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6.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

1. PURPOSE

The purpose of this section is to assess a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project, or to the

location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives (see Section 1.0,

Project Description) and avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and

evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. (California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA]

Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a).) The EIR "shall include sufficient information about each alternative to

allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project.” (State CEQA

Guidelines, Section 15126.6(d).) The discussion of alternatives, however, should be governed by the “rule

of reason.” (State CEQA Guidelines, at Section 15126.6(f).) Generally, significant effects of an alternative

shall be discussed, but in less detail than the proposed project. (State CEQA Guidelines, at Section

15126.6(d).) This alternatives section assumes that the maximum impact (the larger of the impacts

associated with the proposed project scenario or the proposed project with the residential overlay) are

reported.

This section addresses six alternatives to the proposed project. Specific alternatives include:

Alternative 1, No Project Alternative. This alternative is required by the State CEQA Guidelines and

compares the impacts that might occur if the site is left in its present condition with those that would be

generated by the proposed project. Under this alternative, no development would occur, and the existing

storage yard and residence would remain on a portion of the project site.

Alternative 2, Proposed County Land Use Designation (OVOV). This alternative would develop a

project consistent with the densities permitted by Los Angeles County’s proposed land use designation

for the site, as defined in the General Plan Update (One Valley One Vision [OVOV]). The proposed

designation would permit approximately 700 residential units on the project site; a 5-acre neighborhood

park and up to two private recreation areas also would be provided. However, no commercial or transit

uses would be constructed as part of this alternative. Additionally, this alternative would not include the

water reclamation plant or Vista Canyon Road Bridge. Consistent with OVOV, Lost Canyon Road would

be extended as a major highway from Fair Oaks Ranch to Jakes Way, and then as a secondary highway

from Jakes Way to Sand Canyon Road.

Alternative 3, Existing City of Santa Clarita General Plan Designation. This alternative would develop

a project allowed by the City of Santa Clarita's existing General Plan land use designation for the site

(i.e., Business Park (BP)). Under the BP designation, the site could be developed with approximately
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4.35 million square feet of light industrial/business park uses. This alternative would include construction

of the Vista Canyon Road Bridge, Metrolink Station, and Bus Transfer Station. Lost Canyon Road would

be extended from Fair Oaks Ranch to Lost Canyon Road at La Veda Avenue as a major highway. This

alternative would not include any parks or recreation facilities.

Alternative 4, Reduced Development Footprint (Relocation of Southerly Bank Stabilization). This

alternative generally would move the bank stabilization on the south side of the River Corridor back or

south by an average of 100 feet, thereby increasing the width of the River Corridor and reducing the

development footprint as compared to the proposed project. The Vista Canyon Road Bridge length would

be extended from 650 to 800 feet. The residential overlay also would be eliminated, reducing the number

of residential units from a maximum of 1,350 to 1,100. Lost Canyon Road would be extended from Fair

Oaks Ranch to La Veda Avenue in a design (with traffic calming) similar to the proposed project. All

other components of the proposed project would be incorporated into this alternative.

Alternative 5, Open Space Corridor Alternative. This alternative would create a north/south open space

corridor from and through the project site to undeveloped properties to the south, and would not include

development in PA-4 (Mitchell Hill). The alternative also would eliminate the extension of Lost Canyon

Road to La Veda Avenue; Lost Canyon Road would terminate in the project site, though the alternative

would still extend trail improvements from the project site along the north side of Lost Canyon Road to

Sand Canyon Road. The alternative would increase the size of Oak Park (which would include both

active and passive areas) and would remove one less oak tree, as compared to the proposed project. In

comparison to the proposed project, 32 single-family units and the residential overlay would be

eliminated, resulting in a maximum of 1,085 residential units. All other components of the proposed

project would be incorporated into this alternative.

Alternative 6, Lost Canyon Road Alignment (parallel and adjacent to the southerly bank stabilization).

This alternative would extend Lost Canyon Road from Fair Oaks Ranch to La Veda Avenue in an

alignment running parallel and adjacent to the southerly bank stabilization. Lost Canyon Road would be

constructed to serve as a secondary highway to the Vista Canyon Road Bridge, and as a collector through

the eastern portions of the project site. All other components of the proposed project would be

incorporated into this alternative.

a. Impacts of the Vista Canyon Project

Section 4.0 disclosed that the proposed project would result in potentially significant impacts to

various resource areas. After mitigation, impacts in four of these resource areas would remain significant
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and unavoidable (i.e., traffic, air quality, noise, and solid waste). In all other resource areas, the project’s

impacts would be less than significant.

2. ALTERNATIVE 1 (NO PROJECT)

CEQA requires that a “No Project” alternative be considered. The no project alternative generally is

considered to be equivalent to a “no development” alternative. The purpose of a no project alternative is

to allow decision makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of

not approving the proposed project.

With this alternative, the proposed project would not be constructed and the site would remain largely

undeveloped, with the exception of the residential unit and equipment storage yard (western side of the

project site) and Mitchell family cemetery (northeastern portion of the project site). Under this scenario,

unauthorized and illegal dumping of debris on the site may continue, and the banks of the Santa Clara

River may be subject to erosion. That being said, the potential project-related impacts described in

Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, would not occur. More specifically, because there would be

no grading, construction or operational activities associated with the alternative, there would be no

impacts related to geotechnical hazards, biological resources, cultural resources, agricultural resources, or

the River Corridor. In relation to the proposed project, this alternative would eliminate the demand for

public services and utilities (i.e., water service, wastewater, solid waste, education, libraries, parks and

recreation, fire and police protection, gas and electricity). Project viewsheds also would remain the same

as the existing condition. Further, the alternative would not generate the traffic, air emissions, and noise

associated with the proposed project.

Adoption of Alternative 1 would not necessarily preclude ultimate development of the project site in

accordance with the site's existing land use designations or land use designations subsequently adopted

by the City or County. However, should development be proposed in the future, like the proposed

project, such development would be subject to environmental review.

On balance, Alternative 1 is considered to be the “environmentally superior” alternative since most of the

environmental effects of the project would not occur. However, because the proposed project would not

be constructed under this alternative, none of the land use planning and economic project objectives set

forth in this EIR at Section 1.0, Project Description, would be attained. That said, some of the resource

conservation project objectives would be satisfied through the complete avoidance of direct and indirect

environmental impacts associated with buildout of the proposed project.
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3. ALTERNATIVE 2 (PROPOSED COUNTY LAND USE DESIGNATION)

As shown in Figure 6.0-1, Alternative 2 - Proposed County Land Use Designation (OVOV) Alternative,

this alternative would develop residential uses on the project site under a specific plan consistent with the

density permitted by the County’s proposed land use designation. The applicant’s approximately

142 acres could be developed with up to 700 residential units under the County’s proposed land use

designation of Urban Residential-2 (UR-2), which allows for five dwelling units per acre. For purposes of

this analysis, the residential units would consist of 200 multi-family attached units and 500 single-family

detached units with varying lot sizes. Therefore, in comparison to the proposed project, the total number

of residential units would be reduced from a maximum of 1,350 to 700.

This alternative would not include the on-site water reclamation plant, Vista Canyon Road Bridge,

Metrolink Station, Bus Transfer Station, or any commercial land use. In addition, no development would

occur in PA-4 (Mitchell Hill). Lost Canyon Road would be extended from Fair Oaks Ranch to Jakes Way

as a major highway, and from Jakes Way to La Veda Avenue as a secondary highway. The horizontal

location of the buried bank stabilization and Santa Clara River trail improvements would be similar to the

proposed project. Due to a reduced development footprint (elimination of development in PA-4), overall

project grading would be reduced as compared to the proposed project; however dirt import associated

with this alternative would remain the same as the proposed project. Recreation facilities would include a

5-acre park, and up to two private recreational facilities. The alternative would reduce the number of oak

trees to be removed on-site from 10 to seven (7). The following discussion compares the potential

environmental impacts of this alternative to those associated with implementation of the proposed

project.

a. Geotechnical Hazards

Implementation of this alternative would result in less grading, due to a reduced development footprint,

and consequently would be expected to reduce geotechnical impacts. The potentially significant impacts

and recommended mitigation measures associated with the project related to strong seismic ground

shaking, potential liquefaction and its effects (such as lateral spreading and differential settlement), soil

expansion, and soil corrosiveness would remain under Alternative 2. However, given that less grading

would occur, Alternative 2 would reduce overall geotechnical impacts, as compared to the proposed

project.
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b. Flood

Bank stabilization required for this alternative would be similar to that required for the proposed project;

that is, stabilization would be required on both sides of the River Corridor in generally the same location.

This alternative would not include the Vista Canyon Road Bridge. Although the proposed project would

create only minor hydraulic effects that would not result in off-site increases in water surface elevation or

velocities, Alternative 2 would further reduce these effects due to the elimination of the Bridge.

Furthermore, implementation of this alternative would result in less storm runoff and more infiltration

than the proposed project because less area would be developed, resulting in more open area. Therefore,

this alternative would result in less erosion and sedimentation impacts during construction and operation

because the amount of area to be graded and impervious surfaces would be reduced. In summary, this

alternative would result in fewer hydrology impacts than the proposed project.

c. Traffic/Access

Under Alternative 2, less access-related infrastructure and facilities would be provided on the site. For

example, the Vista Canyon Road Bridge would not be constructed, and there would be no Metrolink

Station or Bus Transfer Station. However, Lost Canyon Road would be extended from Fair Oaks Ranch to

Lost Canyon Road at La Veda Avenue.

Implementation of Alternative 2 would result in a substantial decrease in project-generated traffic due to

the reduction in residential units and elimination of commercial and transit uses. Specifically, using

Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual factors, average daily trip generation

on the project site would decrease from approximately 21,400 trips to 6,100 trips. This alternative also

would change the vehicle trip distribution, when compared to the proposed project, due to the

elimination of the Vista Canyon Road Bridge. The majority of vehicle trips generated by this alternative

would utilize Lost Canyon Road, through Fair Oaks Ranch, or Lost Canyon Road from La Veda Avenue

to Sand Canyon Road.

While this alternative would generate less traffic than the proposed project, the proposed project land

plan contains neighborhood-serving commercial uses, employment opportunities, and transit facilities

connected to residential areas by a bike and trail system that would reduce external vehicle trips and

facilitate alternative means of travel. The elimination of on-site commercial uses under Alternative 2

would require that future residents leave the site via vehicles for needed goods or services, thereby

generating vehicle trips not generated by the proposed project. Additionally, elimination of the Metrolink

Station and Bus Transfer Station would reduce available public transit options, and elimination of the

on-site commercial and employment opportunities would result in increased vehicle trip lengths and
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commuter trips. Overall, however, because the total number of vehicle trips generated by Alternative 2

would be substantially less than the proposed project, Alternative 2 would result in fewer impacts than

the proposed project with respect to traffic.

d. Air Quality

As discussed above, the number of vehicle trips would be reduced under Alternative 2 during both

construction and operation. Further, as shown in Table 6.0-1, Alternative 2 would reduce operational

emissions during the summer and winter months in comparison to the proposed project. However,

Alternative 2 would continue to exceed the air basin’s threshold for volatile organic compounds (VOC)

and oxides of nitrogen (NOX). With respect to construction impacts, the amount of building space would

be less under this alternative, thereby reducing the duration and intensity of construction. For the reasons

cited above, Alternative 2's operational and construction emissions would be less than emissions

associated with the proposed project, thereby resulting in fewer impacts than the proposed project.

Table 6.0-1

Proposed County OVOV Land Use Alternative – Estimated Unmitigated Operational Emissions

Emissions in Pounds per Day

Emissions Source VOC NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5

Summertime Emissions1

Operational (Mobile) Sources 33.86 41.56 389.66 0.57 93.27 18.19

Area/Stationary Sources 44.30 13.23 29.38 0.00 0.08 0.08

Summertime Emissions Total 78.16 54.79 419.04 0.57 93.35 18.27

SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55

Exceeds Threshold? YES NO NO NO NO NO

Proposed Project 173.87 177.48 1,142.76 1.65 268.88 53.51

Exceeds Proposed Project? NO NO NO NO NO NO

Wintertime Emissions2

Operational (Mobile) Sources 36.08 49.96 369.79 0.48 93.27 18.19

Area/Stationary Sources 40.45 18.21 7.75 0.03 0.44 0.44

Wintertime Emissions Total 76.53 68.17 377.54 0.51 93.71 18.63

SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55

Exceeds Threshold? YES YES NO NO NO NO

Proposed Project 180.28 208.07 1,084.08 1.40 269.35 53.98

Exceeds Proposed Project? NO NO NO NO NO NO

Source: Impact Sciences, Inc., (2010). Emissions calculations are provided in Appendix 6.0.

Totals in table may not appear to add exactly due to rounding in the computer model calculations.
1 “Summertime Emissions” are representative of the conditions that may occur during the ozone season (May 1 to October 31).
2 “Wintertime Emissions” are representative of the conditions that may occur during the balance of the year (November 1 to April 30).
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e. Noise

Development of the project site, under either Alternative 2 or the proposed project, would require

clearing and grading of the ground surface, installation of infrastructure, and construction of the

proposed improvements. These activities typically involve the temporary use of heavy equipment,

smaller equipment, and motor vehicles, all of which generate both steady static and episodic noise.

