retail, and restaurant 10 
operations, including maintenance and pickup/delivery activities, noise-generating rooftop 11 
equipment and ventilation systems, parking, increased traffic, and particularly outdoor dining and 12 
events. Although development of this alternative would result in an overall decrease in floor area 13 
compared with the proposed Project, the amount of operational noise generated by the proposed 14 
mixed-use hotel, mostly associated with outdoor dining and events, would generate similar noise 15 
levels. Similar to the proposed Project, compliance with HBMC, as well as implementation of: 16 
MM NOI-3a, which requires the Hermosa Beach Police Department (HBPD) to provide conditions 17 
of control of use to prevent adverse noise impacts on adjacent sensitive uses, MM NOI-3b, which 18 
requires the walk up cafés along 13th Street  to close before 10:00pm to reduce nighttime noise, 19 
and MM NOI-3c, which requires the preparation and implementation of an Event Management 20 
Plan to limit noise generated by hotel operations as necessary to comply with the City’s Noise 21 
Ordinance, would reduce operational impacts at the hotel site to less than significant with 22 
mitigation under this alternative. 23 

Population and Housing 24 

Increases in population, housing, and employment under Alternative 2 would be similar to the 25 
proposed Project. This alternative would not include development of any residences and would 26 
not be expected to induce substantial population growth in the area. As with the proposed Project, 27 
local job availability would be expected to increase by approximately 140 jobs (i.e., 3.5 percent), 28 
in line with SCAG’s growth projections. Employment opportunities would likely be filled by 29 
members of the local and regional labor force. Potential increases in the low- and moderate-income 30 
work force within the City may increase demand for affordable housing; however, it is expected 31 
that the majority of employees would live in surrounding nearby cities and commute to Hermosa 32 
Beach. Therefore, under Alternative 2, impacts to population and housing would be less than 33 
significant and similar to those described for the proposed Project. 34 
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Public Services 1 

Under Alternative 2, impacts to fire response capabilities would be similar to those described for 2 
the proposed Project. Also, similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would comply with 3 
current fire prevention and fire suppression standards and the development would be subject to 4 
review by the HBFD to ensure adequate emergency access and fire protection features, such as 5 
alarms and sprinklers. Further, the City’s new contract with Los Angeles County Fire Department 6 
(LACoFD) would allow the City to maintain its same level of services in the event of greater 7 
demand; therefore, impacts to fire protection services under this alternative would be less than 8 
significant. 9 

Regarding impacts to police services, implementation of MM PS-3a and MM PS-3b, which would 10 
require the preparation and implementation of a Private Security Plan and an Emergency Response 11 
and Event Management Plan, would also apply under Alternative 2 and would ensure that impacts 12 
are less than significant with mitigation. 13 

The Project site is served by the Hermosa Beach City School District (HBCSD). Similar to the 14 
proposed Project, the modest increase of students generated by this alternative is expected to be 15 
accommodated within existing and planned school facilities. Additionally, as with the proposed 16 
Project, the Applicant would be required to pay Senate Bill (SB) 50 developer fees to HBCSD, 17 
which would be used for the expansion or upgrading of school facilities as needed to accommodate 18 
indirect increases in school enrollment over time. Payment of developer fees constitutes full 19 
mitigation of impacts on public schools. Therefore, impacts to public schools under this alternative 20 
would be less than significant. 21 

Potential impacts to library services under Alternative 2 would be the same as those described for 22 
the proposed Project. Similar to the proposed Project, library visits from hotel patrons would be 23 
negligible in comparison to overall visits from regional residents. Therefore, the impact on library 24 
services under this alternative would be less than significant. 25 

Transportation and Traffic 26 

Construction impacts related to transportation and traffic under Alternative 2 would be less severe 27 
than those described for the proposed Project. Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would 28 
create potential traffic impacts through generation of temporary construction-related traffic. 29 
However, the scope, duration, and extent of construction activities would be slightly reduced under 30 
this alternative, including an 18-percent reduction in heavy haul truck trips and a reduction of one 31 
to two concrete pours and approximately 200 to 400 fewer concrete truck trips. However, even 32 
with the implementation of MM TT-1, which would require the preparation and implementation 33 
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of a Final Construction Management Plan, construction-related traffic impacts associated with 1 
heavy haul trucks and concrete trucks traveling along Gould Avenue and entering and exiting the 2 
Project site via 13th Street and Hermosa Avenue would be significant and unavoidable. 3 

Operational transportation and circulation impacts under Alternative 2 would be reduced, 4 
compared to the proposed Project, due to the reduction in size of the mixed-use hotel development 5 
and the associated reduction in vehicle trip generation. The elimination of 25 rooms would reduce 6 
peak hour traffic by a minimum of approximately 4 peak hour trips during the AM peak hour and 7 
a maximum of approximately 6 peak hour trips during the Saturday Midday peak hour. The 50-8 
percent reduction in the meeting/banquet space, which is the highest trip generating use in the 9 
mixed-use hotel during all peak hours (0.50 peak hour trips per occupant), would reduce traffic by 10 
an additional 32 peak hour trips during all peak hours. The total net amount of peak hour trips 11 
under this alternative would be reduced by 36 total peak hour trips on Sunday and 38 peak hour 12 
trips for all other days of the week (refer to Table 5-1). Under the proposed Project, the only 13 
significant traffic impact would occur in the Sunday Afternoon peak hour at the intersection of 14 
Hermosa Avenue & Pier Avenue during Existing (2016) Plus Project Conditions and Future Year 15 
(2021) Plus Project conditions. The increase of 0.022 in Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) 16 
value caused by the proposed Project at this intersection would exceed the threshold for 17 
significance of 0.020. However, due to the decrease in trip generation under this alternative, the 18 
ICU value would be reduced to 0.020 or below. Therefore, under Alternative 2, operational 19 
impacts to traffic at the one impacted intersection would be less than the proposed Project and 20 
would be reduced to less than significant; however, although reduced in severity due to decreases 21 
in haul truck traffic, significant and unavoidable construction-related impacts associated with the 22 
proposed Project would remain under this alternative. 23 

Utilities and Service Systems 24 

Similar to the proposed Project, the proposed mixed-use hotel under Alternative 2 would 25 
incrementally increase demand for utility service, including water supply, wastewater disposal, 26 
solid waste disposal, and energy relative to existing conditions. Relocation of the existing sewer 27 
lines along Beach Drive and 13th Court and installation of a new sewer main alignment and on-site 28 
water distribution lines would be required. However, as with the proposed Project, the demand 29 
would be adequately met by existing and planned future energy and water supplies, and remaining 30 
capacities within the wastewater treatment facility and landfills serving the City. Further, as 31 
Alternative 2 would reduce the number of hotel rooms and the size of the hotel meeting/banquet 32 
space relative to the proposed Project, this alternative would result in slightly reduced impacts 33 
related to demand for utilities compared to the proposed Project due to decreased energy and water 34 
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demand and waste generation. As discussed in Section 3.13, Utilities and Service Systems, no 1 
additional energy supply infrastructure, water supply facilities, or landfill capacity would be 2 
required as a result of the mixed-use hotel project.  3 

