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6.0 Alternatives

Air Quality

There would be greater potential for more vehicle emissions and operational emissions under Alternative
3 compared to buildout under the proposed project. As described above there would be 159,784 more
ADTs under Alternative 3.5 This would result in approximately 56 percent more vehicle miles traveled
than with the proposed Area Plan and General Plan. Therefore, impacts on air quality would be greater

for the Transit Corridor Alternative.
Global Climate Change

Since buildout under Alternative 3 would increase density within the Transit Corridor there would be
potential for more vehicle emissions and operational emissions. Impacts on global climate change would

be greater than that of the proposed project.

Agricultural Resources

Buildout conditions under Alternative 3 would be similar to those under the proposed Area Plan, except
for the increase in density within the Transit Corridor (Figure 6.0-2). As seen in Figure 3.5-1, Farmland
Designations within the OVOV Planning Area, the only type of agricultural land located to the east and
northeast of the Transit Corridor boundary is prime farmland. This farmland is not located within the
Transit Corridor’s boundary and impacts on agricultural resources would be similar to the proposed

Area Plan.

Aesthetics

Under Alternative 3, development density would be increased on vacant parcels designated as rural
residential by the proposed Area Plan. The overall acreage and distribution of developed land within the
County’s Planning Area would not be altered. Mixed use and strictly commercial development projects
do not possess substantially different visual qualities, impacts on aesthetics, views, and nighttime
illumination. Under Alternative 3, impacts on aesthetics would be greater than those associated with the

proposed Area Plan.

5  The analysis included 39,550,510 vehicle miles traveled multiplied by 11.47 miles for an average trip length; or
approximately 1,832,722 more total vehicle miles traveled.
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6.0 Alternatives

Biological Resources

Biological resources in the vicinity of Lang Station include upland areas dominated by coastal scrub,
chaparral, and annual grassland vegetation, immediately adjacent to the Santa Clara River. Downstream
(west) of Lang Station Road, the riverbed has been severely disturbed by sand and gravel mining
activities, and noteworthy biological resources are limited to a perennialized flow channel that is
constrained to the southern portion of the river flood plain. Upstream of Lang Station Road, the Santa
Clara River has been largely undisturbed and maintains a natural flow. Currently, much of the floodplain
east of Lang Station Road is largely bare of vegetation due to high-volume floods in 2005. Nevertheless,
depending on the periodicity of flooding and the resultant maturity of vegetation within the floodplain,
habitats in this section of the river and associated uplands are suitable for slender-horned spineflower,
the undescribed species of everlasting reported from Newhall Ranch, white rabbit-tobacco, Mason’s
neststraw, Santa Ana sucker, unarmored threespine stickleback, arroyo chub, arroyo toad, western
spadefoot, silvery legless lizard, coastal western whiptail, coast horned lizard, two-striped garter snake,
southern California rufous-crowned sparrow, grasshopper sparrow, Bell's sage sparrow, California
horned lark, loggerhead shrike, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, San Diego desert woodrat, southern

grasshopper mouse, and American badger.

Impacts on biological resources under Alternative 3 would be greater than those associated with the

proposed Area Plan.

Cultural Resources

Buildout conditions under Alternative 3 would be similar to those under the proposed Area Plan, except
for the Transit Corridor. Alternative 3 would increase the potential to damage a historical, archaeological,
or paleontological resources relative to the proposed project because of the increased amount of
construction. Impacts on cultural resources would potentially be greater than those associated with the

proposed project.
Geology, Soils, Seismicity

Buildout under Alternative 3 and the proposed project would be similar with the exception of the
increased density in the eastern portion of the County’s Planning Area. As seen in Figure 3.9-3, Faults
within or adjacent to the OVOV Planning Area, the Alternative 3 Transit Corridor boundary is located
near known earthquake faults and would be subject to the same geologic conditions and hazards as the
proposed project. Alternative 3 would require additional grading and excavation within the Transit

Corridor and would therefore potentially have more associated grading and excavation impacts. As the
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6.0 Alternatives

alternative would increase density within the Transit Corridor, the potential of injury to people from
earthquake hazards would be greater than that of the proposed project. As Alternative 3 would allow
more development, soils, geology, and seismic impacts would potentially be greater than those associated

with the proposed project.