However, the number of vehicle trips would be reduced under Alternative 2 during both construction

and operation due to the reduced development footprint, thereby reducing the amount of noise impacts

associated with construction and operational vehicle traffic. In summary, because the development

footprint would be smaller, Alternative 2 would result in fewer noise impacts than the proposed project.

f. Biological Resources

Bank stabilization for Alternative 2, as previously noted, would be similar to the proposed project.

However, the elimination of the Vista Canyon Road Bridge would reduce impacts within the Santa Clara

River corridor as compared to the proposed project. Under this alternative, the number of impacted (i.e.,

removed) oak trees also would be reduced from 10 to 7, in comparison to the proposed project. In

addition, no development would occur in PA-4 (Mitchell Hill), which would be preserved as open space.

In summary, given that there would be less disturbance and more open area under this alternative, there

would be a reduction in biological impacts with this alternative, as compared to the proposed project.

g. Land Use

This alternative would develop a project consistent with the proposed County land use designation;

however, the alternative would not be consistent with the City’s existing General Plan designation

(Business Park), and would not implement various goals and policies in the existing City General Plan

and City/County Draft General Plan Updates (OVOV) related to job creation, transit accessibility,

pedestrian mobility and the provision of service and employment uses in close proximity to residential

uses. Therefore, the proposed project, as a transit-oriented, mixed-use community, which is encouraged

by the City’s existing General Plan and draft OVOV, would result in fewer impacts than Alternative 2.

h. Water Services

Based on the reduced number of residential units and elimination of commercial and transit uses, the

potable water demand for Alternative 2 would be about 164 acre-feet per year (afy), which is 84 afy less

than the proposed project. Given that no commercial uses would be developed under the alternative, it is

likely that the landscaped areas associated with the single-family residential lots would increase in

comparison to the proposed project. Therefore, irrigation-related demand would likely increase with this

alternative. Also, given that this alternative does not include an on-site water reclamation plant, these

landscaped areas would be served by potable water (i.e., not recycled water), which would further
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increase the potable water demand. Therefore, the alternative would result in a net increase in demand

for potable water provided by the Santa Clarita Water Division (SCWD), whereas the proposed project

would create a water supply that exceeds the project demand. Consequently, this alternative would result

in a greater impact to water services.

i. Water Quality

Under either Alternative 2 or the proposed project, Project Design Features (PDFs) addressing water

quality and hydrologic impacts would include site design, source control, treatment control, and

hydromodification control Best Management Practices (BMPs). In addition, flow control BMPs would be

incorporated in order to comply with the Los Angeles Countywide Standard Urban Storm Water

Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) and County Interim Peak Flow Standard. The flow control BMPs for the

proposed project and Alternative 2 would include both source control and detention. The PDFs,

combined with implementation of recommended mitigation measures, would reduce water quality and

hydromodification impacts to less than significant levels under either development scenario. Therefore,

water quality impacts under this alternative would be similar to those impacts associated with the

proposed project.

j. Solid Waste

The proposed project would generate up to 8,669 tons of solid waste per year, without recycling. In

comparison, Alternative 2 would generate 1,254 tons of solid waste per year, resulting in a decrease of

7,415 tons per year, when compared to the proposed project. To the extent Alternative 2 would generate

less solid waste than the project; this alternative would result in fewer impacts than the proposed project

related to solid waste services.

k. Education

Alternative 2 would generate approximately 208 fewer students than the proposed project (i.e.,

442 students under Alternative 2 versus 652 students under the proposed project). The decrease in the

number of students is attributable to the fewer number of total residents under Alternative 2. However,

any residential development on the project site would be required to fully mitigate impacts to the

applicable school district(s) through entering into mitigation agreements and payment of fees. While

Alternative 2 would pay more fees than the proposed project to offset the increase in students, these fees

would be utilized to provide the necessary school facilities for students generated from a residential

development on site. Therefore, Alternative 2 would result in similar education-related impacts when

compared to the proposed project.
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l. Library Services

Based on the County Library's planning standards of 0.50 square foot of library facilities per capita and

2.75 books per capita, Alternative 2 would require a total of 1,081 square feet of library facilities and

5,946 additional volumes of books. The proposed project would demand 9,489 additional volumes of

books and 1,725 square feet of facility space. As such, Alternative 2 would reduce the demand, when

compared to the proposed project, by 644 square feet and 3,543 books. However, any residential project

approved within the City or County is required to pay library fees; this requirement would apply equally

to Alternative 2 and the proposed project. Therefore, while Alternative 2 would result in less demand for

space and items than the proposed project, Alternative 2 would result in impacts similar to the proposed

project relative to library services that would be mitigated through the payment of library fees.

m. Parks and Recreation

The proposed project includes the Oak Park, Town Green, Community Garden and up to six private

recreational facilities, totaling approximately 18 acres, which is equal to an acre of park land for every

231 persons. Under City (and Quimby Act) requirements, development of Alternative 2 would require

the applicant to provide 6.49 acres of dedicated parkland, or 1 acre per every 333 persons. Under

Alternative 2, there would be an increase in passive open area because PA-4 development would be

eliminated. However, this increase in passive open space would not offset the loss of parkland associated

with Alternative 2, as compared to the project. Finally, extensions of the Santa Clara River Trail would be

similar in both projects. However, Alternative 2 would not include the same extensive internal trail

system as the proposed project, since there would not be a need to provide a comprehensive internal trail

system linking the various uses proposed as part of the project. Therefore, Alternative 2 would result in

greater parks and recreation impacts, as compared to the proposed project.

n. Fire Services

The Vista Canyon project site, like most of the Santa Clarita Valley, is located in an area that has been

designated as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (formerly called Fire Zone 4) by the County’s Fire

Department, which denotes the County Forester’s highest fire hazard potential. Any land use constructed

on the site would be required to meet all County codes and requirements relative to providing adequate

fire protection services to the site during both the construction and operational stages of the project.

Elimination of commercial and transit uses and a substantial reduction in residential units would result in

a reduction of fire protection service calls to the project site, as compared to the proposed project.

However, this alternative would provide less tax revenue to fund ongoing fire protection services.

Moreover, under either development scenario, the project applicant would be required to pay fire
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facilities fees for any development of the site, which constitutes full mitigation of project impacts. As a

result, site development under either the proposed project or Alternative 2 would not diminish the

staffing or response times of existing fire stations in the Santa Clarita Valley, nor would it create a special

fire protection requirement on the site that would result in a decline in existing service levels. Based on

this information, Alternative 2 would result in impacts similar to the proposed project with respect to fire

protection services.

o. Sheriff Services

The proposed project would result in a maximum population of approximately 4,172 persons, which

would increase the demand for law enforcement and traffic-related services on the project site and local

vicinity in terms of personnel and equipment. This maximum scenario assumes that implementation of

the residential overlay. The proposed project would require the services of an additional 4.2 officers. In

comparison, Alternative 2 would result in a population of 2,163 persons. Given the Sheriff Department

ratio of 1 officer per 1,000 persons, Alternative 2 would require the services of 2.2 officers, which is

approximately two officers less than the proposed project.

While Alternative 2 would result in less demand for services, the project applicant (under either

development scenario) is required to pay law enforcement facilities fees, which constitute full mitigation

for any project developed on the property. In addition, increased revenues generated by the project as it

builds out (via property tax, sales tax, motor vehicle registration fees paid by new on-site residents and

businesses) would be available for funding additional staffing and equipment for the Sheriff and

California Highway Patrol (CHP) to meet future demands. While Alternative 2 would reduce the demand

for law enforcement equipment and personnel, there would be a concomitant reduction in tax revenue to

fund ongoing law enforcement efforts. Therefore, from a sheriff services standpoint, Alternative 2 would

result in impacts similar to the proposed project with respect to law enforcement.

p. Hazards

Portions of the project site contain debris from illegal dumping activities. The Phase I Environmental Site

Assessment prepared by Rincon concluded that debris piles on portions of the site have a potential to

contain metals, total petroleum hydrocarbons, volatile organic compounds, and pesticides. In addition,

due to the historic use of portions of the project site by the Southern Pacific Railroad, there is a potential

that these areas could be affected with metals, herbicides, petroleum hydrocarbons, and other

contaminates associated with rail operations. Any development of the site would result in the removal

and proper disposal of these materials. Therefore, the impact to hazards under Alternative 2 would be

similar to the proposed project.
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q. Visual Resources

The alternative would include development of the site with residential uses not exceeding 35 feet in

height. Therefore, this alternative would be at a reduced scale and intensity as compared to the proposed

project. Additionally, Alternative 2 would result in a reduced building area, which would create more

open areas, as compared to the proposed project, enhancing viewsheds. Based on this information, this

alternative would result in reduced visual impacts, as compared to the proposed project.

r. Population/Housing/Employment

Alternative 2 would result in a resident population of 2,163, which is 2,009 persons less than the

maximum population under the proposed project. This reduction is directly related to the decreased

number of housing units. A benefit of the proposed project is that it would provide up to 1,350 residential

units, which would assist the City in meeting its projected housing needs. In addition, permanent

employment opportunities would not be generated by Alternative 2 because there would be no

commercial uses. Implementation of this alternative would result in a loss of 2,568 employment

opportunities, as compared to the proposed project. Therefore, this alternative would result in greater

impacts than the proposed project.

s. Cultural Resources

Grading associated with this alternative would be reduced when compared with the proposed project

due to its smaller development footprint. Furthermore, Alternative 2 would not include development in

PA-4 (Mitchell Hill), which would eliminate required Phase III salvage operations of an identified Native

American campground site. Consequently, potential cultural resource impacts associated with

Alternative 2 would be less than that of the proposed project.

t. Agricultural and Forestry Resources

Development of the project site under this alternative would result in development on land that is mostly

undeveloped. However, the project site does not include farmland, nor is there any existing farmland

surrounding the project site. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not result

in impacts to agricultural resources.

u. River Corridor

Similar to the proposed project, implementation of this alternative would require bank stabilization on

both sides of the Santa Clara River Corridor in generally the same location. Habitat enhancement of the

River Corridor, similar to the proposed project, would also be completed under this alternative.

However, Alternative 2 would not include the construction of the Vista Canyon Road Bridge reducing
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impacts as compared to the proposed project. Therefore, Alternative 2 would result in fewer impacts to

the River Corridor, when compared to the proposed project.

v. Wastewater Disposal

Wastewater generation for this alternative would be approximately 169,000 gallons per day (gpd), which

would result in a decrease of 360,300 gpd when compared to the maximum amount generated under the

proposed project of 431,600. However, Alternative 2 would not include a water reclamation plant and,

therefore, wastewater would not be treated and reused on site for non-potable uses as proposed by the

project. Rather, wastewater under this alternative would be directed via existing sewer lines to the

Saugus and Valencia water reclamation plants for treatment. Therefore, this alternative would result in

more wastewater impacts than the proposed project.

w. Global Climate Change

Alternative 2 would result in a smaller building area than the proposed project through the reduction of

residential units and supporting infrastructure, and the elimination of commercial, retail, office, and

transit uses. Therefore, although the proposed project (as a transit-oriented development) is the very type

of development encouraged by state legislation (e.g., AB 32 and SB 375), Alternative 2 would result in

fewer greenhouse gas emissions than the proposed project primarily due to reduced vehicle trips.

x. Utilities

Implementation of Alternative 2 would result in lower demand for electricity, natural gas, and

telecommunication facilities than the proposed project through the reduction of residential units and

supporting infrastructure, and the elimination of commercial, retail, office, and transit uses. Electricity

usage would be approximately 2,078,000 kilowatt-hours per year (kWh/yr) under this alternative, which

is a reduction of approximately 19,128,000 kWh/yr compared to the proposed project. Elimination of the

water reclamation plant from the project contributes to this substantial reduction in electricity usage.

Annual natural gas usage would be approximately 16,392 million British thermal units (MMBTU), which

is a reduction of approximately 31,500 MMBTU per year compared to the proposed project. Therefore,

this alternative would result in reduced impacts to utilities and service systems.

y. Conclusion on Environmental Analyses

A summary comparison of impacts associated with the project alternatives is provided in Table 6.0-11,

Alternatives Impact Comparison Matrix (shown later in this section). That being said, as a general

matter, Alternative 2 is environmentally superior to the proposed project.
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z. Analysis of Project Objectives

While Alternative 2 generally is considered environmentally superior to the proposed project,

Alternative 2 does not satisfy all of the project objectives, which are set forth in this EIR at Section 1.0,

Project Description. Project objectives not fully met or impeded by Alternative 2 are identified in

Table 6.0-2, below.

Table 6.0-2

Comparison of Alternative 2 and Certain Project Objectives

Objective Consistency Assessment

Land Use Planning Objectives

Objective 1: Create a new transit-oriented community

with interrelated neighborhoods that allows for

residential, retail/commercial, office, hotel, and

recreational uses, while preserving and enhancing

natural and historic resources.