As with the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would be designed to achieve LEED Gold certification 4 
level or equivalent. Incorporation of LEED Gold standards would reduce the amount of energy 5 
required for lighting, water heating, and heating and air conditioning. Under this alternative, the 6 
mixed-use hotel would continue to include a rooftop solar PV array which would provide 7 
approximately 25 percent of the electrical power requirements of the development. Green building 8 
elements would also increase energy efficiency from the building envelope through use efficient 9 
building materials, such as windows, doors, skylights, wall/floor/ceiling assemblies, attics, and 10 
roofs, as well as low impact development (LID) BMPs including capture and use, a green roof, 11 
and cooling towers. Therefore, as with the proposed Project, impacts to utilities under Alternative 12 
2 would be less than significant with implementation of energy efficient building construction. 13 

5.5.3 Alternative 3 – Reduced Hotel with Provision of Off-Site Parking at City Parking 14 
Lot B 15 

Alternative 3 (Lot B Alternative) would include a three-story mixed-use hotel building with ground 16 
floor restaurant and retail uses along Pier Plaza and The Strand similar to the proposed Project; 17 
however, the proposed two-level subterranean basement would be eliminated and vehicle parking 18 
would be provided in an above-ground parking structure located on Lot B (see Figure 5-8). As 19 
described for the proposed temporary use of Lot B under the proposed Project, use of any City-20 
owned property requires City Council approval and cannot be confirmed until after such approval 21 
is provided. This request to the City Council would be made separate from (and likely in advance 22 
of) the Project entitlements and would likely require a lease and/or encroachment permits. If this 23 
request is made in advance of the entitlement process and is approved, the details of use of this 24 
property would be incorporated into the entitlements, project plans and traffic plans, etc. Due to 25 
the construction access and staging constraints, construction of the mixed-use hotel and above 26 
ground parking structure would occur sequentially, at least in part. The overall schedule would 27 
likely be similar in total duration to that described for the proposed Project; however, construction 28 
phasing would be adjusted as necessary. 29 

In addition to major changes in the location and amount of parking provided under Alternative 3, 30 
50 hotel rooms would be removed from the second and/or third floor of the mixed-use hotel to 31 
accommodate the spa/wellness center, meeting/banquet space, and back of house spaces planned 32 
for the subterranean basement under the proposed Project. Additionally, as discussed further 33 
below, elimination of the 50 hotel rooms would be necessary for the proposed above-ground 34 

Strand and Pier Hotel Project 5-45 
Draft EIR  



5.0 ALTERNATIVES 

parking structure to accommodate peak 1 
parking demands. Similar to the proposed 2 
Project, the redesign under this alternative 3 
would incorporate MM VIS-1b, which would 4 
remove the southwest corner of the proposed 5 
mixed-use hotel. Additionally, similar to 6 
Alternative 2, the redesign of Alternative 3 7 
would reduce the meeting/banquet space by 50 8 
percent. The intent of this alternative is to 9 
eliminate the need for excavation of a 10 
subterranean basement and substantially 11 
reduce the severity of the temporary, but 12 
prolonged significant and unavoidable 13 
construction-related impacts associated with 14 
heavy haul truck trips. Additionally, similar to Alternative 2, the reduction in the size of the mixed-15 
use hotel under Alternative 3 would eliminate the significant and unavoidable operational impacts 16 
to the intersection of Hermosa Avenue & Pier Avenue.  17 

The above-ground parking structure located adjacent to the mixed-use hotel would be 30 feet in 18 
height and would include a ground level, second floor, third floor, and rooftop floor, providing 19 
approximately 152 spaces. The parking spaces located on the ground level of the parking structure 20 
would be retained by the City and would continue to be available for public coastal access parking 21 
in the Downtown Core. These metered public parking spaces would continue to be accessible via 22 
13th Street similar to existing conditions in Lot B. The three overhead floors of the parking structure 23 
would be reserved for mixed-use hotel parking (see Figure 5-8). Together, the three floors of the 24 
parking structure would provide 114 parking spaces available for use by the mixed-use hotel (i.e., 25 
the 38 spaces on the second, third, and rooftop floors) and would be accessed by valet from the 26 
hotel’s porte cochère. The 50-percent reduction in the number of hotel rooms would balance peak 27 
parking demand under this alternative with the reduction in parking from 178 spaces under the 28 
proposed Project to 114 spaces under the Lot B Alternative. With the reduction in the number of 29 
hotel rooms, approximately 58 fewer parking spaces would be required during the weekdays and 30 
approximately 59 fewer spaces would be required during the weekends.  31 

Similar to the proposed Project, the parking structure on Lot B would incorporate a north-south 32 
pedestrian and bicycle route parallel to The Strand to partially offset the loss of pedestrian access 33 
from 13th Street to Pier Plaza resulting from the vacation of Beach Drive. The route would cross the 34 
ground level of the parking structure from 13th Street to 13th Court to allow access through Lot B and 35 

Under this alternative, parking would be provided in 
an off-site parking structure located on Lot B 
adjacent to the east of the Project site. 
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Loreto Plaza connecting to Pier Plaza. Implementation would include crosswalk striping across 13th 1 
Court, as well as signage indicating shared pedestrian and bicycle access through the parking 2 
structure onto 13th Street, where pedestrians and bicycles could turn west to The Strand or east to 3 
Hermosa Avenue. As with the proposed Project, in order to accommodate pedestrian and bicycle 4 
access across Lot B, the ground floor of the parking structure would need to be striped to facilitate 5 
passage,  which would reduce the number of parking spaces on the ground floor from the existing 6 
38 stalls to 34. 7 

Table 5-2. Alternative 3 – Lot B Parking Structure Details 8 

City Parking Lot B Structure Details 
Lot B Site Acreage 0.26 acres (11,400 sf) 
Parcel Nos. 4183-002-900, 4183-002-901, 4183-002-902, and 4183-002-903 
Total Building Area 11,400 sf (100 percent of Lot B area) 
Parking Spaces 114 reserved hotel spaces and 34 public parking spaces 
Height (Existing height limit - 30’) 30 feet 
Parking Structure Access Ramp from the hotel porte cochère 

By eliminating the proposed two-story subterranean basement below the mixed-use hotel, 9 
Alternative 3 would substantially reduce significant construction-related impacts associated with 10 
excavation. With the elimination of the excavation, the proposed mixed-use hotel development 11 
would only require a minor amount of soil export for leveling of the Project site (e.g., approximately 12 
1,000 cubic yards [cy] as compared to the 42,700 cy of soil export for the proposed Project). This 13 
would result in an approximately 95-percent reduction in heavy haul truck trips compared to the 14 
proposed Project. Therefore, with the exception of materials and equipment deliveries, heavy haul 15 
truck trips would be substantially reduced with associated reductions daytime noise impacts to off-16 
site residences along Gould Avenue. Additionally, the need for queuing spaces along Hermosa 17 
Avenue would also be reduced, limiting the duration of construction-related traffic, air quality, and 18 
noise impacts associated with heavy haul truck queuing. However, additional concrete trucks would 19 
be required to construct the proposed Lot B parking structure (i.e., an approximately 66-percent 20 
increase relative to the proposed Project, including up to 200 trucks for each of the three pours 21 
required for the foundation and each of the three levels). This would increase the number of nighttime 22 
periods when sensitive receptors adjacent to the Project site and residents along Gould Avenue would 23 
experience significant and unavoidable impacts related to noise and vibration. While construction 24 
of the parking structure on Lot B would result in fewer construction-related traffic impacts associated 25 
with substantially decreased daytime excavation activities, the development of a 30-foot parking 26 
structure on Lot B would introduce additional construction-related noise and vibration impacts 27 
associated with increased concrete pours as further discussed below under Noise.  28 
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Aesthetics and Visual Resources 1 

