4.8 TRAFFIC

Dggartment of Flsh and Game) The rewsed or addltlonal text is shown in double—underllne, deI eted textis
shown msbn-keeut Rewsedfl ures or tables (if licable) areindicated by the addition of the following text

Assomates! Inc ,and mcluded in the Draft EIS/EIR gAQnI 2009) Aggendlx 4.8.

481 INTRODUCTION

This section describesthe existing traffic infrastructure and conditions within the Project areaand itsvicinity.
The section also assesses a "No Action/No Project Alternative" (Alternative 1), the proposed Project
(Alternative 2), and the five other Project aternatives (Alternatives 3-7). The section describesthe study area
roadway segments, reports existing daily roadway traffic volumeinformation, and summarizeslevel of service
(LOS) analysis results of the Project alternatives identified in this EIS/EIR. The traffic assessment for all
dternatives was analyzed based on roadway levels of service due to the long-term projected full build-out of
the proposed Project. In addition, the section identifies potential significant trafficimpactsresulting from each
alternative, and describes the applicable mitigation measures proposed by this EIS/EIR.

The study area for the traffic analysis includes the immediate vicinity of the Specific Plan site and the
surrounding roadways within Los Angeles and Ventura counties that potentially could be affected by traffic
generated by the Project dternatives. Thetraffic impact analysis usestraffic counts, published Average Daily
Traffic (ADT) and peak hour volumes, and Los Angeles County and Ventura County traffic model data.

The analysis presented in this section is based on the "Newhall Ranch RMDP and SCP EIR/EIS Traffic
Analysis," (December 2008), prepared for thisEIS/EIR by Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. (2008 Traffic Report),
and the previoustraffic reports prepared by Austin-Foust in January 1999, " Newhall Ranch Traffic Analysis'
(1999 Traffic Report), and February 2001, "Newhall Ranch Supplemental Traffic Analysis: VenturaCounty
Impact Analysis’ (2001 Traffic Report), as part of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR. The
December 2008, January 1999, and February 2001 Traffic Reports are presented in Appendix 4.8 of thisthe
Draft EIS/EIR.

4811 Rdationship of Proposed Project to Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR

Thissection (Section 4.8) represents a stand-al one assessment of the potential significant impactsto traffic and
access associ ated with the proposed Project; however, the previously certified Newhall Ranch environmental
documentation provides important information and anaysis for the RMDP and SCP components of the
proposed Project. The Project components would require federal and state permitting, consultation, and
agreements that are needed to facilitate development of the approved land uses within the Specific Plan site
and that would establish spineflower preserves within the Project area, also facilitating development in the
Specific Plan, VCC, and a portion of the Entrada planning area. Due to thisrelationship, the Newhall Ranch
environmental documentation, findings, and mitigation, as they relate to traffic and access, are summarized
below to provide context for the proposed Project and aternatives.

RMDP-SCP Final EISEIR 4.8-1 June 2010



4.8 TRAFFIC

Section 4.8 of the Newhall Ranch Revised Draft EIR (March 1999) identified and analyzed the existing
conditions, potentia impacts, and mitigation measures associated withtraffic and accessfor the entire Specific
Plan area. In addition, Section 5.0 of the Newhall Ranch Revised Draft EIR (March 1999) identified and
analyzed the potential traffic-related impacts and mitigation measures associated with construction and
operation of the approved WRP, which would treat the wastewater generated by the Specific Plan.

Asexplained in the Newhall Ranch Revised Draft EIR (March 1999), the Specific Plan contains aBackbone
Circulation Plan that identifies the roadway and circulationimprovementsrequired to support build-out of land
uses approved by the Specific Plan. As approved, the Specific Plan would generate 387,000 ADT, of which
211,300 would be generated by residential land uses; the remainder would be generated by nonresidentia land
uses.

The Newhall Ranch Revised Draft EIR (March 1999), and related findings, determined that build-out of the
Specific Plan areaunder an Alternative Highway Plan (the most likely transportation circul ation system and the
worst-case scenario) would result in significant off -site impacts along 19 separate arterial roadways and two
state highways: SR-126 and |-5, aswell asthe SR-126/1-5 interchange. Theseimpactswould extend along SR-
126 into Ventura County. The Newhall Ranch Revised Draft EIR (March 1 also determined that, before
mitigation, implementation of the Specific Plan would result in significant impacts at the following
freeway/highway interchanges and intersections:

e VaenciaBoulevard at |-5 interchange;

e Magic Mountain Parkway at I-5 interchange;

e  SR-126/Chiquito Canyon intersection;

e  SR-126/Wolcott/Franklin Avenue intersection; and
e  SR-126/Commerce Center Drive intersection.

A number of mitigation measures were identified to address the identified significant impacts. For example,
each subdivision filed within the Specific Plan must undergo a transportation performance evaluation that
identifies the specific improvementsfor al on-site roadways that are necessary to provide adequate roadway
and intersection capacity as well as adequate right-of-way for the subdivision and other expected traffic.
Specifically, the Newhall Ranch Revised Draft EIR (March 1999) recommended i mplementation of Mitigation
Measures SP-4.8-1 through SP-4.8-13 to address the identified potential significant impacts to traffic and
access.” In addition, that EIR identified traffic-related impacts that may result from construction and operation
of the WRP. Theimpactswere not determined to be significant; however, that EIR proposed implementation of
Mitigation Measures SP-5.0-36 and SP-5.0-37 to address the traffic impacts associated with construction and

! References to mitigation measures included in the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan environmental
documentation are preceded by "SP" in this EIS/EIR to distinguish them from other mitigation measures
discussed herein.
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operation of the WRP. The Board of Supervisors found that adoption of the recommended mitigation
measures would reduce the identified significant impacts on traffic/access to less-than-significant levels.

Subsequently, in connection with litigation regarding the adequacy of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan
Program EIR, the Newhall Ranch Draft Additional Analysis (April 2001) and the Newhall Ranch Revised
Additional Analysis, Volume V1l (May 2003), were prepared in order to address specificissuesraised by the
trial court, including one regarding traffic impactsin Ventura County. Specifically, the Additional Analyses
analyzed impactsto arterial roadwaysin VenturaCounty and found that implementation of the Specific Plan
would not result in significant impacts to any arteria roadways in Ventura County.

Table 4.8-1 summarizes the Specific Plan's and the WRP's impacts on traffic and access, the applicable
mitigation measures, and the significance findings after mitigation is implemented.

Specific Plan On-site Impacts - The Specific Plan
requires the construction of the transportation network
(including roadways and traffic signals) indicated on
the Backbone Circulation Plan, with the exception of
SR-126, which is discussed separately below.

SP-4.8-1 (applicant responsible for on-site
improvements);

SP-4.8-2 (requires preparation of
subsequent proj ect-specific transportation
analyses);

SP-4.8-3 (applicant to provide traffic
signals);

SP-4.8-4 (devel opment to conform with
TDM ordinance); and

SP-4.8-5 (requires consultation regarding
bus pull-ins).

Not
significant

Specific Plan Impacts to Off-site Arterials -

Implementation of the Specific Plan would result in
significant impacts on a total of 19 off-site arteria

roadways.

SP-4.8-6 (requires preparation of
subsequent project-specific transportation
analyses and fair-share funding or
construction of necessary improvements).

Not
significant

Specific Plan Impacts to Freeways and State
Highwaysin LosAngeles County (I-5and SR-126)-
Implementation of the Specific Plan will result in
impacts to 1-5, SR-126, and the I[-5/SR-126
interchange. Funding and construction of freeway and
highway capacity and interchanges with other regional
highwaysis provided by existing sources of tax revenue
and by Caltransthrough allocations made by the MTA.
Newhall Ranch future residents are estimated to
generate over $140 million in applicabletax revenueto
Caltrans over the 25-year build-out period, and nearly
$11 million per year at year 25 and annually thereafter
from these existing sources.

SP-4.8-7 (requires funding or construction
of necessary SR-126 improvements); and
SP-4.8-8 (subsequent transportation
analyses must comply with Congestion
Management Program (CMP)).

Not
significant
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Specific Plan Impactsto SR-126in Ventura County
- The capacity analysis provided in the Newhall Ranch
Specific Plan Program EIR shows SR-126 in Ventura
County to have adequate capacity with and without
implementation of the Specific Plan, based on the
capacity assumptions given in the Caltrans SR-126
Route Concept Report. However, as the rural highway
transitions to an urban arterial with signalized
intersections in the City of Fillmore, it is likely that
improvements beyond the basic four lanes will be
required at those intersections as a result of Specific
Plan peak-hour traffic. Similarly, access for the
community of Piru may require some intersection
improvements beyond the basic four lanes currently
being constructed by Caltrans. At both locations,
Specific Plan impacts are considered significant.

e SP-48-9 (requires subsequent project-

specific transportation analysisand fair-share
funding of necessary roadway improvements
specific to SR-126 intersectionsin Fillmore
and Piru).