Because Alternative 2 would result in a single-use

(residential) project with no transit or commercial uses,

this alternative is not consistent with this project

objective.

Objective 4: Arrange land uses to reduce vehicle miles

traveled (VMT) and energy consumption and to

encourage the use of transit.

As compared to the project, Alternative 2 would increase

the household daily VMT from 58 to 71. In addition,

Alternative 2 would not encourage the use of transit but

rather would encourage vehicle use. Therefore,

Alternative 2 does not meet this project objective.

Objective 6: Design neighborhoods to locate a variety of

residential and non-residential land uses in close

proximity to each other and major corridors, transit and

trails.

Because Alternative 2 is a single-use (residential) project

with no commercial or transit uses, the alternative would

not meet this objective.

Objective 7: Provide a rich set of public spaces, including

roadways that range from lively streetscapes to

pedestrian passages.

Because Alternative 2 would eliminate all commercial,

retail and transit uses on the project site, the alternative

would not provide a "rich set of public spaces." (Italics

added.).

Objective 9: Create and enhance opportunities for non-

vehicular travel and encourage pedestrian mobility by

providing an internal pedestrian circulation system that

links residential neighborhoods to nearby schools,

neighborhood parks, trail systems, neighborhood

retail/commercial and adjacent park and recreation areas.

Though Alternative 2 would include an internal

pedestrian mobility system, this system would not

connect to retail, or service uses as these uses would not

be included in this alternative. Therefore, the alternative

is not consistent with this objective.

Objective 14: Facilitate the expansion of transit facilities

by providing property and participate in the funding of a

new City/Metrolink transit center and associated

facilities, and direct pedestrian access to such facilities

from the Specific Plan’s commercial, retail, office, and

residential uses.

Alternative 2 would not include the proposed Metrolink

Station and Bus Transfer Station, and would not provide

direct pedestrian access to these facilities from adjacent

commercial, retail, office, and residential uses. Therefore,

Alternative 2 is not consistent with the objective.
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Objective Consistency Assessment

Economic Objectives

Objective 1: Enhance and augment the housing market

by providing a variety of housing types and densities to

meet the varying needs of future residents.

Alternative 2 would not provide the same wide array of

housing types as the proposed project. Therefore,

Alternative 2 is not consistent with the objective.

Objective 3: Provide a tax base to support public services

and infrastructure.

Alternative 2 would not provide a robust tax base to

support the necessary public services and infrastructure

needed for the alternative. Therefore, this alternative is

not consistent with this objective.

Objective 4: Provide a jobs/housing balance of at least

two jobs for every one residential unit.

Alternative 2 would not provide any permanent jobs on

site. Therefore, the alternative is not consistent with the

objective.

4. ALTERNATIVE 3 (EXISTING CITY GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION)

The project site is included in the Planning Area of the City of Santa Clarita General Plan. The City’s

adopted Land Use Map (as amended April 24, 2007) designates the property as BP (Business Park), with

portions of the site covered by an Significant Ecological Area (SEA) overlay. The City’s General Plan Land

Use Concept (Exhibit L-3 of the General Plan) also identifies the project as a major sub-center with

Business Park/Office Uses. This alternative would develop business park use on the project site in

accordance with the existing City General Plan land use designation.

As shown in Figure 6.0-2, Alternative 3 – Existing City General Plan Designation Alternative, the

project site could be developed exclusively with business park uses; there would be no residential or

commercial uses. The floor area ratio of the BP designation is 1:1, which would result in the development

of the site with approximately 6.1 million square feet of building area. However, taking into account

parking, landscaping and setback requirements (all of which would reduce building area); this alternative

would include development of the site with approximately 4,350,000 square feet of business park floor

area. Alternative 3 would not include development in PA-4 (Mitchell Hill), reducing the development

footprint and consequently grading as compared to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project,

however, the alternative would include the Metrolink Station and Bus Transfer Station. Further,

consistent with the City’s General Plan, Lost Canyon Road would be extended from Fair Oaks to La Veda

Avenue as a major highway. Installation of the buried bank stabilization and Santa Clara River Trail

improvements would be in the same horizontal location as the proposed project, therefore requiring dirt

import similar to the proposed project. This alternative would not include the Vista Canyon Road Bridge,

Oak Park and other recreational facilities or the on-site water reclamation plant. Similar to the proposed

project, this alternative would result in the removal of approximately 10 of the 41 oak trees located on

site.
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a. Geotechnical Hazards

Implementation of this alternative would result in less grading, due to a reduced development footprint

(elimination of development in PA-4), and consequently would be expected to reduce geotechnical

impacts. The potentially significant impacts and recommended mitigation measures associated with the

project related to strong seismic ground shaking, potential liquefaction and its effects (such as lateral

spreading and differential settlement), soil expansion, and soil corrosiveness would remain under

Alternative 3. However, given that less grading would occur, Alternative 3 would reduce overall

geotechnical impacts, as compared to the proposed project.

b. Flood

Alternative 3 would result in increased stormwater runoff and less infiltration than the proposed project

due to an increase in building and parking areas, and a decrease in recreational areas. Under this

alternative, bank stabilization would be placed on both sides of the River Corridor in the same location as

the proposed project. However, this alternative would not include the Vista Canyon Road Bridge.

Although the proposed project would create only minor hydraulic effects that would not result in off-site

increases in water surface elevation or velocities, Alternative 3 would further reduce these effects due to

the elimination of the Bridge. Implementation of this alternative would result in similar erosion

sedimentation impacts during construction. Based on the above, the alternative would have similar

hydrology impacts as compared to the proposed project.

c. Traffic/Access

Implementation of Alternative 3 would eliminate residential units and commercial land uses and replace

them with business park land uses consistent with the City’s existing General Plan land use designation

for the site. Under Alternative 3, the Vista Canyon Bridge would not be constructed and Lost Canyon

Road would be extended as a major highway from Fair Oaks Ranch to Sand Canyon Road. As indicated

previously, this alternative would include the Metrolink Station and Bus Transfer Station.

Based on the ITE Trip Generation Manual factors, average daily trip generation under Alternative 3 would

increase from 21,400 vehicle trips (under the proposed project) to 43,800 vehicle trips, a 105 percent

increase in trips (Fehr & Peers 2010). As a result of the increase in vehicle trips, Alternative 3 would result

in impacts at each of the intersections also impacted by the proposed project, and also likely would

increase circulation impacts at other intersections and roadways within the project study area. Therefore,

Alternative 3 would create more impacts than the proposed project.
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d. Air Quality

As described above, operational traffic under Alternative 3 would be substantially greater in comparison

to the proposed project. As a result, operational emissions under the alternative would be substantially

greater in comparison to the proposed project and would exceed the air basin’s threshold for the criteria

pollutants VOC, NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. Although the alternative would develop only one land use on

the project site, it is anticipated that the building space to be developed would be similar in comparison

to the proposed project. Therefore, construction emissions under the alternative would likely be similar to

the proposed project. Nonetheless, this alternative would result in greater air quality impacts when

compared to the proposed project.

Table 6.0-3

Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative – Estimated Unmitigated Operational Emissions

Emissions in Pounds per Day

Emissions Source VOC NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5

Summertime Emissions1

Operational (Mobile) Sources 224.54 273.72 2,515.43 3.74 610.54 119.01

Area/Stationary Sources 27.72 29.06 25.94 0.00 0.06 0.06

Metrolink Operational (Mobile) Sources 2.18 3.21 28.51 0.04 7.28 1.42

Metrolink Locomotives (Idling) 2.75 48.65 8.85 0.00 1.68 1.68

Metrolink Area Sources 0.18 0.09 1.61 0.00 0.01 0.01

Summertime Emissions Total 257.37 354.73 2580.34 3.78 619.57 122.18

SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55

Exceeds Threshold? YES YES YES NO YES YES

Proposed Project 173.87 177.48 1,142.76 1.65 268.88 53.51

Exceeds Proposed Project? YES YES YES YES YES YES

Wintertime Emissions2

Operational (Mobile) Sources 242.54 328.88 2,392.79 3.11 610.54 119.01

Area/Stationary Sources 27.60 29.04 24.39 0.00 0.05 0.05

Metrolink Operational (Mobile) Sources 2.44 3.86 27.10 0.04 7.28 1.42

Metrolink Locomotives (Idling) 2.75 48.65 8.85 0.00 1.68 1.68

Metrolink Area Sources 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00

Wintertime Emissions Total 275.39 410.5 2453.19 3.15 619.55 122.16

SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55

Exceeds Threshold YES YES YES NO YES YES

Proposed Project 180.28 208.07 1,084.08 1.40 269.35 53.98

Exceeds Proposed Project? YES YES YES YES YES YES

Source: Impact Sciences, Inc., (2009). Emissions calculations are provided in Appendix 6.0.

Totals in table may not appear to add exactly due to rounding in the computer model calculations.
1 “Summertime Emissions” are representative of the conditions that may occur during the ozone season (May 1 to October 31).
2 “Wintertime Emissions” are representative of the conditions that may occur during the balance of the year (November 1 to April 30).
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e. Noise

Development of the project site, under either Alternative 3 or the proposed project, would require

clearing and grading of the ground surface, installation of infrastructure, and construction of the

proposed improvements. These activities typically involve the temporary use of heavy equipment,

smaller equipment, and motor vehicles, all of which generate both steady static and episodic noise.

Therefore, construction noise and vibration impacts under this alternative would be similar to those

identified for the proposed project.

Of note, as stated previously, the number of vehicle trips associated with Alternative 3 would be

substantially increased, as compared to the proposed project. Consequently, operational, traffic-related

noise would increase on the site and along off-site roadways under Alternative 3. However, since

residential uses would not be constructed under Alternative 3, the alternative would reduce the number

of on-site noise sensitive receptors. Nonetheless, off-site impacts would increase substantially due to

increased vehicle trip generation associated with this alternative. On balance, Alternative 3 would result

in similar noise impacts as the proposed project.

f. Biological Resources

Bank stabilization for Alternative 3 would be similar to that provided for the proposed project (i.e., on

both sides of the River Corridor in the same general location). However, elimination of the Vista Canyon

Road Bridge would reduce biota impacts within the Santa Clara River Corridor. Under this alternative,

the number of on-site oak trees to be removed would be the same as the proposed project (10 oak trees).

No development would occur in PA-4 (Mitchell Hill); however, development south of the Santa Clara

River Corridor in PAs 1, 2, and 3 would intensify as compared to the project and occur in areas proposed

for private recreational areas and other open space by the project. However, a portion of the area

proposed as the Oak Park by the project would under this alternative be retained as open space. For these

reasons, biological impacts under this alternative would be similar to the proposed project.

g. Land Use

The alternative would develop a project consistent with the existing City of Santa Clarita General Plan

land use designation; however, Alternative 3 would not be consistent with or implement various goals

and policies in the existing General Plan or draft General Plan Update (OVOV) related to transit

accessibility, pedestrian mobility and the provision of service and employment uses in close proximity to

residential uses. Therefore, Alternative 3 would have greater impacts than the proposed project with

respect to land use.
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h. Water Services

Since the on-site water reclamation plant would be eliminated under this alternative, both potable and

non-potable water would be provided by the SCWD. Therefore, this alternative would result in a net

increase in demand for water provided by the SCWD, whereas the proposed project would create a water

supply that exceeds the total project demand. Consequently, this alternative would result in greater

impacts to water services as compared to the proposed project.

i. Water Quality

Under this alternative and the proposed project, PDFs addressing water quality and hydrologic impacts

would include site design, source control, treatment control, and hydromodification control BMPs. In

addition, flow control BMPs would be incorporated in order to comply with the Los Angeles Countywide

SUSMP and County Interim Peak Flow Standard. The flow control BMPs for development of either the

proposed project or Alternative 3 would include both source control and detention. The PDFs combined

with the implementation of recommended mitigation measures would reduce water quality and

hydromodification impacts to less than significant levels under either development scenario. Therefore,

water quality impacts under this alternative would be similar to those impacts associated with the

project.

j. Solid Waste

The proposed project would generate up to 8,669 tons of solid waste per year. In comparison, Alternative

3 would generate 7,950 tons of solid waste per year, resulting in a decrease of 719 tons per year of solid

waste generated as compared to the proposed project. To the extent that Alternative 3 would generate

less solid waste than the proposed project, this alternative would result in fewer impacts than the

proposed project.

k. Education

Alternative 3 would not generate students because residential uses would not be constructed. In

comparison, the proposed project would generate up to 6,652 students. Since this alternative would not

generate an appreciable demand for education services, the alternative would result in fewer impacts

than the proposed project.
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l. Library Services

Alternative 3 would not develop any residential uses; therefore, development of this alternative would

not generate an appreciable demand for library facilities. Therefore, Alternative 3 would result in fewer

impacts, as compared to the proposed project.

m. Parks and Recreation

Since Alternative 3 would eliminate residential uses on the project site, the alternative would not require

the applicant to provide any dedicated parkland in accordance with City (and Quimby Act)

requirements. That said, this alternative does not include Oak Park, which would provide a

neighborhood park for the both the project and off-site residential communities. It should be noted that a

portion of the Oak Park area would be retained as open space under this alternative. Nonetheless, since

this alternative would minimize or eliminate demand for parkland, it would create fewer impacts than

the proposed project.

n. Fire Services

The project site, like most of the Santa Clarita Valley, is located in an area that has been designated as a

Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (formerly called Fire Zone 4) by the County’s Fire Department,

which denotes the County Forester’s highest fire hazard potential. Any land use constructed on the site

would be required to meet all County codes and requirements relative to providing adequate fire

protection services to the site during both the construction and operational stages of the project.