With regard to potential impacts on public views to and along the Pacific Ocean and beach, similar 2 
to the proposed Project, the Lot B Alternative would incorporate MM VIS-1b and MM VIS-1c, 3 
which would remove the southwest corner of the proposed mixed-use hotel and maintain a low 4 
vegetation canopy for landscaping, in order to retain the views of the Pacific Ocean, sandy beach, 5 
and open sky – in particular the views provided from the western terminus of Pier Plaza as 6 
exemplified by KVL 3. 7 

Development of the above-ground parking structure under the Lot B Alternative would alter the 8 
existing visual character of the Project site due to the demolition of the existing one- and two-story 9 
buildings, surface parking, and street segments, and construction of a new modern, mixed-use 10 
hotel approximately 10 to 20 feet taller than the existing structures. Further, this alternative would 11 
replace a surface parking lot with a 30-foot-tall parking structure. Although the proposed mixed-12 
use hotel and parking structure would be larger in scale and mass than existing buildings on the site, 13 
these buildings would not alter the existing visual character or quality of surrounding land uses such 14 
that substantial impacts would occur. The mixed-use hotel and parking structure would be 15 
comparable in height to the existing Beach House Hotel, Lot C, and commercial buildings in the 16 
vicinity (e.g., Hennessey’s Tavern) and would not overwhelm or be visually incompatible with 17 
surrounding development. Additionally, the above-ground parking structure would only have limited 18 
visibility from Pier Plaza and The Strand, similar to Lot C. As with the proposed Project, 19 
discretionary review of the Project application by the Planning Commission and City Council would 20 
ensure that the height and design of the mixed-use hotel and parking structure would not contribute 21 
to excessive visual bulk and would ensure that light and views of the clear sky are adequately 22 

The Lot B Alternative site would be surrounded by multiple-story structures on every side, which currently 
prevent any clear views through or from the site; therefore, development of the new parking structure would not 
block existing scenic views of the Pacific Ocean or 
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maintained. Therefore, under the Lot B Alternative potential impacts to existing visual character and 1 
quality of the site and surrounding areas would be less than significant with mitigation. 2 

As with the proposed Project, development of the Lot B Alternative would create a new source of 3 
light and glare that could adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the area. However, similar 4 
to the proposed Project, compliance with HBMC regulations, required City approval of a proposed 5 
lighting plan, and implementation of MM VIS-4, which requires the use of low- or no-glare exterior 6 
building materials, would minimize the lighting and glare effects of the proposed buildings on 7 
neighboring properties, pedestrians, bicyclists, and other light-sensitive receptors. While the Lot B 8 
Alternative would introduce an additional source of shade compared to the proposed Project, shading 9 
impacts would be similar to existing conditions in the vicinity. As with the proposed Project, due to 10 
the angle of sun exposure, construction of the proposed above-ground parking structure would not 11 
introduce additional shading along heavily-used public areas such as Pier Plaza or The Strand. 12 
Therefore, impacts related to substantial new sources of light and glare from development under the 13 
Lot B Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation.  14 

Air Quality 15 

With regard to construction of the proposed mixed-use hotel, the Lot B Alternative would 16 
eliminate the two-level subterranean basement, reducing overall combustion emissions by 17 
eliminating the excavation phase of construction and decreasing the number of heavy haul truck 18 
trips associated with soil export by approximately 95 percent. The proposed parking structure on 19 
Lot B would require an approximately 66-percent increase in concrete truck trips for construction 20 

Shading impacts as a result of the Lot B Alternative would be typical of existing conditions along existing adjacent 
narrow streets/alleyways in the Downtown. 
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of the foundation and each of the three floors. Additionally, the construction of the proposed 1 
parking structure would result in combustion emissions related to finishing work. However, this 2 
alternative would substantially reduce the total net number of heavy haul truck and concrete truck 3 
trips. Further, finishing work for the proposed parking structure would be much less intensive than 4 
the excavation of the subterranean parking garage, which would require extensive heavy 5 
construction equipment use, including the use of a groundwater freezing dewatering system. As 6 
such daily combustion emissions could be reduced relative to the proposed Project. Therefore, 7 
construction emissions of CO, VOC, NOx, PM10, PM2.5, and SOx would be reduced relative to the 8 
proposed Project and would be less than significant. 9 

Due to the reduction of hotel rooms and meeting/banquet space under the Lot B Alternative, long-10 
term operational air pollutant emissions would be slightly reduced when compared to the proposed 11 
Project and would be further below the SCAQMD operational regional significance thresholds for 12 
all air pollutants. Therefore, impacts to regional air quality would be slightly less than those under 13 
the proposed Project and would remain less than significant.  14 

Recreation 15 

As with the proposed Project, the Lot B Alternative would interfere with and disrupt coastal access 16 
parking and recreational facilities during construction (refer to Impact REC-1). However, with 17 
implementation of MM REC-1a and MM REC-1b, which would require the Applicant to offset 18 
the loss of public parking in the Coastal Zone, MM REC-1c, which would temporarily widen The 19 
Strand to minimize pedestrian and bicycle congestion during construction, and MM TT-1, which 20 
would require the preparation and implementation of a Final Construction Mitigation Plan to 21 
ensure that construction parking spillover would not affect additional public parking, construction-22 
related impacts to recreation would be less than significant with mitigation.  23 

Similar to the proposed Project, the Lot B Alternative would also incorporate a pedestrian and 24 
bicycle route that would cross the ground floor of the parking structure in Lot B, allowing access 25 
through Loreto Plaza to Pier Plaza; thus, potential long-term interference with existing north-south 26 
pedestrian and bicycle coastal access due to vacation of Beach Drive would be reduced, and 27 
impacts would be less than significant.  28 

With regard to long-term coastal access parking availability, the Lot B parking structure provided 29 
under this alternative would provide a total of 114 spaces for the mixed-use hotel in the upper three 30 
floors of the parking structure, which would be 64 spaces less than the proposed Project’s 178 total 31 
spaces provided in the two-level subterranean parking garage. However, similar to the proposed 32 
Project, the valet-only operation for the proposed mixed-use hotel would also allow for vehicles 33 
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to be parked in stacked formations, accommodating up to 28 additional vehicles (i.e., 1 
approximately 25 percent more vehicles than the standard configuration), for a total parking supply 2 
of 142 parking spaces under the Lot B Alternative. The 50-percent reduction in the number of 3 
hotel rooms would balance parking demand under this alternative with the reduction in parking. 4 
Under this alternative, approximately 58 fewer spaces would be required during the weekdays and 5 
approximately 59 fewer spaces would be required during the weekends. As such, with stacked 6 
valet parking, the parking structure would still be able to accommodate the peak weekday parking 7 
demand (i.e., 131 vehicles) and peak weekend parking demand (i.e., 141 vehicles) for all uses on 8 
the associated with this alternative. As such, operational impacts to coastal access parking under 9 
this alternative would be similar to the proposed Project and less than significant with 10 
implementation of MM REC-3, which would apply parking rate caps to the paid hotel valet parking 11 
to avoid parking demand spillover into adjacent City-owned parking lots. Therefore, impacts to 12 
recreation would be less than significant with mitigation under this alternative. 13 

Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources 14 

The Lot B Alternative would result in similar impacts to historic resources as those identified for 15 
the proposed Project in Impact CUL-1 of Section 3.4, Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural 16 
Resources. The existing seven buildings and the surface parking lot located within the Project site 17 
have been determined not to be eligible for listing as historic resources under the criteria of the 18 
California Register of Historic Places and as local landmarks under the City’s ordinances. In 19 
addition, there are no historical resources in the vicinity of the Project site that would be affected 20 
by the construction of the mixed-use hotel. Therefore, development of the Lot B Alternative would 21 
not result in adverse effects on historic resources, and similar to the proposed Project, impacts 22 
would be less than significant. 23 

Potential impacts to previously unidentified archaeological and paleontological resources, human 24 
remains, and tribal cultural resources under the Lot B Alternative would be substantially less than 25 
under the proposed Project due to the elimination of the two-level subterranean basement. 26 
Construction of the adjacent parking structure in Lot B would involve site clearing and minor 27 
grading. Similar to the proposed Project MM CUL-2a and CUL-2b, which include the 28 
development of an Archaeological Monitoring Plan and procedures for inadvertent discoveries, 29 
and CUL-3a through CUL-3e, which include a construction worker awareness training and 30 
construction monitoring protocol for paleontological resources, would also reduce potential 31 
impacts to cultural and paleontological resources under the Lot B Alternative. Similar to proposed 32 
Project impacts described in Impact CUL-4 and Impact CUL-5, existing regulations and 33 
implementation of MM CUL-2a and MM CUL-2b, would also reduce potential impacts to tribal 34 
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cultural resources under the Lot B Alternative. Therefore, potential impacts to cultural resources 1 
and tribal cultural resources under the Lot B Alternative would also be less than significant with 2 
mitigation. 3 

Geology and Soils 4 

The Lot B Alternative would result in reduced impacts to geology and soils at the Project site due 5 
to the elimination of the two-level subterranean basement. Standard regulatory conditions 6 
requiring compliance with the UBC, CBC, HBMC, and City’s Seismic Safety Element would 7 
address geologic hazards under the Lot B Alternative. As with the proposed Project discussed in 8 
Impact GEO-1, implementation of MM GEO-1a and MM GEO-1b, which require the use of 9 
construction techniques to ensure the foundation and building are structurally sound, would be 10 
required to address impacts related to seismic-related ground failure and liquefaction. Impacts 11 
related to soil erosion during excavation and potential collapse of excavated slopes under the 12 
proposed Project would be much less substantial under the Lot B Alternative, due to the 13 
elimination of the two-level subterranean basement.  14 

Construction of the adjacent parking structure under the Lot B Alternative would involve minor 15 
site clearing and demolition with limited potential for soil disturbance and no substantial 16 
excavation. However, potential impacts related to geology and soils could occur associated with 17 
the proposed parking structure at Lot B. Prior to construction of the parking structure under the 18 
Lot B Alternative, the Applicant would be required to prepare and submit a site-specific 19 
geotechnical report for review and approval by the City’s Building and Safety Division. The 20 
geotechnical report would evaluate site-specific geologic hazards, including ground-shaking 21 
hazards and ground failure, and would identify design requirements for structures and foundations 22 
to maintain structural integrity to the maximum extent feasible. All recommendations and design 23 
features in the geotechnical report would be required to be incorporated into the development’s 24 
building design. Therefore, as with the proposed Project, compliance with the UBC, CBC, HBMC, 25 
the City’s Seismic Safety Element, and adherence to the design recommendations described in 26 
site-specific geotechnical studies would reduce geology and soils impacts associated with the 27 
parking structure under the Lot B Alternative to less than significant with mitigation. 28 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 29 

As described for the proposed Project, implementation of the Lot B Alternative would result in 30 
risks of exposure to hazardous materials, including potential asbestos-containing material and lead 31 
that could be released during demolition of the existing buildings. Similar to the proposed Project, 32 
the Lot B Alternative would require site preparation activities, including demolition and minor 33 
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grading. Since the Lot B Alternative would eliminate the two-level subterranean basement, the 1 
depth of excavation and the potential for exposure to contaminated soils would be less than that 2 
described for the proposed Project.  3 

In addition to impacts at the Project site, potential impacts associated with hazards and hazardous 4 
materials under the Lot B Alternative could occur associated with the proposed parking structure 5 
at Lot B. Although no building demolition would be required for preparation activities at this site, 6 
exposure to unanticipated hazardous substances could potentially occur from soil or groundwater 7 
contamination that may be present below the surface parking lot. However, the Phase I 8 
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) performed for the Project site found no indication from 9 
historical sources reviewed, databases searched, or the site reconnaissance of the storage, use, or 10 
disposal of hazardous materials in its evaluation of the adjacent Lot B. Therefore, the potential to 11 
encounter hazardous contamination beneath Lot B is low.  12 

Overall, impacts with regard to hazards and hazardous materials under the Lot B Alternative would 13 
be slightly less than those described under the proposed Project, and the Lot B Alternative would 14 
be required to mitigate any presence and use of hazardous materials in a similar manner with 15 
implementation of MM HAZ-2a, which requires a survey for lead based paint and asbestos-16 
containing materials, and MM HAZ-2b, which requires execution of a contingency plan in the 17 
event that contaminants or hazardous materials are suspected or discovered. Implementation of 18 
recommended mitigation measures and compliance with Federal, state, and local regulations 19 
related to the transport, use, storage, and cleanup of hazardous materials would reduce the risks 20 
associated with discovered hazardous materials. Therefore, potential impacts under this alternative 21 
are anticipated to be less than significant with mitigation. 22 

Hydrology and Water Quality 23 

Impacts related to hydrology and water quality under the Lot B Alternative would be less than 24 
those described for the proposed Project in Section 3.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, due to the 25 
elimination of the two-level subterranean basement. Although water quality impacts from soil 26 
erosion would be less under the Lot B Alternative, implementation of the Applicant-prepared 27 
SWPPP would still be required to address surface water quality impacts from erosion, 28 
sedimentation, and polluted runoff during construction activities. Standard regulatory conditions 29 
requiring compliance with NPDES permitting and the HBMC would also address impacts to 30 
surface water quality under the Lot B Alternative. With implementation of regulatory compliance 31 
measures, BMPs, and the SWPPP prepared for the Project site, short-term construction impacts to 32 
surface water quality under the Lot B Alternative would be slightly less than those under the 33 
proposed Project and would remain less than significant.  34 
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As with the proposed Project, alterations to the Project site under the Lot B Alternative would alter 1 
the surface runoff pattern through relocation and construction of storm drains, which could impact 2 
erosion, siltation, or turbidity, as well as introduce pollutants into the storm drain system and on 3 
to the Pacific Ocean. Compliance with NPDES and HBMC permitting would be required to reduce 4 
the potential for pollutants to runoff and enter the storm drain system. However, there is still a 5 
potential that rerouting storm water flow along 13th Court from the Pier Avenue storm drain line 6 
to the 13th Street storm drain line could result in an exceedance of capacity in the 13th Street storm 7 
drain line. Similar to the proposed Project, with implementation of MM HYD-3, which requires a 8 
storm drain capacity analysis and potential infrastructure upgrades, this impact would be less than 9 
significant with mitigation under the Lot B Alternative. In addition to impacts at the Project site, 10 
under the Lot B Alternative, impacts associated with hydrology and water quality could occur with 11 
the construction of the above-ground parking structure at Lot B. The surface parking lot is currently 12 
fully paved and impermeable, so redevelopment with an above-ground parking structure would 13 
not change site hydrology significantly. However, there may be a slight beneficial reduction in 14 
runoff through compliance with LID requirements. As with the Project site, compliance with the 15 
HBMC and NPDES permitting would be required for development of the parking structure, and 16 
impacts would remain less than significant. 17 