Not
significant

Specific Plan Impacts to Freeway/Highway

Interchanges and I nter sections - Implementation of

the Specific Plan will cause significant impacts at the

following locations:

e |-5/VaenciaBoulevard;

e Magic Mountain Parkway at I-5;

e SR-126/Chiquito Canyon intersection;
SR-126/Wol cott/Franklin Avenue intersection; and
SR-126/Commerce Center Drive.

SP-4.8-10 (applicant responsibleto construct
or fund fair-share of designated intersection
and interchange improvements);

SP-4.8-11 (applicant must participate in I-5
fee program, if adopted);

SP-4.8-12 (applicant must participate in
transit fee program, if adopted); and
SP-4.8-13 (applicant must prepare a project
and cumulative traffic analysis and fund or
construct necessary improvements).

Not
significant

Specific Plan Cumulative Traffic Impacts -
Implementation of the Specific Plan, in combinationwith
cumulative projects, may contribute to deficiencies in
arterial segments and to state highways and freeways.

Project fair-share participation in augmented
arterial roadway improvements.

Not
significant

WRP Traffic I mpacts- Construction and operation of
the WRP may result in impacts to traffic and access;
however, such traffic is not anticipated to result in
significant impacts.

SP-5.0-36 (requires preparation of a
construction traffic management plan if SR-
126 is a two-lane highway at time of WRP
construction); and

SP-5.0-37 (requires encroachment permit
from Caltrans for accessto WRP).

Not
significant

Source: Newhall Ranch Revised Draft EIR (March 1999) and Newhall Ranch Revised Additional Analysis (May 2003).
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48.1.2 Relationship of Proposed Project to VCC and Entrada Planning Areas

48121 VCC PlanningArea

The SCP component of the proposed Project, if approved, would facilitate development in the VCC planning
area. TheVCC isreliant on the SCP and associated take authorizations, and would not be devel oped without
the take authorizations due to grading constraints. The VCC planning area is the remaining undeveloped
portion of the VCC commercial/industrial complex currently under development by the gpplicant. The VCC
wasthe subject of an EIR certified by Los Angeles County in April 1990 (SCH No. 87-123005). The applicant
recently has submitted to Los Angeles County the last tentative parcel map (TPM No. 18108) needed to
complete build-out of the remaining undevel oped portion of the V CC planning area. The County will require
preparation of an EIR in conjunction with the parcel map and related project approvals; however, the County
has not yet issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the EIR or released the EIR for the remaining portion of
the VCC planning area. Table 4.8-2 summarizes the VCC's impacts on traffic and access, the applicable
mitigation measures, and the significance findings after mitigation from the previoudly certified VCC EIR
(April 1990).

Table 4.8-2
Impactsto Traffic/Access Caused by VCC Implementation
Finding
VCC Impact Description VCC Mitigation M easures After
Mitigation
Project Traffic Impacts - The completed project e Phase | improvements must include the Not
will generate 86,561 trips/day. Given the extended following: improve Backer Road/I-5 _significant.
time frame of the project, build-out traffic impacts interchange; improve Backer Road fromI-5
must be assessed in combination with all 2010 land to Henry Mayo Drive; improve Henry Mayo
uses. Traffic from project 2010 land usesthat would Drive from Backer Road; provide detailed
utilize the highway network defined in the Master striping plansfor Backer Road and The Old
Plan of Highways would produce operation Road; enter into secured agreement with
deficiencies in the project area at the following DPW to contribute to the cost of installing
intersections: signals, pay appropriate Bridge and
e |-5SB Ramps/SR-126; Thoroughfare Didtrict fees; construct Backer
e |-5NB Ramps/SR-126; Road from Halsey Canyon Road to SR-126,
e |-5NB Ramps/Backer Road; unless a traffic study shows adequate
e TheOld Road/SR-126 Access North; and capacity; prepare supplementa  traffic
e Backer Road/SR-126. studies as part of individual tentative map

processing; realign Backer Road; construct
paseo bridge across Backer Road and
sidewalks along sides of Backer Road; and
conduct noise study to analyze nighttime
truck traffic.

e Build-out improvements must include the
following: construct onehaf street
improvements on The Old Road from
Backer Road to SR-126; enter into secured
agreement with DPW to contribute to cost
of installing signal s, pay appropriate Bridge
and Thoroughfare District fees, prepare
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Table 4.82
Impactsto Traffic/Access Caused by VCC Implementation
Finding
VCC Impact Description VCC Mitigation M easures After
Mitigation

supplemental traffic studies as part of
individual tentative map processing; and
vacate Halsey Canyon Road so no through
traffic between Backer and The Old Road.

Cumulative Traffic Impacts - The development of e New roadways and modifications that are Not
pending, approved, and recorded projects in the not direct project responsibilities will be significant.
Castaic corridor are expected to generate 44,490 required to resolvethe capacity deficiencies

average daily trips by the end of Phase | in the 2010 circul ations system proposed by
development. By the year 2010, it isanticipated that the Master Plan of Highways.

all land usesin the Santa ClaritaValley will generate e If the following improvements are

2,029,800 ADTs. This volume of traffic will cause implemented in a timely manner, it is
the following intersections in the vicinity of VCC to unlikely that cumulative devel opment would
operate at unacceptable levels: result in severe impacts to the 2010 traffic
e |-5 SB Ramps/SR-126; conditions: upgrade Backer Road/I-5
¢ |-5NB Ramps/SR-126; interchange; provide Backer Road/SR-126

I-5 NB Ramps/Backer Road; interchange; extend Biscailuz intotheVCC;

The Old Road/SR-126 Access North; and eliminate the SR-126 ramps at The Old
e Backer Road/SR-126. Road.

e After incorporating these improvementsinto
the 2010 circulation system, the I-5 NB
Ramp/Backer Road intersection would
exceed maximum acceptable v/c ratio.

e By converting the Halsey Canyon Road
between The Old Road and Backer Road
into a cul-de-sac, al intersections would
operate at an acceptable LOS.

Source: VCC EIR (April 1990).

481.2.2 EntradaPlanning Area

The applicant is seeking approval from Los Angeles County for planned residential and nonresidential
development within the Entrada planning area. The SCP component of the proposed Project would designate
an area within Entrada as a spineflower preserve. If approved, the SCP component would include take
authorization of spineflower populations in Entrada that are located outside of the designated spineflower
preserve area. Thus, the planned development within portions of the Entrada planning areais reliant on the
SCP and associated take authorizations, and those portions would not be developed without the take
authorizations. The applicant has submitted to Los Angeles County Entrada devel opment applications, which
cover the portion of the Entrada planning area facilitated by the SCP component of the proposed Project.
However, as of thiswriting, the County has not yet issued aNOP of an EIR or released an EIR for Entrada. As
aresult, thereis no underlying local environmental documentation for the Entrada planning areaat thistime.
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482 METHODOLOGY
4821  Study Scope

The study areaillustrated in (Revised) Figure 4.8-1 and Figur e 4.8-2, Study Area-Los Angeles County and
Ventura County, includes the roadways and intersections within and near the Project area where Project-
generated traffic could cause asignificant impact. Generaly, the study areaincludestheimmediate vicinity of
the Specific Plan site and the surrounding roadways within Los Angeles and V entura Countiesthat potentially
could be significantly impacted by traffic generated by the Project aternatives. The study area extendsto the
west into Ventura County and east into the Santa Clarita Valey, east of San Fernando Road. The north and
south boundaries encompass the existing and future urbanized areas of Vaencia, Castaic, SantaClarita, and the
northern San Fernando Valley. Portions of the study areaare in the city of Santa Claritaand Ventura County,
and the remaining portion isin unincorporated L os Angeles County, south into the San Fernando Valley and
the city of Los Angeles.

The analysis of indirect and secondary Project impacts presented in this section was conducted under two
different scenarios. Thefirst scenario isacumulativeimpacts scenario that utilizestraffic forecaststhat reflect
along-range time frame due to the long-term build-out projected for the proposed Project and alternatives.?
This analysis assumes build-out of the city of Santa Clarita General Plan, the County of Los Angeles Santa
ClaritaValley AreaPlan, and growth in the adjacent communitieslocated in the San Fernando Valey through
Project build-out year, as well as completion of the associated County Master Plan of Highways and city of
Santa Clarita Circulation Element, and active pending General Plan Amendments. Likewise, for the Ventura
County portion of the study area, the traffic forecasts assume build-out of the V entura County General Plan, as
well as the general plans for the nearby cities of Fillmore Ventura, and Moorpark. Under this scenario, the
traffic analysis compares long-range build-out conditions without the Project to future traffic conditions with
each of the Project aternatives. The analysis addresses impacts to the surrounding arterial roadways, state
highways, and the freeway system.