Mineral Resources

Development under this alternative would have impacts greater than the proposed Area Plan.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Alternative 3 would not substantially increase or decrease the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
substances relative to the proposed Area Plan. As emergency response plans are developed and adopted
independently of the Area Plan and General Plan process, impacts on emergency preparedness and
response would be comparable for Alternative 3 and the proposed project. This alternative would
support programs related to wildland fire and fire hazard impacts would be similar to the proposed

project.
Hydrology and Water Quality

As the County’s Planning Area reaches buildout, the amount of unpaved surface area would decrease
due to the construction of more paved surfaces such as parking lots, streets, and sidewalks. As described
in Section 3.12, Hydrology and Water Quality, existing and proposed development is subject to state and
federal guidelines which regulate surface water quality and discharge, either through point sources or
non-point sources. As seen in the existing Land Use Map, redesignation of land uses would have the
greatest potential to affect water quality and hydrology. As the land uses would increase in density, the
amount of impervious surfaces, and change from rural land to wurban residential and
commercial/industrial; impacts on hydrology and water quality within the Transit Corridor would be

greater than those of the proposed Area Plan.

Water Service

Since the buildout population under Alternative 3 (243,779) would be greater than the buildout
population under the proposed Area Plan (200,000), the County’s water supply needs at Area Plan
buildout would be greater under this alternative. Therefore, impacts related on water service would be
greater than those associated with the proposed Area Plan. However, there would still be sufficient water

supplies to meet this population.
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6.0 Alternatives

Community Services

Seniors and Youth

Alternative 3 would have a larger population at buildout and a potentially larger group of seniors than
the proposed project. The County would need to work with childcare facilities and providers to provide
adequate services during buildout. Park resources would need to meet the future demands of youth
programs and youth sports. Impacts on senior and youth services under Alternative 3 would be
potentially greater than those of the proposed Area Plan due to the potentially greater demand for

services resulting from a higher buildout population.

Cultural Amenities

Cultural amenities would be potentially be greater for Alternative 3 than the proposed project. Since the
land use changes would increase residential and office and professional land density, which would
potentially increase population within the Transit Corridor boundary, impacts on cultural amenities

would be greater than the proposed project.

Homelessness and Emergency Shelters

Services such as the provision of emergency shelters and housing for the disadvantaged population
would be established under both the proposed Area Plan and Alternative 3. Therefore, impacts on
community services would be similar to those associated with the proposed Area Plan. Both alternatives

would adhere to the County of Los Angeles Housing Element.
Public Services

Libraries

The buildout of Alternative 3 would increase the projected amount of dwelling units by 13,429 dwelling
units as compared to the proposed project. This would be an increase of approximately 43,779 residents
within the County’s Planning Area.® With a larger population there would be a greater demand on
library items and library space. As described above, Alternative 3 would need 670,393 library items and
121,890 square feet of library space to meet the guidelines of 2.75 library items per resident and 0.5 square

feet of library space per resident. The proposed project would need 550,000 library items and 100,000

6 326 persons per household was used to calculate the approximate number of residents. This was determined by

the dividing the 2008 population of the County’s Planning Area and the 2008 number of dwelling units.
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6.0 Alternatives

square feet of library space at buildout. Therefore, since Alternative 3 would need more library items and
library space than the proposed Area Plan, impacts on library services would be greater than the

proposed Area Plan.