Construction of the parking structure on Lot B would result in additional development of an area 18 
that could be affected by long-term sea level rise (e.g., coastal flooding) and tsunami inundation; 19 
however, these impacts would be slightly reduced under the Lot B Alternative when compared 20 
with the proposed Project. Under this alternative the parking structure would be located above-21 
ground and would be set back farther from the shoreline. Additionally, the proposed mixed-use 22 
hotel building would buffer the above-ground parking structure from the threats of erosion and 23 
wave attack. Similar to the proposed Project, implementation of MM HYD-5a through MM HYD-24 
5c, which require adaptive design/flooding proofing of buildings, periodic review of the PDP, 25 
payment of an in-lieu fee for sea level rise adaptive management actions, and tsunami evacuation 26 
materials and training, would also minimize potential impacts related to exposure of people and 27 
structures to risk of loss, injury, or death involving coastal flooding and sea-level rise, and impacts 28 
would be less than significant with mitigation. 29 

Overall, impacts to hydrology and water quality under the Lot B Alternative would be less than 30 
those described under the proposed Project, and the Lot B Alternative would be required to 31 
mitigate any potential hydrology and water quality impacts in a similar manner to the proposed 32 
Project with implementation of a SWPPP, MM HYD-3, and MM HYD-5a through MM HYD-5c. 33 
Therefore, as with the proposed Project, compliance with Federal, state, and local regulations and 34 
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implementation of mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts related to hydrology and 1 
water quality under the Lot B Alternative to less than significant with mitigation. 2 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 3 

As described previously, the elimination of the two-level subterranean basement under this 4 
alternative would substantially decrease the number of total net heavy haul truck and concrete 5 
truck trips as well as the overall intensity of construction activities. Further, finishing work for the 6 
proposed parking structure would be much less intensive than the excavation of the subterranean 7 
parking garage, which would require extensive heavy construction equipment use, including the 8 
use of a groundwater freezing dewatering system. As such daily combustion emissions would be 9 
reduced relative to the proposed Project. Therefore, net construction-related GHG emissions under 10 
this alternative would slightly reduced relative to the proposed Project and would remain less than 11 
significant. 12 

As the number of hotel rooms and size of the meeting/banquet space would be decreased under 13 
the Lot B Alternative, this alternative would result in fewer operational GHG emissions related to 14 
building operations and vehicle trip generation when compared to the proposed Project. The total 15 
maximum annual combined GHG emissions for construction and operation would be well below 16 
the SCAQMD thresholds for GHG emissions, and impacts would remain less than significant. 17 

Further, since the Lot B Alternative would include the same hotel and commercial uses as the 18 
proposed Project, impacts related to GHG emissions would be the same as those identified in 19 
Impact GHG-2 for the proposed Project and would be less than significant. 20 

Potential impacts associated with sea level rise are discussed above in Hydrology and Water 21 
Quality. 22 

Land Use and Planning 23 

Similar to the proposed Project, as discussed in Impact LU-1 of Section 3.9, Land Use and 24 
Planning, a north-south pedestrian and bicycle path parallel to The Strand would be incorporated 25 
into the parking structure to partially offset the loss of pedestrian access to Pier Plaza from vacation 26 
of Beach Drive. The route would cross the ground floor of the parking structure from 13th Street 27 
to 13th Court to allow access through Lot B and Loreto Plaza connecting to Pier Plaza. This would 28 
include crosswalk striping across 13th Court, as well as signage indicating shared pedestrian and 29 
bicycle access through the parking structure onto 13th Street, where pedestrians and bicycles could 30 
turn west to The Strand or east to Hermosa Avenue.  31 
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As with the proposed Project, the Lot B Alternative would replace one- and two-story commercial 1 
uses and surface streets and parking with a three-story mixed-use hotel, with ground floor 2 
restaurant and retail space within the Downtown Core. Similar to the proposed Project, the Lot B 3 
Alternative would be substantially consistent with the goals and policies contained within SCAG’s 4 
RTP/SCS Strategy and PLAN Hermosa. Like the Project site, the parking structure site is 5 
designated as Recreational Commercial (RC) in PLAN Hermosa, and zoned C-2. While the upper 6 
three levels of the parking structure would be dedicated to the mixed-use hotel, the ground floor 7 
containing the existing 34 public parking spaces would be retained for public use. The parking 8 
structure site is also specifically identified in the Downtown Core Revitalization Strategy to be 9 
within a Hotel Opportunity Area which is an allowed use in the Coastal Zone with the objective 10 
of making coastal resources more publicly accessible. Therefore, potential impacts related to 11 
consistency with applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations would be similar to the impacts 12 
described for the proposed Project and would be less than significant. 13 

Noise 14 

The elimination of the two-level subterranean basement would substantially reduce the volume of 15 
excavation and would reduce the number of heavy haul truck haul trips required for soil removal 16 
by approximately 95 percent, thereby reducing daytime noise impacts. However, heavy haul trucks 17 
would still be required for materials delivery and removal of demolition debris. Additionally, 18 
approximately 66-percent more nighttime concrete pours would be required for the proposed 19 
above-ground parking structure. Therefore, while daytime construction noise impacts along Gould 20 
Avenue would be reduced, the duration and frequency of nighttime noise and vibration impacts 21 
from concrete pours along Gould Avenue and at Lot B would be more severe during this sensitive 22 
time period. Impacts to nearby sensitive receptors associated with noise and vibration related to 23 
construction of the mixed-use hotel under the Lot B Alternative would remain significant and 24 
unavoidable.  25 