In addition to the analysis of impacts under a long-range scenario, the potential impacts of the Project
aternatives also are considered under an "existing plus project” scenario. Under this scenario, Project build-
out traffic is added to the existing roadway network, and impacts are assessed accordingly. Traffic experts
generaly regard thismethod of assessing impacts ashypetheﬂed—max:utatewhm utilized in connection witha
Iong-range devel opment pr01 ect such asthe proposed Project and alternatlves MM&M

LosAngeles County_ srequi rementsfor the aseessment of trafflc |mgactsat the subd|V|S|on Ievel However, the
proposed Project is hecessarily along-term proj ect with abuild-out horizon over thenext 20 years. Asaresult,

mw%ms is because Wlth the exceptl on of changes resultl ng dlrectly from
Project implementation, the " existing plus project” anahysis scenario presumesthat the existing traffic network

2

Persona comm., Daryl Zerfass, Austin-Foust Associates, Inc., October 2008.
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envirenmentwill not change over the Iong-term bqu—out of aproj ect Whl chin thls caseisapproxi mately 20

suehesthrsan&aads{emeeﬁeet—analwe&ﬂsr A further @(glanatlon is Qrowded below In addition, while
no separate or additional mitigation measures are proposed to addressthe" existing plus project” scenario, each

miti gatl on.)

Asdescribed in Section 2.0, Project Description, the only development that would occur as adirect result of
the proposed Project and alternatives would be the construction of infrastructure, including bridges, road
crossings, bank stabilization, grade control structures, detention basins, storm drains, and the WRP outfall.

Therefore, the proposed Project and aternatives are not near-term development projects that in and of
themselves would add significant amounts of traffic to the roadwaysin the near-term. The future residential
and commercia development that would be fadlitated by the proposed Project and that ultimately would
generate additional traffic has a scheduled build-out timeframe of approximately 20 years and, therefore, the
additional traffic that is ultimately generated would not be placed on the existing, present-day roadway system,
which is the precise condition assumed under the existing plus project scenario.

Additionally, the existing plus project analysis does not account for substantial future population growththat is
projected for the Santa ClaritaVdley region that would occur in addition to the future growth facilitated by the
proposed Project. These population growth projectionswould add traffic to the circulation network and must
be accounted for in the impacts analysisin order for the analysisto be accurate.

Theexisting plus project analysis al so does not account for: (i) other projected land use proj ects, which should
be conditioned to providefor, or contribute to, needed traffic improvementsto the same circulation network in
the Santa Claritaregion; and (ii) other anticipated circulation improvements. Under the existing plus project
scenario, the proposed Project and alternativeswould be conditioned to mitigate impacts at certain locations. If
other development proposals are being processed under the same method (i.e., only accounting for itstraffic
alone), that development also could be conditioned to make the same improvements at the same locations,
thereby doubling-up the mitigation and resulting in far greater capacity than actually is needed.

Lastly, the transportation circulation network is projected to change over time, with or without the proposed
Project and adternatives. These circulation network changes include new traffic infrastructure, traffic
improvements, road improvements, reconfigurations, and realignments and a so must be accounted for in the
impacts analysisin order for the analysis to be accurate.
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In summary, the existing plus project analysis does nat account for other approved, planned, and anticipated
projects that will add new traffic to the study areain addition to the proposed Project and alternatives, and it
does not include the multiple new roadways and improvements to existing roadways planned for future
construction by the County of Los Angelesand city of Santa Clarita, which roadwayswould have the effect of
changing traffic patterns over the build-out timeframe. Thus, under the existing plus project scenario, impacts
are both understated in that future cumulative traffic is not considered in the analysis, and impacts are
over stated in that future roadway improvements are not considered. For thisreason, the existing plus project
analysisthat is presented in this section of the EIS/EIR is provided for information purposesonly; the basisfor
determining the proposed Project and alternative significant impacts, and the mitigation proposed to reducethe
identified impacts, isthe long-range analysis presented herein.

4822 Long-Range Traffic Forecasts

Thetraffic analysisis based on a set of long-range traffic forecasts for the study area roadway system. These
long-range traffic forecasts were produced using the Santa Clarita Valley Consolidated Traffic Model
(SCVCTM). For VenturaCounty, along-range subareaversion of the VenturaCounty Traffic Model (VCTM)
was utilized. Brief descriptions of each of these models are presented below.

48221 i i i SCVCTM) Traffic Forecasts

Build-out of the Specific Plan, Entrada, and the VCC will occur over an extended period of time, and will
essentially accompany the long-term devel opment of the Santa ClaritaValley. The long-range version of the
SCVCTM, therefore, is the appropriate mechanism for preparing future traffic volume forecasts.

Y ear 2030 forecasts for the Santa ClaritaValley and northern San Fernando Valley portions of the study area
are derived from the Long-Range Cumulative version of the SCVCTM, which was developed jointly by the
city of Santa Claritaand the County of Los Angeles. It isbased on standardized modeling techniquesin which
future land uses in an area are quantified and the corresponding traffic volumes are estimated. Hence, for any
given future land use scenario for the Santa ClaritaValley area, the mode will producefuturetraffic volumes
on thefuture roadwaysin thisarea. In this case, the modeled area extends from the VenturaCounty lineeast to
where the Antelope Valley Freeway, State Route 14 (SR-14) passes out of the Santa Clarita Valley near
Vasguez Rocks State Park. The northern boundary isthe Grapevine areanorth of Castaic, and to the south the
model area extends into the northernmost portion of the San Fernando Valley within the city of Los Angeles

((Revised) Figure 4.8-1).

Because the SCVCTM was developed from regional models prepared by SCAG, it forecasts traffic in a
regiona context. This means that trips to and from the Santa Clarita Valley, as well as through-trips are
included in the forecasts; thus, regional growth, which is traffic volume increases occurring outside of the
SCVCTM area, isincorporated into the model. The land use database in the long-range version of the model

has been compiled from the city's General Plan and the County's Area Plan to represent future growth as
depicted by these plans. This specific version of the SCVCTM is based on the 2030 Genera Plan build-out
model with revisions to reflect actua development proposals currently in the development review process.
Hence, thisland use database provides acomprehensive and redistic long-range setting for theimpact analysis.

RMDP-SCP Final EISEIR 4.811 June 2010



4.8 TRAFFIC

48.2.2.2 i VCTM) Traffic Forecasts

Build-out traffic volume forecasts for the V entura County portion of the study areaaretaken froma ear 2025
sub-area version of the VCTM, which is maintained by the Ventura County Transportation Commission
(VCTC). The specific version of the model used for this analysis is a sub-area derivation of the VCTM
prepared for the city of Ventura. TheVCTC'sVCTM regional model was devel oped to satisfy theforecasting
requirements of the V entura County Congestion Management Program (CMP). The Ventura Traffic Anaysis
Mode (VTAM) provides sub-area model compatibility with the VCTM. Asaderivative of the VCTM, the
VTAM retainsthe basic regional forecasting features of the VCTM while producing morerefined datain the
city of Ventura. As the VCTM has not been updated to reflect a 2030 horizon, the 2025 traffic forecasts
produced by the model are utilized here since they represent build-out of county and city General Plans and,
like the SCVCTM, are representative of long-range cumulative conditions.

4823 Impact M ethodology

Toidentify Project impacts, thetraffic analysis compared long-range build-out conditionswithout the proposed
Project (Alternative 1 - No Action/No Project) to future traffic conditions with the proposed Project
(Alternative 2), and the other development aternatives (Alternatives 3 through 7). The current Master Plan of
Highways version of the SCVCTM was run, and then additional runs were carried out in which each of the
Project aternatives and their respective circulation systems were included in the model. Traffic volume
forecastsfromthe VCTM werethen utilized for the V entura County roadways. Theforecast dataisin theform
of ADT volumes on the highway system and theimpact analysisis carried out using corresponding volume-to-
capacity (v/c) ratiosfor each segment of roadway in the study area. For the I-5 freeway, forecast dataisin the
formof ADT and peak hour volumes and the impact analysisis based on peak hour v/c ratiosfor each freaway
segment in the study area. For those segmentsidentified as significantly impacted by the Project aternatives,
volume densities cal cul ated based on peak-hour volumes using the methodol ogy recommended by Caltransfor
operationa analyses also are provided. Based on the v/c ratios, impactsfor each of the Project alternativesare
identified and a mitigation program is proposed.

Identification of Project impacts involves the application of specific significance threshold criteria. These
criteria specify the v/c ratio and the amount of Project traffic that, together, constitute a significant Project
impact. The impact significance criteria are discussed in Subsection 4.8.7 below and the impact anaysisis
presented in Subsection 4.8.8 below. The proposed mitigation program addresses all locations that are
identified as significantly impacted.

4824 Definitions

Certain terms used throughout this section are defined below to clarify their intended meaning:

Average Daily Traffic (ADT)  Generally used to measurethetotal two-directiond traffic volumespassing a
given point on aroadway.

Level of Service (LOS) A scale used to evaluate circulation system performance based on
volume/capacity ratios of arterial segments.
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Volume-to-Capacity Ratio (v/c) This is typicaly used to describe the percentage of capacity utilized by
existing or projected traffic on a segment of an arterial or intersection.