Since residential uses would be eliminated under this alternative, the number of fire protection service

calls to the project site presumably also would be reduced relative to the proposed project. However, this

alternative would provide less tax revenue to fund ongoing fire protection services.

The project applicant would be required to pay fire facilities fees for any development of the site, which

constitute full mitigation of project impacts. As a result, site development under either the proposed

project or Alternative 3 would not diminish the staffing or response times of existing fire stations in the

Santa Clarita Valley, nor would it create a special fire service protection requirement on the site that

would result in a decline in existing service levels. Based on this information, Alternative 3 would result

in impacts similar to the proposed project with respect to fire protection services.

o. Sheriff Services

This alternative would eliminate on-site residential and commercial uses, replacing them with business

park uses. The number of service calls under this alternative likely would be reduced as compared to the

proposed project. However, the project applicant is required to pay law enforcement facilities fees, which

constitute full mitigation for any developed-related impacts. In addition, increased revenues generated
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by the project as it builds out (via property tax, sales tax, motor vehicle registration fees paid by new

on-site residents and businesses) would be available for funding additional staffing and equipment for

the Sheriff and CHP to meet future demands. While Alternative 3 would reduce the demand for law

enforcement equipment and personnel, there would be a concomitant reduction in tax revenue to fund

ongoing law enforcement efforts. Therefore, Alternative 3 would result in impacts similar to the proposed

project with respect to law enforcement.

p. Hazards

Portions of the project site contain debris from illegal, unauthorized dumping activities. The Phase I

Environmental Site Assessment prepared by Rincon concluded that debris piles on portions of the site

have a potential to contain metals, total petroleum hydrocarbons, volatile organic compounds, and

pesticides. In addition, due to the historic use of portions of the project site by the Southern Pacific

Railroad, there is a potential that these areas could be affected with metals, herbicides, petroleum

hydrocarbons, and other contaminates associated with rail operations. Any development of the site

would result in the removal and proper disposal of these materials. Therefore, the impact to hazards

under this alternative would be similar to those identified for the proposed project.

q. Visual Resources

The alternative would include development of the site with business park uses with maximum building

heights of 50 feet and large surface parking lots. Although this alternative does not include development

in PA-4, it would intensify development south of the Santa Clara River Corridor, eliminating parkland

and open areas proposed as part of the project. Based on this information, this alternative would result in

greater visual impacts than the proposed project.

r. Population/Housing/Employment

This alternative would not generate any residents because there would be no residential uses developed;

as such, Alternative 3 (unlike the proposed project) would not assist the City in meeting its projected

housing needs. Alternative 3, however, would generate approximately 2,439 employment opportunities,1

which is a decrease of 129 in comparison with the proposed project. Based on the above, Alternative 3

would result in greater impacts than the proposed project.

1 Based on the employment generation factor of 0.56 employees per thousand square feet provided in the

Employment Density Study Summary Report, prepared by Natelson Company, Inc. for Southern California

Association of Governments (October 31, 2001).
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s. Cultural Resources

Alternative 3 would not include development in PA-4 (Mitchell Hill), which would eliminate the required

Phase III salvage operations for an identified Native American campground site. Consequently, potential

cultural resource impacts associated with Alternative 3 would be less than that of the proposed project.

t. Agricultural and Forestry Resources

Development of the project site under this alternative would result in development on land that is mostly

undeveloped. However, the project site does not include farmland, nor is there any existing farmland

surrounding the project site. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, there would be no significant

impacts to agricultural resources.

u. River Corridor

Similar to the proposed project, implementation of this alternative would require bank stabilization on

both sides of the Santa Clara River Corridor in generally the same location. Habitat enhancement of the

River Corridor, similar to the proposed project, would also be completed under this alternative.

However, Alternative 3 would not include the construction of the Vista Canyon Road Bridge reducing

impacts as compared to the proposed project. Therefore, Alternative 3 would result in fewer impacts to

the River Corridor, when compared to the proposed project.

v. Wastewater Disposal

Wastewater generation for this alternative would be approximately 1,415,700 gallons per day (gpd),

which would result in an increase of 1,005,625 gpd when compared to the proposed project. Alternative 3

also would not include the on-site water reclamation plant; therefore, wastewater would not be treated

and reused on and off site for non-potable uses. Rather, wastewater under this alternative would be

directed to the Saugus and Valencia water reclamation plants for treatment. Therefore, Alternative 3

would result in greater impacts than the proposed project.

w. Global Climate Change

Traffic generation under Alternative 3 would be substantially greater in comparison to the proposed

project, though construction-related traffic would likely be similar. Since mobile-source related

greenhouse gas emissions would be substantially greater, Alternative 3 would likely result in greater

impacts than the proposed project.

x. Utilities

Annual electricity usage under this alternative would be approximately 15,650,000 kWh/yr, which would

be a reduction compared to the estimated usage of approximately 21,200,000 kWh/yr under the proposed
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project. Natural gas usage would also be lower, or approximately 16,000 MMBTU/yr as compared to

approximately 48,000 MMBTU/yr under the proposed project. Therefore, this alternative would result in

reduced impacts to utilities.

y. Conclusion on Environmental Analyses

A summary comparison of impacts associated with the project alternatives is provided in Table 6.0-11,

Alternatives Impact Comparison Matrix. That said, in general, Alternative 3 is not environmentally

superior to the proposed project.

z. Analysis of Project Objectives

In addition to not being considered environmentally superior to the proposed project, Alternative 3

would not satisfy several of the project objectives. Specific objectives not fully met or impeded to some

extent with Alternative 3 are identified in Table 6.0-4, below.

Table 6.0-4

Comparison of Alternative 3 and Certain Project Objectives

Objective Consistency Assessment

Land Use Planning Objectives

Objective 1: Create a new transit-oriented community

with interrelated neighborhoods that allows for

residential, retail/commercial, office, hotel, and

recreational uses, while preserving and enhancing

natural and historic resources

Because Alternative 3 would result in a single-use (light

industrial/business park) project with no commercial,

recreational, or residential uses, the alternative is not

consistent with this project objective.

Objective 3: Provide development and transitional land

use patterns that do not conflict with surrounding

communities and land uses

Alternative 3 would result in the construction of business

park land uses on a site surrounded primarily by

residential land uses, resulting in a potential conflict with

surrounding communities and land uses. Therefore, the

alternative is not consistent with this project objective.

Objective 5: Design neighborhoods to create a unique

identity and sense of place

Alternative 3 would result in the construction of business

park land uses on a site primarily surrounded by

residential land uses. Locating this type of use on the

project site would not result in the creation of a unique

identity or a sense of place. Therefore, this alternative is

not consistent with this objective.

Objective 6: Design neighborhoods to locate a variety of

residential and non-residential land uses in close

proximity to each other and major corridors, transit and

trails

Because Alternative 3 is a single-use (light

industrial/business park) project with no commercial or

residential uses, the alternative would not meet this

objective.

Objective 9: Create and enhance opportunities for non-

vehicular travel and encourage pedestrian mobility by

providing an internal pedestrian circulation system that

links residential neighborhoods to nearby schools,

neighborhood parks, trail systems, neighborhood

retail/commercial and adjacent park and recreation areas

Though Alternative 3 would include an internal

pedestrian mobility system, this system would not

connect to retail, service or residential uses, as these uses

would not be included. Therefore, the alternative is not

consistent with this objective.
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Objective Consistency Assessment

Objective 14: Facilitate the expansion of transit facilities

by providing property and participate in the funding of a

new City/Metrolink transit center and associated

facilities, and direct pedestrian access to such facilities

from the Specific Plan’s commercial, retail, office and

residential uses

Though Alternative 3 would include a Metrolink Station

and Bus Transfer Station, it would not include

commercial, retail, and residential uses with direct

pedestrian access to these transit facilities. Therefore, the

alternative is not consistent with this objective.

Economic Objectives

Objective 1: Enhance and augment the housing market

by providing a variety of housing types and densities to

meet the varying needs of future residents

Alternative 3 would not include any residential uses.

Therefore, the alternative is not consistent with this

objective.

5. ALTERNATIVE 4-REDUCED DEVELOPMENT FOOTPRINT (RELOCATION

OF SOUTHERLY BANK STABILIZATION)

Alternative 4, Reduced Development Footprint (Figure 6.0-3), would move the horizontal location of the

bank stabilization on the south side of the River Corridor back (or south) by an average of 100 feet in

comparison to the proposed project increasing the size of the River Corridor. The Vista Canyon Road

Bridge length would be extended from 650 feet to 800 feet. The residential overlay would be eliminated

and the number of residential units would be reduced from a maximum of 1,350 to 1,100. Similar to the

proposed project, the alternative would develop 950,000 square feet of commercial building area. All

other components of the project would remain the same, including development in PA-4 (Mitchell Hill)

and construction of the water reclamation plant, Metrolink Station, and Bus Transfer Station. The

recreational facilities, including Oak Park, would also remain the same as the proposed project.

a. Geotechnical Hazards

Implementation of this alternative would result in less grading and less dirt import than the proposed

project, due to a reduced development footprint, and would consequently be expected to reduce

geotechnical impacts. The potentially significant impacts and recommended mitigation measures

associated with the project related to strong seismic ground shaking, potential liquefaction and its effects

(such as lateral spreading and differential settlement), soil expansion, and soil corrosiveness would

remain under Alternative 4. However, given that less grading would occur, Alternative 4 would reduce

overall geotechnical hazards, as compared to the proposed project.

b. Flood

Similar to the proposed project, buried bank stabilization would be installed on both sides of the River

Corridor. The bank stabilization along the northern River Corridor would be in the same location as the

proposed project. However, as indicated previously, the horizontal location of the buried bank

stabilization on the south side of the River Corridor would be pulled back an average of 100 feet and the

Vista Canyon Road Bridge would be lengthened to 800 feet. Therefore, implementation of this alternative
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would result in a wider River Corridor and subsequently less storm runoff and more infiltration due to a

reduced development footprint, as compared to the proposed project. Therefore, implementation of this

alternative would result in fewer erosion and sedimentation impacts during construction and operation

because the amount of area to be graded and impervious surfaces would be less. This alternative would

also lessen on-site localized minor increases in water surface elevation and velocities within the River

Corridor during major storm events, as compared to the proposed project. Consequently, this alternative

would result in fewer impacts from a hydrology or flood perspective than the proposed project.

c. Traffic/Access

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 4 includes construction of the Vista Canyon Road Bridge,

Lost Canyon roadway connections (in a design similar to the project), Metrolink Station, and Bus Transfer

Station. However, due to the reduction in residential units from 1,350 to 1,100, implementation of

Alternative 4 would result in a small decrease in project-generated traffic, in comparison to the proposed

project. Specifically, based on the ITE Trip Generation Manual factors, Alternative 4 would generate

approximately 21,000 average daily trips on the project site, as compared to the 21,400 trips that would by

generated by the proposed project. Based on the similarity in land use mix and trip generation (2 percent

reduction in trips) of this alternative relative to the proposed project, impacts under Alternative 4 to the

area roadway system would be slightly less than the proposed project.

d. Air Quality

As discussed above, the number of vehicle trips under Alternative 4 would be slightly less than the

proposed project. As shown in Table 6.0-5, Reduced Development Footprint Alternative Estimated

Unmitigated Operational Emissions, Alternative 4 would result in a slight reduction in operational

emissions during the summer and winter months in comparison to the proposed project. Similar to the

proposed project, however, the alternative would exceed the air basin’s threshold for VOC NOx, CO, and

PM10 during summer and winter months. The alternative would construct slightly less building space in

comparison to the proposed project. However, since the amount of building space is substantially similar,

the construction vehicles and timeline would be similar, though construction emissions would be slightly

less under Alternative 4. For the reasons identified above, air quality impacts under this alternative

would be substantially similar in comparison to the proposed project during construction and slightly

less in magnitude during operation.
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Table 6.0-5

Reduced Development Footprint Alternative

Estimated Unmitigated Operational Emissions

Emissions in Pounds per Day

Emissions Source VOC NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5

Summertime Emissions1

Operational (Mobile) Sources 91.14 108.54 991.16 1.47 239.68 46.74

Area/Stationary Sources 66.69 19.57 18.35 0.00 0.07 0.07

Metrolink Operational (Mobile) Sources 2.18 3.21 28.51 0.04 7.28 1.42

Metrolink Locomotives (Idling) 2.75 48.65 8.85 0.00 1.68 1.68

Metrolink Area Sources 0.18 0.09 1.61 0.00 0.01 0.01

WRF Operational (Mobile) Sources 0.32 0.29 2.74 0.00 0.68 0.13

WRF Area Sources 0.30 0.83 2.23 0.00 0.01 0.01

WRF Emergency Generator 0.16 2.95 2.69 0.01 0.16 0.16

WRF Wastewater Treatment Operations 0.37 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Summertime Emissions Total 173.87 177.48 1,142.76 1.65 268.88 53.51

SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55

Exceeds Threshold? YES YES YES NO YES NO

Proposed Project 176.21 197.62 1,162.61 1.67 273.45 54.86

Exceeds Proposed Project? NO NO NO NO NO NO

Wintertime Emissions2

Operational (Mobile) Sources 98.04 130.32 949.52 1.22 239.68 46.74

Area/Stationary Sources 66.44 25.55 13.21 0.04 0.53 0.53

Metrolink Operational (Mobile) Sources 2.44 3.86 27.10 0.04 7.28 1.42

Metrolink Locomotives (Idling) 2.75 48.65 8.85 0.00 1.68 1.68

Metrolink Area Sources 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00

WRF Operational (Mobile) Sources 0.28 0.35 2.55 0.00 0.68 0.13

WRF Area Sources 0.18 0.81 0.68 0.00 0.00 0.00

WRF Emergency Generator 0.16 2.95 2.69 0.01 0.16 0.16

WRF Wastewater Treatment Operations 0.37 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Wintertime Emissions Total 170.72 212.56 1,004.66 1.31 250.01 50.66

SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55

Exceeds Threshold? YES YES YES NO YES NO

Proposed Project 180.28 208.07 1,084.08 1.40 269.35 53.98

Exceeds Proposed Project? NO NO NO NO NO NO

Source: Impact Sciences, Inc., (2009). Emissions calculations are provided in Appendix 4.4.