Long-term operational increases in noise levels at the Project site under the Lot B Alternative 26 
would be similar to impacts under the proposed Project as discussed in Impact NOI-3. As discussed 27 
in Section 3.10, Noise, potentially significant noise increases would be associated with hotel, retail, 28 
and restaurant operations, including maintenance and pickup/delivery activities, noise-generating 29 
rooftop equipment and ventilation systems, parking, increased traffic, and particularly outdoor 30 
events. Similar to the proposed Project, compliance with HBMC as well as implementation of MM 31 
NOI-3a, which requires HBPD to provide conditions of control of use to prevent adverse noise 32 
impacts on adjacent sensitive uses, MM NOI-3b, which requires the walk up cafés along 13th Street 33 
to close before 10:00pm to reduce nighttime noise, and MM NOI-3c, which requires the 34 
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preparation and implementation of an Event Management Plan to limit noise generated by hotel1 
operations as necessary to comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance, would reduce operational 2 
impacts at the Project site. Noise associated with vehicle parking would increase under the Lot B 3 
Alternative compared to the proposed Project. Parking structures can be a source of annoyance to 4 
neighboring uses due to automobile engine start-ups and acceleration, and the potential activation 5 
of car alarms. However, due to the relatively high level of traffic noise along streets and pedestrian 6 
walkways in the Project vicinity, normal daytime parking structure noise would likely be 7 
incrementally audible due to the masking of noise by traffic on nearby roadways. Nighttime 8 
parking structure noise would be of greater concern; however, during the evening hours vehicle 9 
use at the mixed-use hotel would be reduced with hotel guests staying on-site for the evening and 10 
other restaurant patrons often arriving by Uber or Lyft. As such, similar to daytime parking 11 
structure noise, nighttime noise would likely be incrementally audible. Therefore, while greater 12 
than operational noise impacts at Lot B under the proposed Project, this noise level increase under 13 
the Lot B Alternative is anticipated to be less than significant.  14 

Population and Housing 15 

Increase in population, housing, and employment under the Lot B Alternative would be similar to 16 
the proposed Project as discussed in Section 3.11, Population and Housing. This alternative would 17 
not include development of any residences and would not be expected to induce substantial 18 
population growth in the area. Local job availability would be expected to increase negligibly by 19 
140 jobs (i.e., 3.5 percent), in line with SCAG’s growth projections. Employment opportunities 20 
would likely be filled by members of the local and regional labor force. Potential increases in the 21 
low- and moderate-income work force within the City may increase demand for affordable 22 
housing; however, it is expected that the majority of employees would live in surrounding nearby 23 
cities and commute to Hermosa Beach. Therefore, impacts to population and housing under the 24 
Lot B Alternative would be less than significant. 25 

Public Services 26 

Similar to the proposed Project as described in Impact PS-1 of Section 3.12, Public Services, the 27 
Lot B Alternative would comply with current fire prevention and fire suppression standards and 28 
the development would be subject to review by the HBFD to ensure adequate emergency access 29 
and fire protection features such as alarms and sprinklers. Similar to the proposed Project, the 30 
City’s new contract with LACoFD would allow the City to maintain its same level of services in 31 
the event of greater demand; therefore, impacts to fire and EMS services under the Lot B 32 
Alternative would be less than significant. 33 
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Similar to the proposed Project as discussed in Impact PS-2, the Lot B Alternative could affect 1 

emergency access to the Project site during both construction and operation due to its location in 2 

an area that presents access challenges for large fire trucks. However, with implementation of MM 3 

TT-1, which requires the preparation and implementation of a Final Construction Management 4 

Plan to address construction safety, including coordination with HBFD and HBPD, impacts to 5 

emergency access during construction under the Lot B Alternative would be less than significant 6 

with mitigation. With regard to operational emergency access impacts, MM PS-3b, which requires 7 

an Emergency Response Plan, impacts under the Lot B Alternative would also be less than 8 

significant with mitigation. 9 

Similar to the proposed Project as described in Impact PS-3, the Lot B Alternative could slightly 10 

increase the demand for police protection services, particularly during evenings, weekends, and 11 

special events. However, with implementation of MM PS-3a, which requires a Private Security 12 

Plan to resolve guest- and event-related disturbances, and MM PS-3b, which requires an 13 

Emergency Response Plan, impacts to police protection services under the Lot B Alternative 14 

would be reduced at the Project site. However, since the Lot B Alternative would develop a new 15 

parking structure on Lot B unlike the proposed Project, an additional mitigation measure to prepare 16 

and implement a Private Security Plan specifically for the Lot B parking structure, including 17 

establishment of timeframes for private security patrols, as well as locations of 911-capable phones 18 

within the parking structure, would be required to reduce impacts. Therefore, implementation of 19 

MM PS-3a, MM PS-3b, and MM PS Alt.-3a would ensure that impacts to police services are less 20 

than significant with mitigation.  21 

MM PS Alt.-3a Lot B Parking Structure Private Security Plan – The Applicant shall 22 

prepare and implement a Private Security Plan for the City Parking Lot B 23 

Parking Structure that shall include security staff training and patrols 24 

timeframes, as well as locations of 911-capable phones within the parking 25 

structure. The Plan shall be reviewed and approved by the City and HBPD 26 

prior to issuance of a building permit. 27 

Similar to the proposed Project as discussed in Impact PS-4, the modest increase of students 28 

generated by the Lot B Alternative is expected to be accommodated within existing and planned 29 

school facilities. In addition, as with the proposed Project, the Applicant would be required to pay 30 

SB 50 developer fees to HBCSD, which would be used for the expansion or upgrading of school 31 

facilities as needed to accommodate indirect increases in school enrollment over time. Payment of 32 

developer fees constitutes full mitigation of impacts on public schools. Therefore, impacts to 33 

public schools under this alternative would be less than significant. 34 
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Potential impacts to library services under the Lot B Alternative would be the same as under the 1 
proposed Project, as described in Impact PS-5. Development under the Lot B Alternative would 2 
not add to long-term regional populations that utilize library services. With the proposed hotel at 3 
its maximum capacity of 250 patrons (which could be reduced to approximately 140 patrons under 4 
the Lot B Alternative), there would be a 1 percent (or less under the Lot B Alternative) increase in 5 
the City’s population. Similar to the proposed Project, library visits from hotel patrons would be 6 
negligible in comparison to overall visits from regional residents. Therefore, under the Lot B 7 
Alternative, impacts to library services would be less than significant. 8 

Transportation and Traffic 9 

Similar to the proposed Project as described in Impact TT-1, the Lot B Alternative would create 10 
potential traffic impacts through generation of temporary construction-related traffic. However, 11 
construction-related traffic impacts at the Project site would be substantially reduced under the 12 
Lot B Alternative compared to the proposed Project, as the two-level subterranean basement would 13 
be eliminated. Excavation and shoring would not be required under this alternative resulting in an 14 
approximately 95-percent reduction in heavy haul truck trips for soil export. While the Lot B 15 
Alternative would introduce additional construction activities including an approximately 66-16 
percent increase in concrete pouring for the construction of the proposed parking structure on 17 
Lot B, concrete pouring activities would occur during nighttime hours to reduce construction-18 
related traffic impacts. Nevertheless road closures, sidewalk closers, and other daytime 19 
construction activities including materials delivery would still occur during the daytime hours. 20 
Even with implementation of MM TT-1, which requires the implementation of a Final 21 
Construction Management Plan, construction-related traffic impacts associated with construction 22 
vehicles entering and exiting the project site via 13th Street and Hermosa Avenue would be 23 
significant and unavoidable.  24 