Volume Density Method utilized by Caltrans to depict operating conditions on freeway segments
based on the number of passenger cars per hour per lane.

483 REGULATORY SETTING

Both NEPA and CEQA require that potential significant impacts of a proposed project on the traffic and
circulation of an affected areabe examined as part of the EIS/EIR process. In addition, the Los Angeles County
Santa ClaritaValley AreaPlan and the city of Santa Clarita General Plan each contain a Circulation Element
governing the Santa Clarita Valley. The Area Plan's Circulation Element describes a system of arterial
roadways for the Santa Clarita Valey, and the city's Circulation Element includes a comprehensive plan for
vehicular and non-vehicular transportation and circul ation within the city of Santa Claritaand its planning area.
These Circulation Elements are required by Government Code section 65302, subdivision (b), which statesthat
aGeneral Plan must contain a" circulation element consisting of the general location and extent of existing and
proposed major thoroughfares, transportation routes, terminals, any military airportsand ports, and other local
public utilities and facilities, all correlated with the land use element of the [Genera Plan]." Ashoted below,
the study areaincludes portions of unincorporated Los Angeles County and the city of Los Angeles, portions of
Ventura County, and the city of Santa Clarita, all of which have traffic performance criteria

Los Angeles County, Ventura County, and the cities of Santa Claritaand Los Angeles also actively participate
in regiona transportation planning efforts. Thelead transportation planning agenciesin the Los Angelesregion
are the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and the Los Angeles Metropolitan

Transportation Authority (MTA). These regional agencies include both the county and citieswithin the Los
Angeles County Area subregion for transportation planning efforts.

484 EXISTING SETTING

This section describes the trangportation setting for the study area. This section also discusses long-range
transit patternsin the study area.

484.1 Existing Roadway Conditions

The discussion of the existing transportation setting for the study area describes the transportation system
serving the area (highway and transit) and the current traffic volumes and operating conditions on the highway
system. Theinformation provides apoint of referencefor describing anticipated future conditionsin thisarea

484.1.1 ExidingHighway System

The exigting (2006) highway system in the Los Angeles County portion of the study area is illustrated in
(Revised) Figure 4.8-3. Asshown, the primary regiona accessisvial-5. SR-14 servesthe eastern edge of the
study area, and the two roadways join at a confluence north of the San Fernando Valley. As shown, the |-5
continues south of the SR-118, near the south end of the study area. Within the Santa ClaritaValley, the -5
freeway iscurrently four lanesin each direction. Just south of the SR-14, thel-5 isgeneraly ninelanesin each
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direction, including two dedicated truck lanes and one high occupancy vehicle ("HOV") lane. Further south,
the segment of |-5 between the I-210 freeway and the 1-405 freeway is generally six lanesin each direction,
including one HOV lane. Lastly, the segment of -5 between the [-405 and SR-118 isfour or fivelanesin each
direction, including one HOV lane.

The Santa Clarita Valey portion of the study area has a well-defined set of arterias, which have been
developing in accordance with the County Master Plan of Highways. From east to west along the northern part
of the Specific Plan siteis SR-126. It iscurrently a four-lane highway with signalized intersections at Wol cott
Way and Commerce Center Drive. East of the |-5 freeway, Magic Mountain Parkway and VaenciaBoulevard
connect to the Town Center areaand the city of Santa Clarita Civic Center, located around and adjacent to the
triangle formed by Magic Mountain Parkway, Vaencia Boulevard, and McBean Parkway. An extension of
Newhall Ranch Road was completed in 2007, thereby completing the road between the 1-5 and Rye Canyon
Road. Continuations of the east-west roadways then serve residential areas to the east, such as Bouquet
Canyon, Saugus, and Canyon Country.

As noted above, the San Fernando Valley portion of the study area includes the I-5 and 1-405. A
comprehensive network of arterial roadways supplements the freeway system and provides local circulation
and access. Primary north/south roadways in the San Fernando Valley potentially affected by Project traffic
include San Fernando Road and Balboa Boulevard. San Fernando Road (four lanes) and Foothill Boulevard
(two lanes) each intersect with SierraHighway in the vicinity of the I-5/SR-14 interchange. BalboaBoulevard
intersects with these two roadways in the vicinity of the I-5/1-210 interchange, and it provides north-south
circulation to the Granada Hills and Northridge aress.

The Ventura County highway system comprises part of the V entura County General Plan Circulation Element,
adopted in December 1989. Figur e 4.8-4 illustrates the highway system for the eastern part of VVenturaCounty,
which is the study area addressed in this analysis.

48.4.1.2 Exigsting Traffic Volumes

The existing Los Angeles County portion of the study area highway system, together with the existing ADT
volumes, is shown on (Revised) Figure 4.8-5, Existing ADT Volumes-Los Angeles County Area. The
illustrated volumes were derived primarily from traffic counts taken in 2006. For counts taken before 2006, a
two percent annual average growth rate was applied to approximate 2006 conditions. Thetwo percent ambient
growth rate per year was derived by comparing various multi-year traffic countsfor locations within the study
area and future trip generation forecasts in the Santa Clarita Valley, as provided in the 2004 and 2030
SCVCTM models. This allowed for the calculation of an average annual ambient growth rate based on
historical traffic counts and the modeling data for future year conditions. Existing conditions for the I-5 are
based on the July 2007 traffic study prepared for the I-5 high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) and Truck Lanes - SR-
14 to Parker Road project (2007 I-5 Improvement Project Study), which includes the Santa Clarita Valley
portion of the study area segment of the I-5 corridor. (Seethe Draft EIS/EIR, Appendix 4.8, I-5 PA&ED
HOV and Truck Lanes- SR-14 to Parker Road Traffic Study (October 2007).)
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Along the northern portion of the Project area, volumes on SR-126 are 24,000 ADT at the County line,
increasing to 35,000 ADT near I-5. East of the -5 freeway, Magic Mountain Parkway and VaenciaBoulevard
carry 22,000 ADT and 44,000 ADT, respectively, with volumesincreasing slightly in proximity to the Town
Center area. Bouquet Canyon Road shows the highest volumes, with 66,000 ADT south of Newhall Ranch
Road and 63,000 ADT north of Newhall Ranch Road. ADT volumes on |-5 range from 124,000 at the
intersection with SR-126, 202,000 near the confluence with SR-14, and 144,00 south of the 1-405.

The existing Ventura County study area highway system, together with existing ADT volumes, is shown on
Figure4.8-6, Existing ADT VolumesVentura County Area. Volumes on SR-126 west of the County lineand
east of Piru are 22,000 ADT, increasing to 30,000 ADT east of Fillmore.

48.4.1.3 Existing Operating Conditions

The LOS scale is used to evaluate roadway performance. The LOS levels range from A to F, with LOS A
representing free-flow traffic conditionsand LOS F representing severe traffic congestion. V arious operating
LOS policy standards have been established which serve as a guideline for evaluating observed traffic
conditions and as a target for evaluating future traffic conditions. For the purpose of estimating existing
arterial roadway LOS, roadway v/c ratios have been calculated utilizing the traffic volumes noted in
Subsection 4.8.4.1.2 and roadway capacity values that correspond to a 24-hour traffic volume. These
capacitiesaresummarized in Table4.8-3, ADT Capacity Values. For long-range planning, the County of Los
Angeles considers aroadway link "deficient” if the ADT v/c ratio exceeds 1.0 (LOS E). In Ventura County
thedeficiency standard isLOS D. Accordingly, for the purpose of thisanalysis, v/c calculations are based on
LOS E capacities for Los Angeles County roadways and LOS D capacities for Ventura County roadways so
that av/c ratio greater than 1.0 uniformly represents deficient conditions.