Health Services

Since the buildout population of Alternative 3 (243,779) would be potentially greater than the buildout
population of the proposed Area Plan (200,000), the County’s health and social services needs would be
greater under Alternative 3. As of 2007, 10.2 percent of the population consisted of the age group 65 or
older. If trends stay the same then, at buildout, 37,542 people, or 15.4 percent, of Alternative 3’s projected
243,779 residents would be age 65 or older. The proposed Area Plan would total 30,800 people age 65 and
over. Every age group of the projected population would require adequate health care within the
County’s Planning Area, not just newborns and the elderly. Therefore, impacts on health services would

be greater under Alternative 3 than those of the proposed Area Plan.

Education

The County’s education needs would be greater under Alternative 3 than under the proposed project
because of the potentially greater buildout population with Alternative 3. As population increases
towards buildout, residential dwelling units would be developed to provide a jobs to housing ratio.
School districts within the OVOV Planning use a student generation rate that is based on the number and
the types of residential dwelling units. Therefore, as population increases there would be a potential for

greater amounts of students. Therefore, impacts on education would be greater under Alternative 3.

Fire Protection

Since the buildout population under the proposed Area Plan would be less than that of the buildout
population under Alternative 3, the County’s fire protection needs at Alternative 3 buildout would be
greater. This increase in population would potentially slow down the median emergency response time.

Therefore, impacts on fire protection would potentially be greater with buildout of Alternative 3.

Police Protection

The current number of sworn officers, within the County’s Planning Area, is 171, which provides one
officer per 439 residents. With buildout under Alternative 3, the number of officers required to maintain a
standard of one officer per 1,000 residents would need to be 244 for the projected population of 243,779

residents, or an additional 73 sworn officers. The proposed Area Plan buildout population would be
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200,000 residents and would therefore require 200 sworn officers, or an additional 29 sworn officers to
maintain standards. Alternative 3 would require an additional 44 sworn officers than the proposed
project. Therefore, Alternative 3 would have greater impacts on police protection than those associated

with the proposed Area Plan.

Parks and Recreation

Buildout conditions under Alternative 3 would require more parkland to meet the needs of the citizens of
the County’s Planning Area, per the Quimby Act. Under this alternative, the estimated number of
residents in the County’s Planning Area would be 243,779. Therefore, 732 acres of parks would be needed
to satisfy the Quimby Act requirement of 3 acres per 1,000 residents. The proposed project would require
685.7 acres of parkland. As Alternative 3 would require more parkland than the proposed project,

impacts on parks and recreation under Alternative 3 would be greater than the proposed Area Plan.
Utilities and Infrastructure

Wastewater

The County’s wastewater generation and treatment needs at Area Plan buildout would need to be
evaluated on a project-by-project basis for their potential impact on the capacity and effectiveness of the
wastewater treatment system to treat the potential additional sources of wastewater. Due to the potential
for greater demand under Alternative 3 on existing and planned wastewater treatment facilities; impacts

on wastewater would be greater than those associated with the proposed Area Plan.

Solid Waste

Since the buildout population under Alternative 3 would be greater than the buildout population under
the proposed project, the County’s solid waste generation and disposal needs at Area Plan buildout
would potentially be greater. As described above, the projected buildout generated waste under the
proposed Area Plan would be 129,210 tons per year (3.54 pounds per capita per day). Alternative 3
estimates that buildout population of the County’s Planning Area would be 243,779 residents. Using the
same per capita waste generation number for this alternative the projected amount of waste disposal
would be 157,493.4 tons per year. Due to the nearby landfills approaching full capacity for waste disposal
and the projected amount of landfill capacity for the County’s Planning Area, there would be a shortfall
of capacity by 2021. Since the amount of waste disposed would be greater than the proposed project,

impacts on solid waste would be greater under Alternative 3.
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6.0 Alternatives

Electricity, Natural Gas and Telecommunications

The County’s electricity, natural gas, and telecommunications needs at Area Plan buildout would be
greater than those of the proposed project due to the potentially greater buildout population.
Consequently, impacts on electricity, natural gas, and telecommunications would potentially be greater

when compared to those of the proposed project.