Totals in table may not appear to add exactly due to rounding in the computer model calculations.
1 “Summertime Emissions” are representative of the conditions that may occur during the ozone season (May 1 to October 31).
2 “Wintertime Emissions” are representative of the conditions that may occur during the balance of the year (November 1 to April 30).
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e. Noise

Development of the project site, under either Alternative 4 or the proposed project, would require

clearing and grading of the ground surface, installation of infrastructure, and construction of the

proposed improvements. These activities typically involve the temporary use of heavy equipment,

smaller equipment, and motor vehicles, all of which generate both steady static and episodic noise.

However, the number of vehicle trips would be slightly reduced under Alternative 4 during both

construction and operation. Therefore, noise impacts associated with construction and operational vehicle

traffic would be reduced under this alternative. Since the construction activity would be reduced under

Alternative 4, significant impacts related to construction vibration and noise would be less, though not

eliminated. Consequently, Alternative 4 would result in slightly fewer impacts than the project.

f. Biological Resources

As indicated previously, buried bank stabilization required for the alternative would be implemented on

both sides of the River Corridor. The location of the bank stabilization along the northern River Corridor

would be in the same location as the proposed project. Along the south side of the River Corridor, the

buried bank stabilization would be reduced an average of 100 feet and the Vista Canyon Road Bridge

would be lengthened from 650 feet to 800 feet. Under this alternative, the number of oak trees to be

removed would remain the same as compared to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project,

development would occur in PA-4 (Mitchell Hill). Because the total development footprint associated

with Alternative 4 would be less than the proposed project due to reduced development in buried bank

stabilization along the southern River Corridor, thereby increasing the width of the River Corridor,

biological impacts would be less than the proposed project.

g. Land Use

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would implement various goals and policies contained

within the City's existing General Plan and draft General Plan Update (OVOV) related to job creation,

transit accessibility, pedestrian mobility and the provision of service and employment uses in close

proximity to residential uses. Therefore, this alternative would have impacts similar to those identified

for the proposed project and would implement various existing and proposed goals and policies as a

transit-oriented, mixed-use community.

h. Water Services

The potable water demand for Alternative 4 would be less (approximately 60 afy) than the proposed

project because the number of residential units would be decreased from a maximum of 1,350 to 1,100.



6.0 Project Alternatives

Impact Sciences, Inc. 6.0-30 Vista Canyon Draft EIR

0112.024 October 2010

Similar to the project, this alternative would still create a water supply, via the water reclamation plant,

that would exceed the total demand. However, in light of the demand for less potable water, this

alternative would result in fewer water service impacts than the proposed project.

i. Water Quality

Under either this alternative or the proposed project, PDFs addressing water quality and hydrologic

impacts would include site design, source control, treatment control, and hydromodification control

BMPs. In addition, flow control BMPs would be incorporated in order to comply with the Los Angeles

Countywide SUSMP and County Interim Peak Flow Standard. The flow control BMPs for development of

the proposed project and Alternative 4 would include both source control and detention. The PDFs

combined with the implementation of recommended mitigation measures would reduce water quality

and hydromodification impacts to less than significant levels under either development scenario.

Therefore, water quality impacts under this alternative would be similar to those impacts associated with

the project.

j. Solid Waste

The project would generate a maximum of 8,669 tons of solid waste per year. In comparison, Alternative

4 would generate 8,489 tons of solid waste per year, resulting in a decrease of 180 tons per year of solid

waste generated as compared to the proposed project. To the extent Alternative 4 would generate less

solid waste; this alternative would result in fewer impacts than the proposed project.

k. Education

Alternative 4 would generate 541 students, which is 111 fewer students than the proposed project’s

maximum student generation of 652. However, any residential development on the project site would be

required to fully mitigate impacts to the applicable school district(s) through entering into mitigation

agreements and payment of fees. In this case, the proposed project would pay more fees than Alternative

4 to offset the increase in students; these fees would be utilized to provide the necessary school facilities

for students generated from a residential development on site. Therefore, Alternative 4 would result in

similar impacts related to education.

l. Library Services

Based on County Library planning standards of 0.50 square foot of library facilities per capita and

2.75 books per capita, Alternative 4 would require a total of 1,714 square feet of library facilities with

9,429 additional volumes of books for the library system’s collection. The proposed project would
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demand 11,468 additional volumes of books and 2,085 square feet of facility space. This results in a

decrease in demand of 2,039 books and 371 square feet of library facilities.

However, any residential project approved within the City or County would be required to pay library

fees; this requirement applies equally to Alternative 4 and the proposed project. Therefore, while

Alternative 4 would result in less demand for space and items than the proposed project, the alternative

would result in impacts similar to the proposed project relative to library services because the demand for

space and items would be met by payment of library fees.

m. Parks and Recreation

The proposed project includes the Oak Park, Town Green, Community Garden and up to six private

recreational facilities totaling approximately 18 acres, which is equal to an acre of park land for every

231 persons. Alternative 4 would include all of these recreational components with a reduced population;

therefore, development of Alternative 4 would result in an acre of park land for every 188 persons.

Finally extensions of the Santa Clara River and internal trails would be similar under either scenario.

Therefore, Alternative 4 would result in fewer impacts than the proposed project.

n. Fire Services

The Vista Canyon project site, like most of the Santa Clarita Valley, is located in an area that has been

designated as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (formerly called Fire Zone 4) by the County’s Fire

Department, which denotes the County Forester’s highest fire hazard potential. Any land use constructed

on the site would be required to meet all County codes and requirements relative to providing adequate

fire protection services to the site during both the construction and operational stages of the project.

Since the number of residential units would be reduced under this alternative, the number of fire

protection service calls to the project site presumably also would be reduced relative to the proposed

project. However, this alternative would provide less tax revenue to fund ongoing fire protection

services.

The project applicant would be required to pay fire facilities fees for any development of the site, which

constitute full mitigation of project impacts. As a result, site development under either the proposed

project or Alternative 4 would not diminish the staffing or response times of existing fire stations in the

Santa Clarita Valley, nor would it create a special fire service protection requirement on the site that

would result in a decline in existing service levels. Based on this information, Alternative 4 would result

in similar impacts as the proposed project with respect to fire protection services.
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o. Sheriff Services

This alternative would reduce the number of on-site residential units, which would likely reduce the

number of service calls. However, the project applicant is required to pay law enforcement facilities fees,

which constitute full mitigation, for any project developed on the property. In addition, increased

revenues generated by the project or the alternative (via property tax, sales tax, motor vehicle registration

fees paid by new on-site residents and businesses) would be available for funding additional staffing and

equipment for the Sheriff and CHP to meet future demands. While Alternative 4 would result in a slight

reduction in law enforcement equipment and personnel, there would be a concomitant reduction in tax

revenue to fund ongoing law enforcement efforts. Therefore, Alternative 4 would result in impacts

similar to the proposed project with respect to law enforcement.

p. Hazards

Portions of the project site contain debris from illegal, unauthorized dumping activities. The Phase I

Environmental Site Assessment prepared by Rincon concluded that debris piles on portions of the site

have a potential to contain metals, total petroleum hydrocarbons, volatile organic compounds, and

pesticides. In addition, due to the historic use of portions of the project site by the Southern Pacific

Railroad, there is a potential that these areas could be affected with metals, herbicides, petroleum

hydrocarbons, and other contaminates associated with rail operations. Any development of the site

would result in the removal and proper disposal of these materials. Therefore, the impact to hazards

under this alternative would be similar to the proposed project.

q. Visual Resources

The alternative would continue to develop the site with residential and commercial uses but would

increase the amount of on-site open space. Additionally, due to the reduction in the residential units and

the relocation of the bank stabilization further south from the River Corridor, viewsheds would appear

more open. Based on this information, the alternative would result in fewer visual impacts than the

proposed project.

r. Population/Housing/Employment

Alternative 4 would generate a residential population of 3,430, which is 742 fewer persons less than the

proposed project. This reduction in population is directly related to the reduction of housing units under

this alternative; as such, when compared to the proposed project, Alternative 4 would not provide as

much assistance to the City in meeting its projected housing needs. Alternative 4 would not change,

however, the amount of commercial space in comparison to the proposed project. For this reason, it is not
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anticipated that employment opportunities would differ under the alternative as compared to the

proposed project. In summary, Alternative 4, due to the elimination of housing, would result in slightly

greater impacts than the proposed project.

s. Cultural Resources

Grading associated with this alternative would be reduced when compared to the proposed project due

to a smaller development footprint. Like the proposed project, however, this alternative would include

development in PA-4 (Mitchell Hill), which would include required Phase III salvage operations of an

identified Native American campground site. Under this alternative and the proposed project, the

Mitchell Family cemetery would be preserved and enhanced. However, the magnitude of potential

cultural resource impacts associated with Alternative 4 would be slightly less, due to a reduced

development footprint, than that of the proposed project.

t. Agricultural Resources

Development of the project site under this alternative would result in development on land that is mostly

undeveloped. However, the project site does not include farmland, nor is there any existing farmland

surrounding the project site. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, there would be no significant

impacts to agricultural resources.

u. River Corridor

Implementation of this alternative would move the bank stabilization on the south side of the River

Corridor back by an average of 100 feet in comparison with the proposed project. Additionally, the Vista

Canyon Road Bridge would be lengthened from 650 feet to 800 feet. Habitat enhancement of the River

Corridor, similar to the proposed project, would also be completed under this alternative. Therefore,

Alternative 3 would result in fewer impacts to the River Corridor, when compared to the proposed

project.

v. Wastewater Disposal

Wastewater generation for this alternative would be approximately 414,575 gallons per day (gpd), which

would result in a slight decrease of 4,500 gpd when compared to the proposed project. However, both the

proposed project and the alternative would direct the vast majority of wastewater flows to the on-site

water reclamation plant for treatment and reuse on and off site. Therefore, Alternative 4 would result in

similar impacts as compared to the proposed project.



6.0 Project Alternatives

Impact Sciences, Inc. 6.0-34 Vista Canyon Draft EIR

0112.024 October 2010

w. Global Climate Change

The number of vehicle trips under Alternative 4 would be slightly less than the proposed project.

Additionally, this alternative would provide more open space. Finally, the alternative would construct

less building floor area in comparison to the proposed project, which could reduce the amount of

construction required. Therefore, impacts related to global climate change would be slightly less as the

amount of greenhouse gas emissions would be reduced.

x. Utilities

Implementation of Alternative 4 would result in lower demand for electricity, natural gas, and

telecommunication facilities than the proposed project through the reduction of residential units and

supporting infrastructure. Electricity usage would be reduced by approximately 742,000 kWh/yr, and

natural gas usage would be reduced by approximately 5,854 MMBTU/yr compared to the proposed

project. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts to utilities and service systems.

y. Conclusion on Environmental Analyses

A summary comparison of impacts associated with the project alternatives is provided in Table 6.0-11,

Alternatives Impact Comparison Matrix. In general, however, Alternative 4 is considered to be

environmentally superior to the proposed project.

z. Analysis of Project Objectives

Alternative 4 would mostly satisfy the primary project objective of developing an environmentally

sensitive, transit-oriented, mixed-use development on the project site. However, Alternative 4 would not

fully satisfy one of the project objectives, which are set forth in this EIR at Section 1.0, Project

Description. The project objective not fully met by Alternative 4 is identified in Table 6.0-6, below.
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Table 6.0-6

Comparison of Alternative 4 and Certain Project Objectives

Objective Consistency Assessment

Economic Objectives

Objective 2: Adopt development regulations that provide

flexibility to respond and adjust to changing economic

and market conditions

Because Alternative 4 would eliminate the residential

overlay component of the proposed project, it would not

meet this objective. The residential overlay component of

the proposed project provides flexibility to respond and

adjust to changing economic and market conditions. In

summary, if the office demand is less than expected in

the future, the ability to convert a portion of the office

use to residential use would provide the flexibility to

adjust to market conditions. Therefore, the alternative is

not consistent with this objective.