Table 4.8-3
ADT Capacity Values
Facility Type ADT Capacity
L os Angeles County Roadways
Expressway (8 Lanes) 112,000 (LOSE)
Augmented Magjor Highway (8 Lanes) 86,000 (LOSE)
Major Highway (8 Lanes) 72,000 (LOSE)
Augmented Major Highway (6 Lanes) 65,000 (LOSE)
Major Highway (6 Lanes) 54,000 (LOSE)
Major Highway (4 Lanes) 36,000 (LOSE)
Secondary Highway (4 Lanes) 32,000 (LOSE)
Secondary Highway (2 Lanes) 16,000 (LOS E)
Ventura County Roadways
Class | Roadway (6 Lanes) 70,000 (LOS D) / 87,000 (LOS E)
Class | Roadway (4 Lanes) 47,000 (LOS D) / 58,000 (LOS E)
Class | Roadway (2 Lanes) 16,000 (LOS D) / 27,000 (LOS E)
Class || Roadway (2 Lanes) 11,000 (LOS D) / 21,000 (LOSE)
Class |11 Roadway (2 Lanes) 5,900 (LOS D) / 16,000 (LOS E)
Freeways

Freeway (Typical) 22,500/Lane (LOS E)

Source:  Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. - December 2008.
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V/C ratios derived using ADT capacities provide an accurate representation of the LOS for the study area's
arterial roadways and state highways becausethe ADT capacity valuesfor these roadways are based on typical
peak-to-ADT ratios (i.e., the roadways experience the typical proportion of AM and PM peak-hour trafficin
relation to the daily traffic total) and, therefore, ADT v/c ratios are representative of actua conditions.
However, the segment of the I-5 freeway within the study areaisatypical in regardsto peak-to-ADT ratiosdue
toitsfunction asaroutefor cross-state and cross-country travel, which resultsin heavier than normal volumes
outside of the AM and PM peak hours. An ADT capacity analysis does not adequately account for thisatypical
roadway characteristic. Asaresult, LOS estimates based on hourly conditions, rather than ADT capacities,
provide a more accurate depiction of roadway conditions on 1-5 and, therefore, a peak-hour anaysis was
utilized to assess the Project's impacts on the segment of |-5 (and the SR-14 and [-405 in the vicinity of 1-5)
within the Project study area. The freeway levels of service edimates provided in this analysis are based on
both peak-hour v/c ratios and peak hour volume densities(i.e., passenger carsper mile per lane). Specifically, a
v/c analysiswas prepared for all segmentswithin the project study area based on the methodol ogy and impact
criteriaof the Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program, and significant impactswereidentified
based on those criteria. In addition, peak hour volume densities based on data obtained from the 2007 1-5
Improvement Project Study, which addresses the Santa Clarita Valley segment of the I-5 corridor, also are
utilized as a supplement to the v/c analysis to provide a comparison between the Project alternatives using a
methodol ogy consistent with thisrecent Caltrans study. (Seethe Draft EIS/EIR, Appendix 4.8, 2008 Traffic
Report, Appendix D.)

The following study area roadway segments, all located within the County of Los Angeles, are operating at
deficient levels of service under existing conditions based on v/c ratios (i.e., v/c ratio greater than 1.0), or, in
the case of I-5, freeway volume densities (i.e., vehicular density greater than 45.0 passenger cargmile/lane), or
observed freeway speeds (i.e., freeway average speeds typically less than 53 miles per hour):

e TheOld Road just north of Rye Canyon Road;

¢  Bouquet Canyon Road just west of Haskell Canyon Road,;

e  Bouquet Canyon Road just west of Seco Canyon Road;

¢  Bouquet Canyon Road just south of Newhall Ranch Road;
e  San Fernando Road just south of Magic Mountain Parkway;
o Soledad Canyon Road just east of Bouquet Canyon Road;

e  Soledad Canyon Road just west of Golden Valley Road;

e  McBean Parkway just south of Avenue Scott;

e  Bouquet Canyon Road just south of Soledad Canyon Road;

o |-5freaway between Calgrove Avenue and SR-14;
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o |-5freeway south of SR-14; and
e  SR-14 south of San Fernando Road.

A complete listing of v/c ratios for each study area roadway and freeway segment, and freeway V/C and
volume density summaries, is provided in the December 2008 Traffic Report presented inthe Draft EIS/EIR,
Appendix 4.8.

4842  Existing Transit Service

The Santa Clarita Valley portion of the study area is served by two major transit carriers, the Santa Clarita
Valey Transit System, operated by the city of Santa Clarita, and Metrolink, operated by MTA. The first
providesthe bus system within the Valley and to some external destinations, and the latter provides commuter
rail service to areas within the Valley and to other areas served by the regional Metrolink system. The
Metrolink commuter rail provides a commuter link between the Santa Clarita Valley and downtown Los
Angeles, Glendale, Burbank, San Fernando Valley, and the Antelope Valley.

As can be seen in Figure 4.8-7, Existing Transit Services, the fixed route bus system provides service
throughout the Santa Clarita Valey, as well as commuter service to downtown Los Angeles via the 1-5
freeway. Metrolink stationsarelocated along therail corridor just east of San Fernando Road, and convenient
transfer serviceis offered between the bus and rail systems.

485 TRAFFIC PROJECTIONS

TheLos Angelesand Ventura County areas are projected to have substantial growth over the next 20 yearsor
more, and this anticipated growth isreflected in the city of Santa ClaritaGenera Plan, the Los Angeles County
General Plan, the Santa Clarita Valley AreaPlan, and the Ventura County Genera Plan. Accompanying that
growth will be additionsto the existing circulation system in the form of new roads and widening of existing
facilities. The following subsections describe the anticipated land use and highway system changes.

4851 Land Use

The build-out traffic models used for thisanalysis are based on cumulative devel opment and build-out of the
general plans of each applicable agency. A summary of the land use and trip generation data used by the
models, as well as the corresponding amount of traffic generation, is shown on Table 4.8-4 (Los Angeles
County/Santa Clarita Valley) and Table 4.8-4A (Ventura County). At build-out, the tables show how the
traffic generation for the Los Angeles County/Santa Clarita Valley area is projected to increase from 1.6
million ADT to 3.2 million ADT, anincrease of 1.6 million ADT. Thetraffic generation for VenturaCounty is
projected to increase from 5.1 million ADT to 6.7 million ADT, an increase of 1.6 million ADT.

485.2 Highway System

The analysis of long-range cumulative conditions for the arterial highways is based on build-out of each
respectivejurisdiction's highway plan. For thel-5 and SR-14 freeways, the analysis of long-range cumulative
conditions is based on the current roadway configuration.
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The current long-range highway plans for the Los Angeles County/Santa Clarita Valley and Ventura County
portions of the study area areillustrated in (Revised) Figures 4.8-8, and Eigure 4.8-9. Build-out of the Los
Angeles County/Santa Clarita Valley highway plan, as it specifically relates to the Project site, is shown in
Figure 4.8-10.

Under the Bridge & Thoroughfare District mechanism, the adoption of a specific area of benefit permitsthe
county and city to levy afee against future devel opment located within the area of benefit for theimprovement
of arterial highways. This funding method assesses developments, which create the need for additional
improvements, for the additional costs associated with constructing the necessary roadway improvements. The
charge is levied in proportion to the estimated number of trips generated by the development. Thus, the
proposed Project (and each alternative), as well as all other cumulative development within the respective
districts, would berequired to pay for or construct itsfair share of the roadway improvements made necessary
by development in the Santa Clarita Valley. The Bridge & Thoroughfare Districts ensure that the proposed
Project (and each dternative), in addition to cumulative development in the Santa Clarita Valley, would be
required to contribute to the costs necessary to construct all planned roadway improvements.

Further, each of the existing Bridge & Thoroughfare Districts within the study area, with the exception of the
Castaic Didtrict, is considered a full-improvement district, which means that the collected Bridge &
Thoroughfare fees, combined with other funding sources, have been calculated to cover all improvements
necessary to construct the arterial roadway network as described in the respective county and city Generd Plan
Circulation Elements, including intersections and interchanges. (The Castaic Bridge & Thoroughfare Digtrictis
currently in the process of converting to a full-improvement district.)

485.3 Transit

The local Santa Clarita Valey and Ventura County bus systems are anticipated to expand as additional
development occurs over thelong-term. Typically, busroute plans are evaluated on aregular basis, and routes
are added and/or modified as appropriate. Asthe Project area devel ops, serviceto the areawithwould be added
aceordinghy, at the discretion of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties.

The MTA overseestransit planning in the Los Angeles County area, and has along-range plan for futurerail
transit, including additional servicetothisarea. An eventua Metrolink extension aong the SR-126 corridor to
Ventura County is part of long-range transit plans prepared by Ventura County.
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Table 4.8-4
Los Angeles County/Santa Clarita Valley Land Use and Trip Generation Comparison - Existing to Build-Out
# Land Use Units 2004 Amount 2004 ADT Build-Out Build-Out Increase Amount  Increase ADT
Amount ADT