Operational transportation and traffic impacts under the Lot B Alternative would be less than those 25 
described for the proposed Project as discussed in Impact TT-2 and Impact TT-3. This alternative 26 
would result in a 50-percent decrease in the number of hotel rooms, and 50-percent reduction in 27 
the meeting/banquet area. Therefore, under the Lot B Alternative, Project trip generation estimates 28 
would be commensurately reduced, as would intersection LOS impacts. Under the proposed 29 
Project, the only significant traffic impact would occur in the Sunday Afternoon peak hour at the 30 
intersection of Hermosa Avenue and Pier Avenue during Existing (2016) Plus Project Conditions 31 
and Future Year (2021) Plus Project conditions. The increase of 0.022 in ICU value caused by the 32 
proposed Project at this intersection would exceed the threshold for significance of 0.020. 33 
However, similar to Alternative 2, due to the decrease in trip generation under the Lot B 34 
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Alternative, the ICU value would be reduced to 0.020 or below, thus not exceeding the threshold 1 
for significance at this intersection. Therefore, under the Lot B Alternative, impacts to intersection 2 
LOS would be less than the proposed Project and would be less than significant. 3 

Similar to the proposed Project as discussed in Impact TT-4, potential impacts to CMP roadways, 4 
traffic hazards, emergency access, and bicycle and pedestrian right-of-way under the Lot B 5 
Alternative would remain the same as under the proposed Project and would be less than 6 
significant.  7 

Utilities and Service Systems 8 

Similar to the proposed Project, the proposed mixed-use hotel and parking structure associated 9 
with the Lot B Alternative would increase the demand for utility service, including water supply, 10 
wastewater disposal, solid waste disposal, and energy. Relocation of the existing sewer lines along 11 
Beach Drive and 13th Court and installation of a new sewer main alignment and on-site water 12 
distribution lines would be required. However, demand would be adequately met by existing and 13 
planned future energy and water supplies, and remaining capacities within the wastewater 14 
treatment facility and landfills serving the City. The Lot B Alternative would result in a reduced 15 
number of hotel rooms and meeting/banquet space than described for the proposed Project; as 16 
such, impacts to utilities would be slightly less than those under the proposed Project. As discussed 17 
in Section 3.14, Utilities and Service Systems, no additional energy supply infrastructure, water 18 
supply facilities, or landfill capacity would be required as a result of the mixed-use hotel project.  19 

As with the proposed Project, the Lot B Alternative would be designed to achieve LEED Gold 20 
certification level or equivalent. Incorporation of LEED Gold standards would reduce the amount 21 
of energy required for lighting, water heating, and heating and air conditioning. Under this 22 
alternative, the mixed-use hotel would continue to include a rooftop solar PV array which would 23 
provide approximately 25 percent of the electrical power requirements of the development.  Green 24 
building elements would also increase energy efficiency from the building envelope through use 25 
of efficient building materials, such as windows, doors, skylights, wall/floor/ceiling assemblies, 26 
attics, and roofs, as well as LID BMPs, including capture and use, a green roof, and cooling towers. 27 
Therefore, with implementation of energy efficient building construction, potential impacts to 28 
utilities are expected to be less than significant under the Lot B Alternative. 29 

5.6 IDENTIFICATION OF ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 30 

CEQA Section 15126.6(e)(2) indicates that an analysis of alternatives shall identify an 31 
environmentally superior alternative among the alternatives evaluated in the EIR. In general, the 32 
environmentally superior alternative as defined by CEQA should minimize adverse impacts to the 33 
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Project site and its surrounding environment. If the environmentally superior alternative is the "No 1 
Project" alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the 2 
other alternatives. 3 

Table 5-3 summarizes the environmental advantages and disadvantages associated with the 4 
proposed Project and the analyzed alternatives. In evaluating alternatives, different weights may 5 
be assigned to the relative importance of specific environmental impacts. For example, in 6 
comparing alternatives for the proposed Project, “more weight” was given to significant noise and 7 
transportation and traffic impacts than to other resource area impacts, primarily considering the 8 
importance of these issue areas to have the most significant and unavoidable impacts (e.g., 9 
increased operational traffic congestion, etc.). 10 

As described in CEQA Section 15126.6(a), the intent of an alternative is to feasibly attain most of 11 
the basic objectives of a project while avoiding or substantially reducing any of the significant 12 
effects of the project. Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would reduce the severity of several less than 13 
significant impacts that are already subject to feasible mitigation. Alternative 2 (Reduced Hotel 14 
Size Alternative) would eliminate the significant and unavoidable impacts to the intersection of 15 
Hermosa Avenue & Pier Avenue. Additionally, Alternative 2 would slightly reduce the significant 16 
and unavoidable construction noise and groundborne vibration impacts to surrounding sensitive 17 
receptors, although it would not reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. Alternative 3 (Lot 18 
B Alternative) would similarly eliminate the significant and unavoidable intersection impacts at 19 
Hermosa Avenue & Pier Avenue. Additionally, Alternative 3 would substantially reduce 20 
construction-related traffic impacts with the elimination of the excavation and associated heavy 21 
haul truck trips and queuing. However, Alternative 3 would increase the severity of remaining 22 
significant unavoidable and impacts related to nighttime noise and groundborne vibration along 23 
Gould Avenue (i.e., short-term construction-related impacts described in Impact NOI-1 and Impact 24 
NOI-2) due to the additional concrete trucks necessary for the construction of the aboveground 25 
parking structure above Lot B. While the elimination of the two-level subterranean parking garage 26 
would substantially reduce daytime noise along Gould Avenue, due to the proximity of sensitive 27 
receptors (e.g., Beach House Hotel and The Strand/beach users) to the Project site, any alternatives 28 
involving construction would not be able to feasibly reduce construction noise below construction 29 
noise thresholds established by the City. Even a reduced Project alternative, which would reduce 30 
the duration of construction, would still exceed noise thresholds for nearby sensitive receptors.  31 
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Table 5-3. Impact Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed Project1 

Issue Area Project 

Comparison to Proposed Project 

No Project 
Alternative 2 – 
Reduced Hotel 

Size 

Alternative 3 – 
City Parking Lot 

B 
Aesthetics and Visual 
Resources 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

No Impact Less Similar 

Air Quality Less than Significant No Impact Slightly Less Slightly Less 

Recreation Less Than Significant 
with Mitigation 

No Impact Slightly Less Greater 

Cultural Resources 
and Tribal Cultural 
Resources 

Less Than Significant 
with Mitigation 

No Impact Similar Less 

Geology and Soils Less Than Significant 
with Mitigation 

No Impact Slightly Less Less 

Hazards Materials and 
Wastes 

Less Than Significant 
with Mitigation 

No Impact Similar Slightly Less 

Hydrology and Water 
Quality 

Less Than Significant 
with Mitigation 

No Impact Similar Less 

Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

Less Than Significant No Impact Slightly Less Similar 

Land Use and 
Planning 

Less Than Significant Greater 
(West Bay 

Apartments do 
not conform to 

underlying 
zoning) 

Slightly Less Similar 

Noise Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Impact 
Eliminated  

(no construction 
noise or 

operational noise) 

Slightly Less Greater  
(nighttime noise 

along Gould 
Avenue) 

Population and 
Housing  

Less Than Significant No Impact Similar Similar 

Public Services Less Than Significant 
with Mitigation 

No Impact Similar Similar 

Transportation and 
Traffic 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Impact 
Eliminated 

(no construction 
traffic or 

operational 
traffic) 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Impact 
Eliminated 