Noise

Under this alternative the noise impacts would reflect the construction impacts associated with the
proposed project. Over the buildout of the County’s Planning Area, the only area that would have the
potential for greater impacts from noise and noise generating sources would be the Transit Corridor area
of the County’s Planning Area. As seen in Figure 6.0-2, this area would have increased density for more
employment opportunities. The increase in density would have the potential for an increase in the
amount of noise generating sources under this alternative. As with an increase in density there would
potentially be an increase in the amount of vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled. However, since
Alternative 3 proposes urban residential land uses and office and professional land uses, the opportunity
for walkable communities, the proximity of transit, and less vehicle miles traveled would have fewer
potential noise impacts. As Alternative 3 would potentially have approximately 43,779 more residents,
there would potentially be an increase in the noise from vehicles traveling along major transportation

routes. Therefore, noise impacts would be less than the proposed project.

Population and Housing

Under Alternative 3, the total number of new housing units developed within the County’s Planning
Area at Area Plan buildout would be increased 13,429 dwelling units. The proposed project would
designate the land uses for H2 and RL 10 for a total of 285 dwelling units. The estimated buildout
population for Alternative 3 would be 243,779 residents. Alternative 3 would not interfere with the
County’s ability to meet its RHNA. Under the proposed Area Plan the Transit Corridor boundary is
designated as H2 and RL 10. RL 10 land is designated for environmental features and would not be
appropriate for intense development requiring urban services. Lands in this category are largely
undeveloped and consist of rolling hillside areas, slopes, and mountain lands with limited or no access.
H2 provides for neighborhoods of single-family homes and other residential uses at densities that require
urban services generally on large lots. Many of these neighborhoods provide a transition between higher
density, urban development, and rural communities throughout the County’s Planning Area, and

designation of this district is appropriate in such rural/urban interface areas.
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6.0 Alternatives

Alternative 3 would designate areas within the Transit Corridor boundary as H30 and IO, see
Figure 6.0-2. The proposed project would total approximately 107 acres of H2 land uses and 701 acres of
RL 10 land uses. The H30 land use designation would allow an estimated 16,251 dwelling units on
5,412 acres with 267 acres designated as IO within the Transit Corridor, thus increasing the density and
the number of residents at buildout. Impacts on housing and population under this alternative would be

greater than that of the proposed project.

Conclusion

As discussed above, under Alternative 3, an area plan similar to the proposed Area Plan would be
implemented, except development density would be concentrated around Lang Station on land uses
designated for RL 10 and H2 by the proposed Area Plan. As a result, new mixed use housing units and
additional office and professional buildings would be developed within the County’s Planning Area at
Area Plan buildout. Therefore, implementation of Alternative 3 would not achieve the following project

objectives to the same degree as the proposed Area Plan.

10. Biological resources in the designated Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) shall be protected through
the siting and design of development to account for and be highly compatible with their resources.
Specific development standards shall be identified to control the types of land use, density, building
location and size, roadways and other infrastructure, landscape, drainage, and other elements to
assure the protection of the critical and important plant and animal habitats of each SEA. In general,
the principle shall be to minimize the intrusion and impacts of development in these areas with
sufficient setbacks, or buffers, to adequately protect the resources.

20. Housing developments located in the more urbanized communities of the Valley shall be designed to
create a sense of neighborhood by

b. containing a mix of housing types, densities, and parcel sizes, avoiding large areas and an over-
concentration of homogeneous density units;

Under Alternative 3 impacts less than that of the proposed Area Plan would include: land use,
agricultural resources, biological resources, hazards, and hazardous materials. Potential impacts
determined to be greater under Alternative 3 compared to the proposed Area Plan include transportation
and circulation, air quality, global climate change, hydrology and water quality, water service,
community services (except homelessness and emergency shelters), public services, parks and recreation,
utilities and infrastructure—wastewater, population and housing, cultural resources, libraries, health
services, education, fire services, aesthetics, and mineral resources. Impacts on biological resources, solid

waste, and noise would remain significant and unavoidable.
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS

6.0 Alternatives

Table 6.0-4, Alternatives Analysis Comparison Summary, provides a comparison of the impacts

associated with each project alternative relative to the proposed Area Plan. Where the project alternative

would be environmentally superior (result in fewer impacts) to the proposed Area Plan, a plus (+) sign is

shown; where the project alternative would result in impacts greater than those associated with the

proposed Area Plan, a minus (-) sign is shown. For the instances when impacts are comparable (similar)

for both the proposed Area Plan and the project alternative, an equals sign (=) is shown.

Table 6.0-4
Alternatives Analysis Comparison Summary
Alt. 3 -
Transit
Corridor/
Proposed Area Plan Alt. 1- Alt. 2 - Increased
Impact No Preservation Employment
Environmental Issue Area (After Mitigation) Project Corridor Opportunity

Land Use Less than Significant - + =
Transportation and Circulation Less than Significant - + -

Air Quality Less than Significant = + -
Global Climate Change Less than Significant + + -
Agricultural Resources Significant and Unavoidable = = =
Aesthetics Less than Significant - + =
Biological Resources Significant and Unavoidable - + -
Cultural Resources Less than Significant = + -
Geology and Soils Less than Significant = + -
Mineral Resources Less than Significant = + -
Hazards and Hazardous Materials Less than Significant = = =
Hydrology and Water Quality Less than Significant + + -
Water Service Less than Significant - + -
Community Services — Seniors/Youth Less than Significant - + -
Community Services — Cultural Less than Significant - + -
Amenities

Community Services — Less than Significant = + =
Homelessness/Emergency Shelters

Public Services— Libraries Less than Significant - + -
Public Services— Health Services Less than Significant - + -
Public Services — Education Less than Significant = + -
Public Services - Fire Protection Less than Significant - + _
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6.0 Alternatives

Alt. 3 -
Transit
Corridor/
Proposed Area Plan Alt. 1- Alt. 2 - Increased
Impact No Preservation Employment
Environmental Issue Area (After Mitigation) Project Corridor Opportunity
Public Services — Police Protection Less than Significant - + -
Parks and Recreation Less than Significant - + -
Utilities — Wastewater Less than Significant - + -
Utilities - Solid Waste Significant and Unavoidable - + -
Utilities — Energy/Natural Less than Significant - + -
Gas/Telecommunications
Noise Significant and Unavoidable - + +

Population and Housing Less than Significant = + -

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines indicates that an analysis of alternatives to the proposed
project shall identify one alternative as the environmentally superior alternative. Furthermore, if the
environmentally superior alternative is the No Project/No Development Alternative, the EIR shall also
identify an environmentally superior alternative from among the other alternatives. For the OVOV
project, based on the analysis included herein, the Preservation Corridor Alternative would be considered
environmentally superior to the proposed project because it would avoid and/or substantially reduce the
severity of significant impacts associated with implementing the proposed project. As seen in Table 6.0-4,

potential impacts were generally found to be less than that of the proposed project.

This alternative would reduce the severity of the significant and unavoidable biological impacts to less
than significant. Alternative 2 would be consistent with the proposed SEA within the eastern portion of the
County’s Planning Area and with the SCML. Alternative 2 would provide potential for the movement of

wildlife between the two units of the National Forest.

From an environmental perspective, this alternative is superior to the proposed project as it reduces the
level of impacts associated with the proposed project. However, this alternative is rejected in favor of the
proposed project because it does not meet as many of the objectives as the proposed project. For
example, because this alternative would result in a reduced population and a decrease in the number of
housing units it would be less effective at achieving goals 14, 17and 29 to the extent of the proposed
project. Infrastructure would be built, expanded and maintained to support a reduced population in a

rural setting.
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