1 SFResidential DU 51,307 500,554 86,352 847,203 35,045 346,649

2 MF Residential DU 25,627 202,697 61,651 475,874 36,024 273,177

3  Commercia Retail TSF 9,613 540,032 21,556 1,153,465 11,942 613,433

4  Commercial Office TSF 2,322 28,489 15,541 178,924 13,218 150,435

5 Industrial Park TSF 18,252 106,975 41,272 243,233 23,020 136,258

6 Hotd Room 985 8,107 1,606 13,218 621 5111

7 gﬁ’:;”tary/ Middle Stu 32,506 47,140 50,491 73,220 17,985 26,080

8  High School Stu 13,228 23,678 23,444 41,965 10,216 18,287

9  Other -- -- 112,362 -- 165,984 -- 53,622

TOTAL 1,570,034 3,193,086 1,623,052

Note: Numbers shown in table have been rounded.
Source: Santa Clarita Valley Consolidated Traffic Model (SCVCTM)
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Table 4.8-4A
Ventura County Land Use and Trip Generation Comparison - Existing to Build-Out
# Land Use Units 2004 Amount 2004 ADT Build-Out Build-Out Increase Amount  Increase ADT
Amount ADT
1 Low Density Households DU 163,624 1,799,888 200,033 2,200,363 36,409 400,475
o HighDensity DU 74,849 523,962 99,027 693,189 24,178 160,227
Households
3 Mobile Homes DU 10,927 54,633 12,741 63,705 1,815 9,072
4 Retirement Housing DU 5,294 15,884 6,331 18,993 1,037 3,109
5 Hotel/Motel Room 7,353 69,865 9,700 92,159 2,347 22,294
6  High Retall TSF 4,511 405,974 4,737 426,348 226 20,374
7  Medium Retail TSF 20,724 828,938 30,484 1,219,343 9,760 390,405
8 Low Retall TSF 6,571 144,567 10,937 240,611 4,366 96,044
9  Recreational TSF 858 25,737 1,423 42,691 565 16,954
10 Office TSF 15,609 234,144 28,124 421,880 12,515 187,736
11  Government Office TSF 4,297 214,866 3,943 197,144 -354 -17,722
12 Industrial/Manufacturing TSF 61,015 335,584 107,491 591,203 46,476 255,619
13  School Stu 126,492 164,448 153,053 198,977 26,560 34,529
14  College Stu 33,545 46,963 40,545 56,763 7,000 9,800
15 Parks Acre 6,717 38,966 9,419 54,630 2,702 15,664
16  Agriculture Acre 37,551 3,756 32,456 3,243 -5,094 -513
17  Retail Employment Emp 4,383 78,894 4,493 80,874 110 1,980
18 Tota Employment Emp 29,319 99,685 35,102 119,343 5,783 19,658
TOTAL 5,086,754 6,721,459 1,634,705
Note: Numbers shown in table have been rounded.
Sources: Ventura County Traffic Moddl (VCTM), Ventura Traffic Analysis Model (VTAM), and the Moorpark Traffic Analysis Model
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486 TRAFFIC-RELATED CHARACTERISTICSOF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

This section describes each of the Project dternatives in terms of their traffic-related characteristics. This
includes Project areatrip generation and distribution, and the proposed on-site roadway system designed to
serve Project traffic.

48.6.1 Land Useand Trip Generation

The Specific Plan was adopted by the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisorsin May 2003, and authorizes
the devel opment of iretades26,885 approximately 21,000 dwelling unitsand approximately 5.5 million square
feet (msf) of nonresidential land uses. The land use plan aso includes schools, parks, a library, two fire
stations, the WRP, and a golf course. Much of the Specific Plan arealocated on the south end of the site (the
High Country SMA) witwould remain as permanent Open Area. Thefirst phases of development within the
Specific Plan area are currently going through the county's review processes.

The Entradaplanning arealikewiseis going through thelocal county planning and review process. The portion
of Entradaincluded in the proposed Project areadstewould include approximately 1,725 dwelling units, and
450,000 sguare feet (sf) of nonresidentia uses. The VCC planning areais an established Industrial Park and
Business Park area, and the portion of VCC included in the proposed Project area-s-te-would include
approximately 3.4 msf of nonresidential uses.

Six distinct devel opment alternatives, aswell asthe No Action/No-Project Alternative, have beenidentified for
detailed analysis. These dternatives, which are identified as Alternatives 1 through 7, are described below.

Alternative 1-- The No Action/No Project Alternative represents no devel opment occurring within the Project
area. Alternative 1 would result in no new roadways within the Project area and would not generate any new
traffic.

Alternative 2 -- This devel opment dternative, the proposed Project aternative, represents the adopted Specific
Plan for that portion of the RMDP component area, plus the planned land uses for the Entrada and VCC
portionsof the area. Alternative 2 consists of 22,610 residential dwelling unitsand approximately 9.40 msf of
nonresidential uses (20,885 units and msf in the Specific Plan area and Inits and 3.85 msf fo
Entradaand VCC). The nonresidential uses consist of amixture of commercial, retail, office, and business park
uses. Thisdternative is forecast to generate approximately 409,000 ADT.

The on-site transportation network for Alternative 2 consists of the current County Master Plan of Highways
for arterial highways relative to the number of roadways, the number of miles and general alignment of the
roadways, the number of river crossings, and the overall resulting traffic distribution patterns. The County
Master Plan of Highways is consistent with the designations found in the Specific Plan, which includes
connectionsto Magic Mountain Parkway, V alenciaBoulevard, Pico Canyon Road, and three bridge crossings
over the Santa Clara River. The three bridge crossings alow for connectionsto SR-126 at Commerce Center
Drive, Long Canyon Road, and Potrero Canyon Road, as shown in Figure 4.8-10.

Alternative 3-- Thisaternative represents areduction in the overall amount of development in comparison to
Alternative 2. Alternative 3 consists of 21,558 residential dwelling units and approximately 9.333 msf of
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msf for Entradaand VCC).4 Thlsalternatlve |sforecast to generate apprOX| mately 399 OOO ADT, WhICh |32 4
percent less ADT than Alternative 2.

The on-site transportation network for Alternative 3 differsfrom the current County Master Plan of Highways
by removing the Potrero Canyon Road bridge crossing over the Santa Clara River.

Alternative 4 -- This aternative also represents a reduction in the amount of overal development in
comparison to Alternative 2. Alternative 4 consists of 21,846 residentia dwelling units and approximately
5.933 msf of nonresidential uses (20,721 units and 5.483 msf in the Specific Plan area and 1,125 units and
0.45 msf for Entrada). This alternative is forecast to generate approximately 369,000 ADT, which is 9.7
percent less ADT than Alternative 2.

The on-site transportation network for Alternative 4 iscomparable to the Alternative 3 network; it alsowould
remove the Potrero Canyon Road bridge crossing over the Santa Clara River.

Alternative 5-- Thisaternative represents areduction in the amount of overall development in comparison to
Alternative 2. Alternative 5 consrsts of 21,155 reerdentlal dwelllng units and apprOX|mater 5.865 msf of
nonresidential us
Entrada). Thlsalternatlve |sforecast to generate approxmately 361, OOOADT WhICh is11.7 percent I%ADT
than Alternative 2.

The on-site transportation network for Alternative 5issimilar to the Alternative 2 network (the County Master
Plan of Highways), but with dight changes to certain roadway alignments through the Project area.

Alternative 6 -- This alternative represents a reduction in the amount of development in comparison to
Alternative 2. Alternative 6 consrsts of 20,212 reﬂdentlal dwelllng units and apprOX|mater 5.784 msf of
nonresidential uses )

Entrada). Thisalternative |sforecast to generate approxi mately 350, OOO ADT whrch is 14 2 percent IessADT
than Alternative 2.

Theon-site transportation network for Alternative 6 differs from the current County Master Plan of Highways
by removing the Commerce Center Drive bridge crossing over the Santa Clara River.

Alternative 7 -- This aternative represents a reduction in the amount of development in comparison to
Alternative 2. Alternative 7 consists of 17,323 residential dwelling units and approximately 3.815 msf of
nonresidential uses (16,471 units and 3.76 msf in the Specific Plan area and 852 units and 0.05 msf for
Entrada Thisaternativeisforecast to generate approximately 266,000 ADT, which is35.0 percent lessADT
than Alternative 2.

development characten st| csof Alternatlve 3! however! the Draft L ED PA wouI dfacilitatedevel ogment Wi th|
the RMDP area (.e.. Specific  Plan area) of 19,812 resrdentlal unlts and 541 msf of
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The on-site transportation network for Alternative 7 differsfrom the current County Master Plan of Highways
by removing both the Potrero Canyon Road and the Commerce Center Drive bridges crossing over the Santa
ClaraRiver.

Detailed land use and trip generation data for each of the development alternatives is provided in the Draft
EIS/EIR, Appendix 4.8, December 2008 Traffic Report.

A comparison of theland use and related trip generation characteristics of Alternative 2 (proposed Project), as
compared to the land uses and trip generation characteristics of the other development aternatives, Alternatives
3 through 7, is provided in Table 4.8-5, Development Alternatives -- Land Use and Trip Generation
Comparison.

4.8.6.2  Trip Distribution

Future travel patternsin relation to the Project are afunction of the Project land uses as described above for
each of the Project dternatives, and the land uses surrounding the Project site, particularly centers of
employment or commercia activity. Thisgeographic context can be seen fromFigure 4.8-11, which showsthe
major activity centers surrounding the Project area. In addition to the VCC, which is estimated to provide
approximately 30,500 jobs upon build-out, making the V CC amagjor source of employment for Specific Plan
and other arearesidents, just east of I-5 isthe Valencialndustrial Center and the Vaencia Corporate Center,
which, together, are expected to provide approximately 27,500 jobs. The Six Flags Magic Mountain
Amusement Park provides around 3,360 full-time and part-time jobs. Other centers in the vicinity of the
Project siteinclude Californialnstitute of the Artsand the VaenciaTown Center, thelatter providing amajor
regional shopping center for the Valley.