6. ALTERNATIVE 5 (OPEN SPACE CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVE)

This alternative would create a north/south open space corridor from and through the project site to

undeveloped properties to the south. The alternative would increase the area of the Oak Park from seven

to approximately 10 acres, and would reduce the number of on-site oak tree removals from 10 to 9. Under

this alternative, 32 single-family homes adjacent to the existing La Veda Avenue neighborhood and the

residential overlay would be eliminated; reducing the residential units from 1,350 to 1,085. The

alternative also would reduce commercial space by 50,000 square feet, for a total of 900,000 square feet of

commercial floor area. Alternative 5 also differs from the proposed project in that PA-4 would remain

undeveloped and Lost Canyon Road would terminate in the project site. The extension of Lost Canyon

Road to La Veda Avenue would be eliminated (with the exception of an emergency access).

Improvements to Lost Canyon Road from La Veda Avenue to Sand Canyon Road would remain as a part

of this alternative. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 5 would construct the Vista Canyon Road

Bridge, Metrolink Station, Bus Transfer Station, and water reclamation plant. The bank stabilization and

trail improvements would be implemented in the same location as the proposed project. The alternative

is depicted in Figure 6.0-4, Alternative 5 – Open Space Corridor Alternative.
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a. Geotechnical Hazards

Implementation of this alternative would result in less grading, due to the reduced development

footprint, and would consequently be expected to result in a reduction in geotechnical impacts. The

potentially significant impacts and recommended mitigation measures associated with the project related

to strong seismic ground shaking, potential liquefaction and its effects (such as lateral spreading and

differential settlement), soil expansion, and soil corrosiveness would remain under Alternative 5.

However, given that less grading would occur, Alternative 5 would reduce overall geotechnical hazards

impacts when compared to the proposed project.

b. Flood

Bank stabilization and the abutments for the Vista Canyon Road Bridge required for the alternative

would be similar to the proposed project (i.e., located on both sides of the River Corridor in generally the

same location). However, implementation of this alternative would result in less storm runoff and more

infiltration than the proposed project because less area would be developed, resulting in more open area.

Therefore, implementation of this alternative would result in fewer erosion and sedimentation impacts

during construction and operation because the amount of area to be graded and impervious surfaces

would be less. Consequently, this alternative would result in fewer impacts from a hydrology or flood

perspective than the proposed project.

c. Traffic/Access

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 5 would construct the Vista Canyon Road Bridge and would

include a Metrolink Station and Bus Transfer Station. However, under Alternative 5, Lost Canyon Road

would terminate west of La Veda Avenue. Therefore, the alternative would eliminate the connection

between Fair Oaks Ranch and Sand Canyon.

Implementation of Alternative 5 would result in a slight decrease in project-generated traffic due to the

reduction in residential units and commercial space. Specifically, using ITE Trip Generation Manual

factors, average daily trip generation on the project site would decrease from 21,400 trips to 20,400 trips (a

reduction of 5 percent). Additionally, the elimination of the connection between Fair Oaks Ranch and

Sand Canyon under Alternative 5 would substantially change the trip distribution in comparison to the

proposed project. With elimination of access to the site via the easterly segment of Lost Canyon Road, the

trips under this alternative would be routed to Soledad Canyon Road via the Vista Canyon Road Bridge.

In light of the elimination of this connection between Fair Oaks Ranch and Sand Canyon, and the related

change in trip distribution, a detailed traffic analysis was completed for this alternative. The results are

shown in Table 6.0-7, Intersection Operations – 2015 Plus Alternative 5 Conditions.
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Table 6.0-7

Intersection Operations – Interim Plus Alternative 5 Conditions

AM (PM) Peak Hour

2015

without

Project

2015 with

Project

2015 with

Alternative 5

No. Intersection

Traffic

Control Delay or V/C Ratio - LOS

2 Sand Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road Traffic

Signal

36 - D

(68 - E)

38 - D

(140 - F)

44 - D

(330 - F)

3 Soledad Canyon Road/SR 14 SB Ramps Traffic

Signal

151 - F

(132 - F)

347 - F

(350 - F)

414 - F

(409 - F)

4 Sand Canyon Road/SR 14 NB Ramps Traffic

Signal

14 - B

(20 - C)

26 - C

(62 - E)

32 - C

(46 - D)

5 Sand Canyon Road/Lost Canyon Road All-Way

Stop

209 - F

(64 - F)

470 - F

(404 - F)

262 - F

(97 - F)

7 Soledad Canyon Road/Lost Canyon Road Side-

Street

Stop

42 - E

(59 - F)

>50 - F

(>50 - F)

>50 - F

(>50 - F)

8 Sierra Highway/Soledad Canyon Road Traffic

Signal

44 - D

(73 - E)

50 - D

(82 - F)

49 - D

(81 – F)

10 Sierra Highway/Canyon Park Boulevard Traffic

Signal

24 - C

(28 - C)

27 - C

(35 - C)

27 - C

(35 - C)

12 Canyon Park Boulevard/Jakes Way Side-

Street

Stop

18 - C

(18 - C)

33 - D

(33 - D)

31 - D

(32 - D)

14 Via Princessa/SR 14 SB Ramps Traffic

Signal

19 - B

(23 - C)

>180 - F

(>180 - F)

>180 - F

(>180 - F)

15 Via Princessa/SR 14 NB Ramps Traffic

Signal

34 - C

(30 - C)

>180 - F

(>180- F)

>180 - F

(>180- F)

16 Via Princessa/Lost Canyon Road Traffic

Signal

0.62 - B

(0.77 - C)

0.90 - D

(1.19 - F)

0.91 – E

(1.19 - F)

20 Soledad Canyon Road/Bouquet Canyon Road Traffic

Signal

65 - E

(71 - E)

65 - E

(72 - E)

65 - E

(72 - E)

21 Placerita Canyon Road/Sierra Highway Traffic

Signal

48 - D

(50 - D)

49 - D

(52 - D)

49 - D

(51 - D)

22 Placerita Canyon Road/SR 14 SB Ramps Side-

Street

Stop

>50 - F

(>50 - F)

>50 - F

(>50 - F)

>50 - F

(>50 - F)

23 Placerita Canyon Road/SR 14 NB Ramps Side-

Street

Stop

29 - D

(63 - F)

34 - D

(71 - F)

29 - D

(63 - F)

Source: Fehr & Peers, Inc., 2009. See Appendix 6.0.

Note: Delay at Intersection 22 is shown as “> 50” because volume inputs exceed the modeling software program’s ability to produce reasonable

delay estimates. Bolded entries indicate a significant impact.
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As shown in Table 6.0-7, Alternative 5 would cause significant impacts at eight intersections and two

freeway interchanges. Each of the impacted locations was also identified under 2015 conditions for the

proposed project. Alternative 5 results in a significant impact at the Lost Canyon Road/Sand Canyon

Road intersection even though a connection to the easterly portion of Lost Canyon Road is not proposed.

This is due to the minor contribution of traffic by the alternative to existing LOS F conditions.

Mitigation measures for each of the above impacted intersections have been proposed, as discussed in

Section 4.3, Traffic and Access, of this EIR; all mitigation measures proposed for the project would also

be required under Alternative 5. Alternative 5 also would require two additional mitigation measures to

reduce impacts at the Soledad Canyon Road and Sand Canyon Road, and Soledad Canyon Road and

Vista Canyon Road intersections, both of which are feasible. These alternatives could both be

accommodated in the existing right-of-way:

 Install a right-turn overlap on the eastbound Soledad Canyon Road approach to Sand Canyon Road,

and

 Lengthen the left-turn lane on the westbound Soledad Canyon Road (at Vista Canyon Road)

approach to 275 feet to accommodate the 95th percentile queue length of 200 feet resulting from the

expected left-turn lane of 300 AM peak hour vehicles.

Although Alternative 5 generates 5 percent less traffic than the proposed project, it focuses a greater

percentage of trips onto Vista Canyon Road. The result is a slight increase in traffic on the short segment

of Vista Canyon Road between Soledad Canyon Road and the project site. This road is projected to carry

11,800 average daily traffic (ADT) per day under Alternative 5, which is greater than the 9,100 ADT under

the proposed project. The traffic level under both the alternative and proposed project is considered

acceptable for this roadway segment.

As indicated previously, this alternative would not provide a road connection to Sand Canyon Road via

Lost Canyon Road. Therefore, Alternative 5 would add fewer than 60 vehicles during each peak hour to

the Lost Canyon Road and Sand Canyon Road intersection, most of which are from area residents

traveling to and from the project via Sand Canyon Road and Soledad Canyon Road.

Based on the analysis presented above, Alternative 5 and the proposed project would result in similar

impacts to traffic/access.
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Table 6.0-8

Alternative 5 – Estimated Unmitigated Operational Emissions

Emissions in Pounds per Day

Emissions Source VOC NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5

Summertime Emissions1

Operational (Mobile) Sources 88.34 105.21 960.50 1.42 232.25 45.29

Area/Stationary Sources 65.54 19.04 17.99 0.00 0.07 0.07

Metrolink Operational (Mobile) Sources 2.18 3.21 28.51 0.04 7.28 1.42

Metrolink Locomotives (Idling) 2.75 48.65 8.85 0.00 1.68 1.68

Metrolink Area Sources 0.18 0.09 1.61 0.00 0.01 0.01

WRF Operational (Mobile) Sources 0.32 0.29 2.74 0.00 0.68 0.13

WRF Area Sources 0.30 0.83 2.23 0.00 0.01 0.01

WRF Emergency Generator 0.16 2.95 2.69 0.01 0.16 0.16

WRF Wastewater Treatment Operations 0.37 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Summertime Emissions Total 160.14 180.27 1,025.12 1.47 242.14 48.77

SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55

Exceeds Threshold? YES YES YES NO YES NO

Proposed Project 176.21 197.62 1,162.61 1.67 273.45 54.86

Exceeds Proposed Project? NO NO NO NO NO NO

Wintertime Emissions2

Operational (Mobile) Sources 95.07 126.33 920.36 1.18 232.25 45.29

Area/Stationary Sources 65.28 24.94 12.81 0.04 0.53 0.52

Metrolink Operational (Mobile) Sources 2.44 3.86 27.10 0.04 7.28 1.42

Metrolink Locomotives (Idling) 2.75 48.65 8.85 0.00 1.68 1.68

Metrolink Area Sources 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00

WRF Operational (Mobile) Sources 0.28 0.35 2.55 0.00 0.68 0.13

WRF Area Sources 0.18 0.81 0.68 0.00 0.00 0.00

WRF Emergency Generator 0.16 2.95 2.69 0.01 0.16 0.16

WRF Wastewater Treatment Operations 0.37 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Wintertime Emissions Total 166.59 207.96 975.10 1.27 242.58 49.20

SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55

Exceeds Threshold? YES YES YES NO YES NO

Proposed Project 182.61 228.53 1,101.72 1.44 273.91 55.32

Exceeds Proposed Project? NO NO NO NO NO NO

Source: Impact Sciences, Inc., (2009). Emissions calculations are provided in Appendix 4.4.

Totals in table may not appear to add exactly due to rounding in the computer model calculations.
1 “Summertime Emissions” are representative of the conditions that may occur during the ozone season (May 1 to October 31).
2 “Wintertime Emissions” are representative of the conditions that may occur during the balance of the year (November 1 to April 30).
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d. Air Quality

The number of vehicle trips would be reduced by 5 percent under Alternative 5 during project operation.