(operational traffic 
reduced) 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Impact 
Eliminated 

(operational traffic 
reduced) 
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Table 5-3. Impact Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed Project (Continued) 1 

Issue Area Project 

Comparison to Proposed Project 

No Project 
Alternative 2 – 
Reduced Hotel 

Size 

Alternative 3 – 
City Parking Lot 

B 
Utilities and Service 
Systems 

Less Than Significant No Impact Similar Similar 

Number of Greater 
Impacts - 1 0 1 

Number of 
Significant and 
Unavoidable Impacts 
Eliminated 

- 2 1 1 

Project Objectives 
Met?1 Yes No Yes Yes 

Notes: Table 5-4 provides additional detail regarding the ability of the proposed Project and its alternatives to meet the Project2 
Objectives.3 

As shown in Table 5-3, the No Project Alternative would result in the avoidance of a majority of 4 
impacts associated with the proposed Project, with the exception of Land Use and Planning, in 5 
which case impacts would be greater under the No Project Alternative as compared to the proposed 6 
Project. The No Project Alternative, however, would not implement any of the proposed Project’s 7 
objectives or the City’s planning goals for the Downtown. Under such circumstances, although it 8 
would accomplish neither the Project Objectives nor numerous City planning goals, the No Project 9 
Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. 10 

However, CEQA Section 15126.6 states that if the environmentally superior alternative is the No 11 
Project Alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative from among 12 
the other alternatives. Therefore, Alternative 2 would be considered the Environmentally Superior 13 
Alternative as it would result in fewer significant impacts than either the proposed Project or 14 
Alternative 3 and would also meet many of the project objectives (see Table 5-4). 15 
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Table 5-4. Comparison of Alternative 2 to the Project Objectives 1 

Objective Consistency 

Downtown Core Revitalization Strategy 
Consistency: Develop a distinctive, high quality 
mixed-use hotel that is consistent with and implements 
the goals of the City’s Downtown Core Revitalization 
Strategy (accepted February 2015), including 
providing high quality architectural design, pedestrian 
orientation, Coastal Act consistency, local hiring, and 
other community and project benefits. 

The Reduced Hotel Size Alternative would permit 
development a mixed-use hotel, similar to the Project 
but with a 25-percent reduction in the total number of 
rooms and a 50-percent reduction in meeting/banquet 
space, which if financially feasible, would  meet the 
goals outline in the Downtown Core Revitalization 
Strategy. 

Enhance Downtown: Contribute to the overall 
balance and mix of uses in the City’s Downtown Core 
that will serve residents as well as business travelers, 
families, and other moderate-income visitors. 
Incorporate ground level public-serving uses that will 
stimulate pedestrian activity and that are consistent 
with and contribute to the Downtown’s existing 
variety of shopping, dining, entertainment, and 
recreational opportunities. 

The Reduced Hotel Size Alternative would provide 
mixed-uses including hotel accommodations as well as 
ground-level tenant-operated restaurant and retail 
development that would be consistent with the existing 
development along Pier Plaza and The Strand. The 
proposed walk up cafés at the corner of 13th Street & 
The Strand in particular would be expected to generate 
pedestrian activity from The Strand and the beach.   

Reduce Traffic Impacts: Reduce potential traffic 
impacts by taking advantage of an urban environment 
with convenient access to multi-modal transit options 
and convenient pedestrian access to a wide variety of 
shopping, dining, entertainment and recreational 
opportunities within convenient walking distance. 
Ensure that the project incorporates effective TDM 
measures to reduce the number of vehicle trips that 
would otherwise be generated. 

The Reduced Hotel Size Alternative would continue to 
result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to 
construction traffic; however, this alternative would 
not result in any significant and unavoidable 
intersection impacts at the intersection of Pier Avenue 
and Hermosa Avenue associated with operation of the 
mixed-use hotel. 

Parking: Provide sufficient on-site parking to 
accommodate the peak needs of the project, while also 
encouraging use of public transportation, carpools, 
electric and natural gas vehicles, bicycles, and 
walking. 

The Reduced Hotel Size Alternative would provide 
adequate shared parking on-site and through a mix of 
uses and facilities (e.g., bike rentals) encourage use of 
carpools, bicycles, and walking and be accessible for 
public transportation. 

Architectural Design: Ensure high quality 
architectural design that integrates the cultural, 
historical, and social characteristics of the Downtown 
Core, including the incorporation of pedestrian-
oriented design features along its frontages (The 
Strand and Pier Plaza) that take advantage of the views 
of the Pacific Ocean. 

As with the proposed Project, the Reduced Hotel Size 
Alternative would include a high quality architectural 
design that integrates the cultural, historical, and social 
characteristics of the Downtown Core including the 
incorporation of pedestrian-oriented design features 
along its frontages on The Strand and Pier Plaza. 

Sustainability: Develop a new and modern energy 
efficient building that is constructed to the latest 
building and energy codes and achieves Leadership in 
Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Build 
Design and Construction Gold Certification or its 
equivalent. 

As with the proposed Project, the Reduced Hotel Size 
Alternative would meet sustainability requirements 
and would achieved LEED Build Design and 
Construction Gold Certification or its equivalent. 
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Table 5-4. Comparison of Alternative 2 to the Project Objectives (Continued) 1 

Objective Consistency 
Employment, Economic and Fiscal Benefits: 
Contribute to the economic health of the City by 
developing a project that generates significant new 
local tax revenues, provides new jobs, and generates 
new visitor spending to support local businesses, 
including dining, shopping and entertainment venues. 

The Reduced Hotel Size Alternative would permit 
development of a mixed-use hotel similar to the 
Project but with a 25-percent reduction in the total 
number of rooms and a 50-percent reduction in 
meeting/banquet space as called for in the Downtown 
Core Revitalization Strategy. This development would 
contribute to the overall economic health of the 
Downtown and the City; however, transient occupancy 
tax revenue to the City would be reduced by 25 
percent and indirect patronage of on-site and 
surrounding restaurants and businesses, and associated 
City sales tax revenues would be incrementally lower 
than that for the project due to reduced hotel capacity. 

Community and Project Benefits: Provide 
substantial and meaningful community benefits, 
including TDM, high quality architectural design, 
sustainability, encourage use of public transportation, 
bicycling and walking, enhanced pedestrian-oriented 
design features, access to coastal resources, outdoor 
seating and public use areas, pedestrian-oriented uses 
along Pier Plaza, local hiring, and increase City tax 
revenues. 

Similar to the proposed Project, albeit smaller, the 
Reduced Hotel Size Alternative would provide 
community and public benefits including TDM, high 
quality architectural design, sustainability, encourage 
use of public transportation, bicycling and walking, 
enhanced pedestrian-oriented design features, access to 
coastal resources, outdoor seating and public use areas, 
pedestrian-oriented uses along Pier Plaza, local hiring, 
and increase City tax revenues. 

Economic Viability: Ensure that the terms and 
conditions of the project’s approval provide for an 
economically-viable project. 

The economic viability of the Reduced Hotel Size 
Alternative has not been studied and loss of 25 percent 
of the rooms and the decreased meeting/ballroom 
space may be less economically viable relative to the 
proposed Project that could limit Project-related 
revenues and economic viability.  
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