The geographic distribution of tripsto and from the Project areaare shown in (Revised) Figure4.8-12, Project
Distribution Patterns, which shows the percent of Project trips on each major roadway serving the Project
area> As expected, there is a high orientation to the VCC area adjacent to the Specific Plan area with 12
percent of the trips attracted there East of the -5, trips disperse |nto areas such asVaI encialndustrial Center
and the Town Center area.

future Iand uses are quantified and corr@ondrng traffrc vqumes are estr mated baeed on standardlzed
modeling techniques. Trip lengths, used to determine vehicle miles traveled, aso are calculated by the

Foust Associ atee, Inc December 2008 traffrc analysisto correct t;@ogrgghr cd errors in the external Qro'ect
traffic distribution percentages and provide additional detail.
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Table4.85
Development Alternatives- Land Use and Trip Generation Comparison
Alternative 2* Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 Alternative 6 Alternative 7
Amount ADT Amount ADT Amount ADT Amount ADT Amount ADT Amount ADT
Residential
Units 22,610 198,949 21,558 190,385 21,846 192,773 21,155 186,650 20,212 178,723 17,323 153,234
(Nn?;;w dentid 940 196272 09333 194940 5933 162,776 5.865 161,315 5.784 158,786 3815 99,000
Schools/Parks -- 13,497 -- 13,497 -- 13,497 -- 12,976 - 12,976 -- 13,497
ADT -- 408,718 -- 398,822 -- 369,046 - 360,941 - 350,485 - 265,731
0,
ADT % -- -- -- -2.4% -- -9.7% - -11.7% - -14.2% -- -35.0%
Change
Note: ADT = Average Daily Traffic; msf=million square feet
Alternative 1 represents no-Project conditions and does not generate new traffic.

. The Specific Plan approved land uses, plus proposed devel oped areas within portions of the Entrada and V CC planning areas.
Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. - December 2008

4.8-32 June 2010
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The Project'simpact is determined through a comparison of long-range traffic volumes for specific roadway
links with and without the Project; the difference in the with- and without- Project volumesisthevaueused to
analyze the Project's traffic impacts. However, the difference in the with- and without-Project volumes may
differ from the absol ute Project volume dueto variationsin travel patternsthat occur asaresult of the Project.
In other words, in ng impacts, Project trips are not simply added to a no-Project trip distribution
scenario, but rather the trip distribution for each aternative must be estimated independently using a traffic
model. The resulting model runs show that when introducing the Project tripsinto the model, thetrip patterns
change as compared to the without-Project scenario as some of thesetripsare re-directed to the Project siteand
other without-Project trips are redirected to taketheir place. Aspart of this"redistribution,” tripsto or fromthe
Project areawill use many of the same roadways, thereby not actually adding "new" trips to those roadways.

4.8.6.3  Project On-Site Circulation System

Thereare currently no public roadways on the Specific Plan site apart from SR-126, which passesthrough the
northern portion of the Specific Plan site; Chiquito Canyon Road, which extends north from SR-126 into the
community of Val Verde; and San Martinez Grande Road, which extends north of SR-126. As the Specific
Plan site devel ops, a complete circulation system will be constructed to serve the proposed on-site land uses
and to provideingress and egressto Newhall Ranch. Accessto and from the Entradaplanning areaisfrom The
Old Road, Henry Mayo Drive, Commerce Center Drive, and Magic Mountain Parkway. Accessto and fromthe
V CC planning areaisvia The Old Road to the east, which parallels1-5; Henry Mayo Drive and SR-126 to the
south; Hasley Canyon Road to the north; and Hasley Road/Franklin to the west. The intersection of SR-126
and Chiquito Canyon Road form the most westerly boundary of the VCC planning area.

The on-site circulation system for the proposed Project (Alternative 2), including the Specific Plan, is
illustrated in Figure 4.8-13, Project On-Site Circulation. It features three crossings of the Santa Clara River
within the Specific Plan site: one at Potrero Canyon Road, one at Long Canyon Road, and one at Commerce
Center Drive. The combination of Potrero Valley Road and Magic Mountain Parkway serve as a backbone
roadway through the Specific Plan site, allowing for east-west on-site circulation. Long Canyon Road would
provide a direct connection to SR-126 from the central part of the Specific Plan site.

As noted, the on-site transportation network for the proposed Project (Alternative 2) is based on the current
County Master Plan of Highwaysfor arterial highways, which is consistent with the designationsfound within
the Specific Plan. This transportation network includes three Santa Clara River bridge crossings from the
Specific Plan siteto SR-126: at Commerce Center Drive, Long Canyon Road, and Potrero Canyon Road.

Alternatives 3 through 7 differ from Alternative 2 in numerous respects, including the number of SantaClara
River crossings. Below isabrief description of the differences between the on-site transportation network for
each alternative relative to the current County Master Plan of Highways and the respective Santa Clara River
crossings._Revised Section 3.0, Description of Alternatives, of the Final EIS/EIR contains Figures 3.0-11,

0-18 - 0-30 0 0-46 and (Nena qure 3.0- ANNICh aepict the dllon system 1or eacn

Alternative 3 -- removes the Potrero Canyon Road bridge crossing over the Santa Clara River.
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Alternative 4 -- also removes the Potrero Canyon Road bridge crossing over the Santa Clara River.

Alternative 5-- includes dight changes to the roadway alignment through portions of the proposed Project
site. All three bridge crossings over the Santa Clara River are part of this dternative.

Alternative 6 -- removes the Commerce Center Drive bridge crossing over the Santa Clara River.

Alternative 7 -- removes both the Potrero Canyon Road and the Commerce Center Drive bridge crossingsover
the Santa Clara River.

4.8.7 IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

This subsection describes the applicable significance threshold criteria based upon the traffic anaysis
performed for this EIS/EIR. Subsection 4.8.8 presents an anaysis of the impacts of each of the Project
aternatives on the surrounding circulation system for the build-out time frame. L ong-rangetraffic volumesand
resulting levels of service are compared for the No Action/No-Project condition (Alternative 1) against the
with-Project condition for each development alternative, and impacts areidentified accordingly. To maintain
consistency intheimpact analysis, the Corps has agreed to usethe CEQA criteria presented below for purposes
of this EIS/EIR. The Corps aso has applied federal criteriato assess impacts as appropriate in the EIS/EIR.

In transportation planning, it is common to trandate v/c ratios into LOS designations. These are labeled "A"
through "F," with "A" indicating free flow conditions (i.e., minimal traffic) and "F" indicating congested
conditions. As previously noted, the County of Los Angeles considers aroadway link "deficient” if the ADT
volume exceeds the capacity for LOS E. In Ventura County, the deficiency standard isLOS D. Subsequently,
for purposes of thisanalysis, v/c calculations are based on LOS E capacitiesfor Los Angeles County roadways

and LOS D capacities for Ventura County roadways so that a v/c ratio greater than 1.0 uniformly represents
deficient conditions.

Based on the criteria noted above, a project aternative would result in asignificant impact if the addition of
project traffic would cause a roadway segment to go from acceptable to deficient conditions, or if the project
aternative would increase the v/c ratio at an existing deficient location by .01 or more.

In the case of Los Angeles County roadways, a project alternative would result in a significant impact

o if the project traffic would cause a roadway segment to go froman LOS A-Eto LOSF, or

o if the project aternative worsens LOS F conditions by increasing the v/c ratio by .01 or more.

In the case of Ventura County roadways, a project alternative would result in a significant impact:

o if the project traffic would cause a roadway segment to go from an LOS A-D to LOSE, or

o if the project aternative worsens LOS E conditions by increasing the v/c ratio by .01 or more.
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In the case of Caltrans freeways, a project aternative would result in a significant impact

o if theproject traffic would cause afreeway segment to go from an LOS A-E to LOSF (i.e., the segment
would have av/c greater than 1.0, or avolume density greater than 45.0 passenger cars per mile per lane)
and the project traffic increases the v/c ratio by .020 or more; or

o if the project traffic worsens LOS F conditions by increasing the v/c ratio by .020 or more.

Thefollowing discussion presents an analysis of the potentia significant traffic impacts of Alternative 1 (No
Action/No Project Alternative) and each of the development alternatives, Alternatives 2 through 7. Direct,
indirect, and secondary impacts relating to each development alternative are addressed separately below.