Therefore, in comparison to the proposed project, Alternative 5 would lessen the operational emissions,

though would continue to exceed thresholds in the air basin for VOC, NOX, CO, and PM10. Given that the

amount of building space to be constructed is only slightly less than the proposed project, construction

emissions would likely be similar. Consequently, this alternative would result in fewer impacts from an

air quality perspective than the proposed project.

e. Noise

Development of the project site, under Alternative 5 and the proposed project, would require clearing

and grading of the ground surface, installation of infrastructure, and construction of the proposed

improvements. These activities typically involve the temporary use of heavy equipment, smaller

equipment, and motor vehicles, all of which generate both steady static and episodic noise. However, the

number of vehicle trips would be reduced under Alternative 5. Therefore, noise impacts associated with

vehicle traffic would be reduced under this alternative. Also, since the construction activity would be

slightly reduced under Alternative 5, significant impacts related to construction vibration and noise

would be less, though the impacts would not be eliminated. Consequently, Alternative 5 would result in

slightly fewer noise-related impacts than the proposed project.

f. Biological Resources

Alternative 5 would decrease the total development footprint in comparison to the proposed project by

eliminating 32 single-family residential units. The alternative would also increase the size of the Oak

Park, provide a north/south animal movement corridor from and through the project site to undeveloped

properties to the south, and reduce by one the number of oak trees to be removed. Finally, this alternative

would not include development in PA-4 (Mitchell Hill). As a result, the alternative would preserve more

open space on the project site, thus reducing biological impacts in comparison to the proposed project.

g. Land Use

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would implement various goals and policies contained

within the City's General Plan and draft General Plan Update (OVOV) related to job creation, transit

accessibility, pedestrian mobility and the provision of service and employment uses in close proximity to

residential uses. Therefore, this alternative would have impacts similar to the proposed project.
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h. Water Services

The potable water demand for Alternative 5 would be less (approximately 68 afy) than the proposed

project as the number of residential units would be decreased from a maximum of 1,350 to 1,085 and

50,000 square feet of commercial floor area would be eliminated. Similar to the proposed project, this

alternative would still create a water supply, via the water reclamation plant, that would exceed the

alternative’s total demand. However, in light of the demand for less potable water, this alternative would

result in fewer water service impacts than the proposed project.

i. Water Quality

Under Alternative 5 and the proposed project, PDFs addressing water quality and hydrologic impacts

would include site design, source control, treatment control, and hydromodification control BMPs. In

addition, flow control BMPs would be incorporated in order to comply with the Los Angeles Countywide

SUSMP and County Interim Peak Flow Standard. The flow control BMPs for either development of the

proposed project or Alternative 5 would include both source control and detention. The PDFs combined

with the implementation of recommended mitigation measures would reduce water quality and

hydromodification impacts to less than significant levels under either development scenario. Therefore,

water quality impacts under this alternative would be similar to those impacts associated with the

project.

j. Solid Waste

The project would generate a maximum of 8,669 tons of solid waste per year under the project without

the residential overlay scenario. In comparison, Alternative 5 would generate 8,436 tons of solid waste

per year, resulting in a decrease of 232 tons per year of solid waste, as compared to the proposed project.

To the extent Alternative 5 would generate less solid waste; this alternative would result in fewer impacts

than the proposed project.

k. Education

Alternative 5 would generate 523 students, which is 129 fewer students than the proposed project’s

maximum student generation of 652. However, any residential development on the project site would be

required to fully mitigate impacts to the applicable school district(s) through entering into mitigation

agreements and payment of fees. In this case, the proposed project would pay more fees than Alternative

5 to offset the increase in students; these fees would be utilized to provide the necessary school facilities

for students generated from a residential development on site. Therefore, Alternative 5 would result in

similar impacts to the proposed project related to education.
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l. Library Services

Based on County Library planning standards of 0.50 square foot of library facilities per capita and

2.75 books per capita, Alternative 5 would require a total of 1,676 square feet of library facilities with

9,217 additional volumes of books for the library system’s collection. The proposed project would require

a maximum of 2,085 square feet of library facilities and 11,468 volumes of books. However, any

residential project approved within the City or County would be required to pay library fees; this

requirement would apply equally to Alternative 5 and the proposed project. Therefore, while Alternative

5 would result in less demand for space and items than the proposed project, the alternative would result

in impacts similar to the proposed project relative to library services because the demand for space and

items would be met by payment of library fees.

m. Parks and Recreation

The proposed Vista Canyon project includes the Oak Park, Town Green, Community Garden and up to

six private recreational facilities totaling approximately 18 acres, which is equal to an acre of park land for

every 231 persons. Alternative 5 would include all of these recreational components and would increase

the size of the Oak Park with a reduced population. Development of Alternative 5 would result in an acre

of park land for every 159 persons. Finally, extensions of the Santa Clara River and internal trails would

be similar under either scenario. Therefore, Alternative 5 would result in fewer impacts as compared to

the proposed project.

n. Fire Services

The Vista Canyon project site, like most of the Santa Clarita Valley, is located in an area that has been

designated as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (formerly called Fire Zone 4) by the County’s Fire

Department, which denotes the County Forester’s highest fire hazard potential. Any land use constructed

on the site would be required to meet all County codes and requirements relative to providing adequate

fire protection services to the site during both the construction and operational stages of the project.

Since 50,000 square feet of commercial floor area would be eliminated and the residential units would be

reduced under this alternative, the number of fire protection service calls to the project site presumably

would also be reduced relative to the proposed project. However, this alternative would provide less tax

revenue to fund ongoing fire protection services.

The project applicant would be required to pay fire facilities fees for any development of the site, which

constitutes full mitigation of project impacts. As a result, site development under either the proposed

project or Alternative 5 would not diminish the staffing or response times of existing fire stations in the
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Santa Clarita Valley, nor would it create a special fire service protection requirement on the site that

would result in a decline in existing service levels. Based on this information, Alternative 5 would result

in similar impacts as the proposed project with respect to fire protection services.

o. Sheriff Services

The number of service calls under this alternative would likely be reduced due to the reduction in

residential units and commercial square footage. However, the project applicant is required to pay law

enforcement facilities fees, which constitute full mitigation for any project developed on the property. In

addition, increased revenues generated by the project or the alternative (via property tax, sales tax, motor

vehicle registration fees paid by new on-site residents and businesses) would be available for funding

additional staffing and equipment for the Sheriff and CHP to meet future demands. While Alternative 5

would result in a slight reduction in law enforcement equipment and personnel, there would be a

concomitant reduction in tax revenue to fund ongoing law enforcement efforts. Therefore, from a sheriff

services standpoint, Alternative 5 would result in impacts similar to the proposed project with respect to

law enforcement.

p. Hazards

Portions of the project site contain debris from illegal, unauthorized dumping activities. The Phase I

Environmental Site Assessment prepared by Rincon concluded that debris piles on portions of the site

have a potential to contain metals, total petroleum hydrocarbons, volatile organic compounds, and

pesticides. In addition, due to the historic use of portions of the project site by the Southern Pacific

Railroad, there is a potential that these areas could be affected with metals, herbicides, petroleum

hydrocarbons, and other contaminates associated with rail operations. Any development of the site

would result in the removal and proper disposal of these materials. Therefore, the impact to hazards

under this alternative would be similar to the proposed project.

q. Visual Resources

Similar to the project, this alternative would continue to develop the site with residential and commercial

uses though under this alternative on-site open space would increase. Consequently, due to the reduction

in the residential and commercial space to be developed, viewsheds would appear more open,

particularly with the increase in the size of Oak Park and elimination of development in PA-4 (Mitchell

Hill), both of which are located in the eastern portion of the project site. Therefore, this alternative would

result in fewer impacts than the proposed project from a visual resources standpoint.



6.0 Project Alternatives

Impact Sciences, Inc. 6.0-45 Vista Canyon Draft EIR

0112.024 October 2010

r. Population/Housing/Employment

Alternative 5 would generate a residential population of 3,353, which is 819 fewer persons less than the

proposed project. This reduction in population is directly related to the reduced number of housing units

under this alternative. As such, Alternative 5 would not assist the City in meeting its projected housing

needs to the same extent that the proposed project would. And, while Alternative 5 would result in a

small reduction to the commercial space, it is not anticipated that employment opportunities would differ

substantially under the alternative as compared to the proposed project. In summary, Alternative 5

would result in slightly greater impacts than the proposed project due to the reduction in housing units

and subsequent reduction in population.

s. Cultural Resources

The amount of grading and development footprint associated with this alternative would be reduced,

when compared to the proposed project. Alternative 5 would not include development in PA-4 (Mitchell

Hill), which would eliminate required Phase III salvage operations of an identified Native American

campground site. Consequently, potential cultural resource impacts associated with Alternative 5 would

be less than that of the proposed project.

t. Agricultural Resources

Development of the project site under this alternative would result in development on land that is mostly

undeveloped. However, the project site does not include farmland, nor is there any existing farmland

surrounding the project site. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, there would be no significant

impacts to agricultural resources.

u. River Corridor

Similar to the proposed project, implementation of this alternative would require bank stabilization on

both sides of the Santa Clara River in generally the same location. Additionally, under this alternative, the

Vista Canyon Road Bridge would be constructed in the same configuration as the proposed project.

Habitat enhancement of the River Corridor, similar to the proposed project, would also be completed

under this alternative. Consequently, this alternative would have similar impacts to the proposed project.

v. Wastewater Disposal

Wastewater generation for this alternative would be approximately 407,945 gallons per day (gpd), which

would result in a slight decrease of 2,130 gpd when compared to the proposed project. However, both the

proposed project and alternative would direct the vast majority of wastewater flows to the on-site water
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reclamation plant for treatment and reuse on and off site. Therefore, Alternative 5 would result in similar

impacts as compared to the proposed project.

w. Global Climate Change

The number of vehicle trips would be reduced by 5 percent under Alternative 5 during operation. Given

that the trips generated would be reduced under this alternative, the vehicular emissions generated

would be less. Accordingly, Alternative 5 would result in fewer impacts than the proposed project with

respect to global climate change.

x. Utilities

Implementation of Alternative 5 would result in slightly lower demand for electricity, natural gas, and

telecommunication facilities than the proposed project through the reduction of residential units and

supporting infrastructure associated with development of PA-4, which would not occur under this

alternative. Annual electricity usage would be reduced by approximately 936,000 kWh, and annual

natural gas usage would be reduced by approximately 7,452 MMBTU compared to the proposed project.

Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts to utilities and service systems.

y. Conclusion on Environmental Analyses

A summary comparison of impacts associated with Alternative 5 is provided in Table 6.0-11,

Alternatives Impact Comparison Matrix. That being said, Alternative 5 generally is considered to be

environmentally superior to the proposed project.

z. Analysis of Project Objectives

Alternative 5 would mostly satisfy the project objective of developing an environmentally sensitive,

transit-oriented, mixed-use community on the project site. However, this alternative would not fully

satisfy two r of the project objectives set forth in this EIR at Section 1.0, Project Description. Project

Objectives not fully met by this alternative are identified in Table 6.0-9, below.
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Table 6.0-9

Comparison of Alternative 5 and Certain Project Objectives

Objective Consistency Assessment

Objective 12: Integrate a new community into the City’s

existing and planned circulation network

Both the City’s existing General Plan and General Plan

Update (OVOV) include the extension of Lost Canyon

Road from Fair Oaks Ranch to La Veda Avenue.

Elimination of this connection under Alternative 5 may

not be consistent with this objective.

Economic Objectives

Objective 2: Adopt development regulations that provide

flexibility to respond and adjust to changing economic

and market conditions

Because Alternative 5 would eliminate the residential

overlay component of the proposed project, it would not

meet this objective. The residential overlay component of

the proposed projects provides flexibility to respond and

adjust to changing economic and market conditions. In

summary, if the office demand in the project is less than

expected in the future, the ability to convert a portion of

the office use to residential use would provide the

flexibility to adjust to market conditions. Therefore, the

alternative is not consistent with this objective.

7. ALTERNATIVE 6 LOST CANYON ROAD ALIGNMENT

As shown in Figure 6.0-5, Alternative 6 – Lost Canyon Road Alternative, the Circulation Alternative

would extend Lost Canyon Road through the project site from Fair Oaks Ranch to La Veda Avenue in an

alignment running parallel and adjacent to the southerly bank stabilization. Lost Canyon Road would be

constructed as a secondary highway until Vista Canyon Road Bridge, and thereafter would be

constructed as a residential collector until its connection at La Veda Avenue. All other components of the

project site would remain the same as the proposed project.

a. Geotechnical Hazards

Implementation of this alternative would result in the same development footprint as the proposed

project and, therefore, would include the same amount of grading (including dirt import) with project

land uses generally remaining in the same location. Therefore, the alternative and the proposed project

would result in a similar level of impacts.
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b. Flood

Implementation of this alternative would not change impacts in comparison to the proposed project

because the development footprint would remain the same and the horizontal location of the bank

stabilization would be consistent with the proposed project. Therefore, impacts related to storm runoff,

infiltration, erosion, sedimentation and bank stabilization would be similar to the proposed project.

c. Traffic/Access

Alternative 6 would extend Lost Canyon Road from Jakes Way to existing Lost Canyon Road at La Veda

Avenue in an alignment running parallel to the southerly bank stabilization. Under this alternative, Lost

Canyon Road would be a secondary highway to the Vista Canyon Road Bridge and a collector through

the project site to the connection point near La Veda Avenue.

This alternative would provide a more direct travel route between Fair Oaks Ranch and Sand Canyon

Road when compared to the circulation system under the proposed project. Consequently, the alternate

circulation system would result in an increase in traffic using easterly Lost Canyon Road to access the

SR-14 and Sand Canyon Road interchange, rather than using the Vista Canyon Road Bridge to Soledad

Canyon Road.

More specifically, Alternative 6 would result in an increase of approximately 1,000 to 2,000 ADT on the

easterly segment of Lost Canyon Road when compared to the proposed project’s circulation system,

although this segment would continue to operate at acceptable levels of service. All other impacts under

this alternative would be comparable to those of the proposed project.

In summary, due to higher trip volumes on the easterly segment of Los Canyon Road, this alternative

would result in potentially greater circulation impacts than the proposed project.

d. Air Quality

The alternative would not change the amount of traffic generated in comparison to the proposed project

because the number of residential units and amount of commercial space would remain the same.

Therefore, this alternative and the proposed project would generate similar air quality impacts.
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e. Noise

Implementation of Alternative 6 would generate the same amount of vehicle traffic as the proposed

project. Construction activities for the alternative also would be similar to the proposed project.

Therefore, noise and vibration impacts during construction and operation would be similar to the

proposed project. Therefore, the alternative would result in a similar level of noise impacts when

compared to the proposed project.

f. Biological Resources

The development footprint associated with Alternative 6 would remain the same as the proposed project.

Oak tree impacts would remain the same, as well. Project uses under this alternative would remain in

substantially the same locations as the proposed project. Therefore, Alternative 6 would result in similar

impacts as compared to the proposed project.

g. Land Use

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would implement various goals and policies contained

within the City's General Plan and proposed General Plan Update (OVOV) related to job creation, transit

accessibility, pedestrian mobility, and the provision of service and employment uses in close proximity to

residential uses. Therefore, this alternative would have similar impacts as the proposed project.

h. Water Services

The water demand for Alternative 6 would be the same as the proposed project because the number of

residential units and amount of commercial square footage to be constructed would remain the same.

Consequently, this alternative would be similar to the proposed project with respect to water services.

i. Water Quality

Under Alternative 6 and the proposed project, PDFs addressing water quality and hydrologic impacts

would include site design, source control, treatment control, and hydromodification control BMPs. In

addition, flow control BMPs would be incorporated in order to comply with the Los Angeles Countywide

SUSMP and County Interim Peak Flow Standard. The flow control BMPs for either development of the

proposed project or Alternative 6 would include both source control and detention. The PDFs combined

with the implementation of recommended mitigation measures would reduce water quality and

hydromodification impacts to less than significant levels under either development scenario. Therefore,

water quality impacts under this alternative would be similar to those impacts associated with the

project.



6.0 Project Alternatives

Impact Sciences, Inc. 6.0-51 Vista Canyon Draft EIR

0112.024 October 2010

j. Solid Waste

Similar to the proposed project, the alternative would generate a maximum of 8,669 tons of solid waste

per year. Solid waste impacts under this alternative would be the same as the proposed project.

k. Education

Alternative 6 would generate the same number of students as the proposed project. Therefore, school

impacts associated with Alternative 6 would be the same as the proposed project. Furthermore, any

residential development on the project site would be required to fully mitigate impacts to the applicable

school district(s) through entering into mitigation agreements and payment of fees. In this case, the

project applicant would pay an equivalent amount of fees under this alternative and the proposed

project. These fees would be utilized to provide the necessary school facilities for students generated from

either this alternative or the proposed project.

l. Library Services

The residential population associated with Alternative 6 would be the same as the proposed project.

Therefore, Alternative 6 would result in the same impacts on library services as the proposed project.

Furthermore, any residential project approved within the City or County would be required to pay

library fees; this requirement would apply equally to Alternative 6 and the proposed project.

m. Parks and Recreation

The residential population associated with Alternative 6 would be the same as the proposed project.

Approximately 18 acres of recreational facilities (both public and private) would be constructed under

this alternative and the proposed project. Therefore, Alternative 6 would result in the same impacts to

parks and recreation as the proposed project.

n. Fire Services

Because the number of housing units and square footage of commercial uses under this alternative would

be the same as the proposed project, the number of fire protection service calls to the project site would be

similar. The alternative would modify the circulation on the site; though, as described under

Traffic/Access above, this modification would not substantially alter conditions of roadways within the

study area.

Furthermore, the project applicant would be required to pay fire facilities fees, which constitute full

mitigation of project impacts. As a result, site development under either the proposed project or
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Alternative 6 would not diminish the staffing or response times of existing fire stations in the Santa

Clarita Valley, nor would it create a special fire service protection requirement on the site that would

result in a decline in existing service levels.

o. Sheriff Services

Under this alternative, the area of development and the number of units and commercial uses to be

developed would be the same as the proposed project. However, the alternative would modify the

circulation on the site; though, as described under Traffic/Access above, this modification would not

substantially alter conditions of roadways within the study area.

Furthermore, the project applicant is required to pay law enforcement facilities, which constitute full

mitigation for any project developed on the property. In addition, increased revenues generated by the

project or the alternative (via property tax, sales tax, motor vehicle registration fees paid by new on-site

residents and businesses) would be available for funding additional staffing and equipment for the

Sheriff and CHP to meet future demands.

p. Hazards

Portions of the project site contain debris from illegal, unauthorized dumping activities. The Phase I

Environmental Site Assessment prepared by Rincon concluded that debris piles on portions of the site

have a potential to contain metals, total petroleum hydrocarbons, volatile organic compounds, and

pesticides. In addition, due to the historic use of portions of the project site by the Southern Pacific

Railroad, there is a potential that these areas could be affected with metals, herbicides, petroleum

hydrocarbons, and other contaminates associated with rail operations. Any development of the site

would result in the removal and proper disposal of these materials. Therefore, the impact to hazards

under this alternative would be similar to the proposed project.

q. Visual Resources

The project would alter the project’s circulation plan. However, since the remaining building space and

other project components would be the same as the proposed project, it is anticipated that viewsheds

would appear substantially similar. Therefore, from a visual resources standpoint, impacts associated

with this alternative would be similar to the proposed project.

r. Population/Housing/Employment

This alternative would develop the same number of residential units, commercial floor area, parks, and

transit facilities as the proposed project. Therefore, the residential population and employment
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opportunities associated with the alternative would be the same as the proposed project. As a result, the

population/housing/employment impacts under Alternative 6 would be the same as the proposed project.

s. Cultural Resources

The development footprint and grading under this alternative would be the same as the proposed

project. Consequently, potential cultural resource impacts associated with Alternative 6 would be the

same as those of the proposed project.

t. Agricultural Resources

Development of the project site under this alternative would result in development on land that is mostly

undeveloped. However, the project site does not include farmland, nor is there any existing farmland

surrounding the project site. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, there would be no significant

impacts to agricultural resources.

u. River Corridor

Similar to the proposed project, implementation of this alternative would require bank stabilization on

both sides of the Santa Clara River in the same location. Habitat enhancement of the River Corridor,

similar to the proposed project, would also be completed under this alternative. Consequently, this

alternative would have the same impacts as the proposed project.

v. Wastewater Disposal

Wastewater generation for this alternative would be the same as the proposed project. Consequently,

Alternative 6 would result in similar wastewater disposal impacts as proposed project.

w. Global Climate Change

Traffic generation under this alternative would be the same as the proposed project. All other features

(including various energy efficiency commitments) proposed with the project would also be included in

this alternative. Therefore, greenhouse gas emissions would be the same as the proposed project.

x. Utilities

Demand for utilities under this alternative would be the same as the proposed project as it would

develop the same number of residential units, commercial floor area, parks, and transit facilities as the

proposed project. Consequently, Alternative 6 would result in similar impacts related to utilities and

service systems as the proposed project.
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y. Conclusion on Environmental Analyses

A summary comparison of impacts associated with the project alternatives is provided in Table 6.0-11,

Alternatives Impact Comparison Matrix. That being said and generally speaking, all environmental

impacts under Alternative 6 would be similar to the impacts under the proposed project with the

exception of traffic/circulation, which would result in slight greater impacts as compared to the proposed

project. As such, Alternative 6 is not considered to be environmentally superior to the proposed project.

z. Analysis of Project Objectives

Alternative 6 would mostly satisfy the project objectives, with the exception of one. The project objective

not fully met or impeded by Alternative 6 is identified in Table 6.0-10, below.

Table 6.0-10

Comparison of Alternative 6 and Certain Project Objectives

Objective Consistency Assessment

Land Use Planning Objectives

Objective 3: Provide development and transitional land

use patterns that do not conflict with surrounding

communities and land uses

Because Alternative 6 would increase traffic on the

easterly segment of Lost Canyon Road, as compared to

the proposed project, it would not fully meet this project

objective.

8. OFF-SITE ALTERNATIVES

Alternative sites of generally the same size within or directly adjacent to the City in the eastern Santa

Clarita Valley do not exist, are presently being utilized for other purposes, or are the subject of other

development proposals. The proposed project involves development of a transit-oriented, mixed-use

community in an infill site, generally surrounded on all sides by development with the necessary

infrastructure adjacent to the project site. A multi-modal transit station (Metrolink Station and Bus

Transfer Station) would be developed as part of the project. There are no potential alternative project sites

in the local vicinity that are similar in acreage, are close to existing or planned infrastructure

improvements, and are adjacent to the Metrolink rail line. Potential alternative sites that provide access to

similar infrastructure and alternative transit are located beyond existing urbanized areas and, therefore,

would induce growth in these non-urban areas. For the reasons cited above, no alternative sites were

analyzed for this project
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9. ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

The State CEQA Guidelines require that the discussion of project alternatives focus on those alternatives

that can feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project while avoiding or reducing the significant

impacts of the project as proposed. Table 6.0-11, Alternatives Impact Comparison Matrix, provides a

summary of alternatives discussed in this section in relation to environmental impacts and the ability to

meet project objectives.

Alternative 1 would reduce the number and extent of environmental impacts associated with the

proposed project. However, this alternative would not meet the basic project objectives, which call for

development of the site with an environmentally sensitive, transit-oriented, mixed-use project consisting

of residential, commercial, transit and recreational uses to meet anticipated future demands.

Alternative 2, which would develop the property consistent with the density permitted under the

proposed County Land Use designation in OVOV, would reduce the number and extent of

environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA

Guidelines indicates that, if the no project alternative (Alternative 1) is the “environmentally superior”

alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other

alternatives. Amongst the remaining project alternatives, Alternative 2 is considered to be the

"environmentally superior" alternative for purposes of CEQA. However, this alternative would not fully

meet or would impede most of the land use planning and economic project objectives.

Alternative 3, Existing City General Plan Designation, would develop business park uses on the project

site consistent with the City’s existing General Plan land use designation for the project site. On the basis

of environmental impacts alone, the proposed project is environmentally superior to this alternative.

Additionally, this alternative would not meet or would impede most of the land use planning and

economic project objectives.

Alternative 4, Reduced Development Footprint Alternative, would relocate the southerly bank

stabilization location back or south an average of 100 feet and would increase the length of the Vista

Canyon Road Bridge from 650 feet to 800 feet. This alternative would reduce most of the environmental

impacts as compared to the proposed project and, therefore, would be considered environmentally

superior to the proposed project. Furthermore, Alternative 4 would mostly satisfy the primary project

objective: developing an environmentally sensitive, transit-oriented, mixed use development. However,

Alternative 4 may not fully achieve one of the project objectives.
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Table 6.0-11

Alternatives Impact Comparison Matrix

Environmental Topic

No

Project

Alternative 2

Proposed

County Land

Use

Designation

Alternative 3

Existing City

General Plan

Designation

Alternative 4

Reduced

Development

Footprint

Alternative

Alternative 5

Corridor

Alternative

Alternative 6

Circulation

Alternative

(Lost Canyon

Road

Alignment)

Geotechnical L L L L L S

Flood L L S L L S

Traffic Access L L G L S G

Air Quality L L G L L S

Noise L L S L L S

Biological Resources L L S L L S

Land Use L G G S S S

Water Services L G G L L S

Water Quality L S S S S S

Solid Waste Disposal L L L L L S

Education L S L S S S

Library Services L S L S S S

Parks and Recreation L G L L L S

Fire Services L S S S S S

Sheriff Services L S S S S S

Human-Made Hazards L S S S S S

Visual Resources L L G L L S

Pop/Housing/Emp. L G G G G S

Cultural Resources L L L L L S

Agricultural Resources S S S S S S

River Corridor L L L L S S

Wastewater Disposal L G G S S S

Global Climate Change L L G L L S

Utilities L L L L L S

KEY (Level of Impact in Comparison to the Proposed Project):

G = Alternative Produces Greater Level of Impact

S = Alternative Produces Similar Level of Impact

L = Alternative Produces Lesser Level of Impact.

Alternative 5, Open Space Corridor Alternative, would increase the size of the Oak Park (creating a

north/south open space corridor to undeveloped properties south of the project site), eliminate

development in PA-4 (Mitchell Hill) and not extend Lost Canyon Road to La Veda Avenue, thereby
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terminating Lost Canyon Road in the project site. This alternative would be environmentally superior to

the proposed project. Furthermore, similar to Alternative 4, this alternative would mostly satisfy the

primary project objective: developing an environmentally sensitive, transit-oriented, mixed-use

community. However, this alternative may not fully meet two of the project objectives (one of the land

use planning objectives and one of the economic objectives).

Alternative 6, Lost Canyon Road Alignment Alternative, would construct Lost Canyon Road on the

project site from Jakes Way to La Veda Avenue in a location adjacent to and parallel with the southerly

bank stabilization. This alternative would not reduce any of the environmental impacts related to the

project and would create greater circulation impacts due to increased vehicle trips on the easterly

segment of Lost Canyon Road. Therefore, the proposed project is considered environmentally superior to

this alternative. Furthermore, this alternative would not meet one of the land use project objectives.