488 IMPACTSOF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES
488.1 Impacts of Alternative 1 (No Action/No Project)

Under Alternative 1, no action would be taken and no Project would be developed. Therefore, under this
aternative, there would be no construction of bridges, bank stabilization, grade control structures, detention
basins, storm drains, or WRP. Consequently, Alternative 1 would not result in any direct impacts to the
environment. Similarly, with respect to indirect and secondary impacts, under Alternative 1, no infrastructure
would be built and no federal or state permits issued to facilitate development within the Specific Plan, the
V CC planning area, or portions of the Entrada planning area. Therefore, Alternative 1 would not generate any
vehicletrips, indirectly or otherwise, and, consequently, this aternative would not result in any traffic-related
impacts associ ated with development and i mplementation of the Project dternatives. (Revised) Figure 4.8-14,
ADT Volumes-- Long Range Cumulative - Alternative 1 (Los Angeles County Area) and Figure4.8-15, ADT
Volumes-- Long Range Cumulative - Alternative 1 (V entura County), depict forecasted future volumes under
the No Action/No Project Alternative.

While Alternative 1 would not generate any vehicletrips, indirectly or otherwise, as depicted in Table 4.8-6,
Alternative 1 Deficient Roadway Segments, one arterial roadway segment and el even freeway segmentswould
operate under deficient conditions based on applicable level of service standards as a result of cumulative
background traffic.
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Table 4.8-6
Alternative 1 Deficient Roadway Segments
L ocation/County/On-site-Off-site Lanes VIC
Via Princessa east of Santa Clarita/Los Angeleg/Off-site 6 1.20
I-5 south of Hasley (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.070
I-5 south of SR-126 (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.068
I-5 south of Rye Canyon (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.200
I-5 south of Magic Mountain (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.163
I-5 south of Vaencia (NB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.024
I-5 south of Vaencia (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.176
I-5 south of McBean (NB)/Los Angeles/Off -site 8 1.035
I-5 south of McBean (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.130
I-5 south of Lyons (NB)/Los Angel e/ Off-site 8 1.013
I-5 south of Lyons (SB)/Los Angeled/Off-site 8 1.021
I-5 south of Calgrove (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.266

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. - December 2008
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4.8.8.2 Impacts of Alternative 2 (Proposed Proj ect)

48821 Direct Impacts

RMDP Direct Impacts. The Alternative 2 devel opment scenario includes the construction of bridges, bank
stahilization, grade control structures, detention basins, storm drains, and a WRP outfall, as well as various
restoration and maintenance activitiesin and around jurisdictiona waters and streambeds within the Specific
Plan site. These activities would require construction workers and equipment to access the site during the
period of construction.

To determine the potential impacts associated with RM DP construction activities, the number of average daily
worker vehicle and equipment trips was estimated for each year of Project construction based on the
URBEMIS maodel land use and air emission program. Construction operations associated with the RMDP
under Alternative 2 are anticipated to occur over a period of 97 months (8.1 years). (See Subsection
4.7.4.5.1) The URBEMIS model estimatesthe number of vehicletripsthat would be generated by construction
activities based on multiple factors, including the number of construction equipment vehiclesto be utilized,
overall equipment hours, and the unit of development (e.g., 1,000 sf of development). (Seethe Draft EISEIR,
Appendix 4.8, December 2008 Traffic Report; and Subsection 4.7.4.2.) In this case, the model determined
that the peak year for trip generation associated with RM DP construction would be 2009, during which time
approximately 88 construction-related ADT would be generated (thisis approximately 0.2 percent of Specific
Plan ADT).2 (Draft EIS/EIR, Appendix 4.8, December 2008 Traffic Report.) Thesetripswould be dispersed
throughout the Project site and surrounding roadways, thereby resulting in a negligible amount of increased
traffic on any given roadway. Due to the relatively low number of trips that would be generated by such
activities, the additional vehicletrips associated with RMDP construction under Alternative 2 would not result
in significant direct impacts on traffic or circulation.

SCP Direct Impacts The SCP is aconservation plan that would establish spineflower preserves within the
Project area. The only construction activities associated with the preserves would be the installation of split-
rail fences around the preserve perimeter. Any construction-rel ated trips associated with these activitieswould
be extremely limited in nature and, consequently, would have a negligible effect on traffic conditions. The
SCP component of Alternative 2, therefore, would not result in significant direct impacts on traffic or
circulation.

4.8.8.2.2 Indirect Impacts

RMDP Indirect Impacts. For purposes of the traffic analysis, the analysis of indirect impacts (i.e., on-site
impacts) was conducted by assessing impacts based on the combined total of vehicle trips attributable to the
development that would be facilitated by both the proposed RMDP and SCP.** Therefore, rather than

6 Although the reference date 2009 has passed, the underlying assumgtl on that peak conaructl on trips

i In general, the EIS/EIR distinguishes between the devel opment that would befacilitated by the RMDP,
which is the previously adopted Specific Plan, and the development that would be facilitated by the SCP,
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conducting two separate traffic analyses, each with reduced vehicle trips and reduced impacts, the analysis of
indirect impacts associated with Alternative 2, for example, combines the vehicle trips attributable to the
adopted Specific Plan (with the exception of the added spineflower preservesat Potrero Canyon, San Martinez
Grande Canyon, and Airport Mesa), the completion of the VCC, comprising an additional 3.40 msf of
nonresidential uses, and development of a portion of the Entrada devel opment, consisting of approximately
1,725 residential dwelling units, and 450,000 sf of nonresidential uses. Specific to Alternative 2, the alternative
would facilitate the construction of approximately 22,610 residential dwelling units and approximately 9.40
msf of nonresidential uses. The nonresidential uses consist of a mixture of commercia retail, office, and
business park uses. This alternative is forecast to generate approximately 409,000 ADT.

As previously noted, the on-site transportation network for Alternative 2 consists of build-out of the current
County Master Plan of Highways for arterial highways. This includes connections to Magic Mountain
Parkway, ValenciaBoulevard, Pico Canyon Road, and three bridge crossings over the SantaClaraRiver. The
three bridge crossings alow for connectionsto SR-126 at Commerce Center Drive, Long Canyon Road, and
Potrero Canyon Road. As shown on Table 4.8-7, Alternative 2 Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments,
although this alternative would result in significant impacts at multiple off-sitelocations, no on-site roadway
segmentswere identified as significantly impacted under thisdternative. Thev/c calculationsfor al study area
roadway segments, which are presented inthe Draft EIS/EIR, Appendix 4.8 of thisEIS/EIR, December 2008
Traffic Report, illustrate that under this aternative all on-site roadways would operate at LOS D or better
conditions. Therefore, the on-site transportation network developed under Alternative 2 would provide
adequate roadway capacity to accommodate the traffic generated under this aternative, and the RMDP
component of Alternative 2 would not result in significant indirect on-site impacts.

SCP Indirect Impacts. Implementation of the SCP component of Alternative 2, like the RMDP component,
would indirectly facilitate previously approved urban development (VCC) and proposed development
(Entrada) within the Alternative 2 planning areas. As noted above, the analysis of indirect impacts presented
under the heading RMDP Indirect Impacts includes vehicle trips attributable to the VCC planning area and
portions of the Entrada planning area. There would be no indirect impacts attributabl e to the SCP component
of Alternative 2 beyond those discussed above. Therefore, the on-site transportation network devel oped under
Alternative 2 would provide adequate roadway capacity to accommodate the traffic generated under this
aternative, and the SCP component of Alternative 2 would not result in significant indirect on-site impacts.

which isthe previoudly approved V CC planning area, and the proposed development of portions of the Entrada
planning area.
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(Revised) Table 4.8-7
Alternative 2 Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments
L ocation/County/On-Off-Site Lanes VIC Vol um eG LOS
Density
The Old Road north of Magic Mtn/Los Angeles/Off-site 6 1.02" F
Rye Cyn east of The Old Road/L os Angeles/Off-site 6 1.07" F
Via Princessa east of Santa Clarita/L os Angeles/Off-site 6 1.22° F
I-5 south of Parker (NB)/Los Angeles/Off-site? 8 1.025* <45.0 F
-5 south of Hasley (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.138° >45.0 F
-5 south of SR-126 (SB)/L os Angeles/Off-site 8 1.150° >45.0 F
I-5 south of Rye Canyon (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.263° >45.0 F
I-5 south of Magic Mtn (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.225° >45.0 F
I-5 south of Valencia (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.250° >45.0 F
-5 south of McBean (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.200° >45.0 F
I-5 south of Lyons (NB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.050° >45.0 F
I-5 south of Lyons (SB)/Los AngelesOff-site 8 1.113° >45.0 F
I-5 south of Calgrove (NB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.025* >45.0 F
I-5 south of Calgrove (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.375° >45.0 F

Project resultsinav/c > 1.0

Project contributesto av/ic > 1.0

Southbound (SB); Northbound (NB)

Project resultsin av/c > 1.0 and increases v/c by .020 or more

Project contributes to av/c > 1.0 and increases v/c by .020 or more

Volume densty Ievels reflect the highest directional densty (northbound or southbound) for the geographlc

segment. [A volume density a
Source: Austin-Foust Aseomata Inc. - December 2008

o g b~ W N P

48.8.2.3 Secondary |mpacts

RMDP Secondary | mpacts. To assessthe potentia off-sitetrafficimpacts (i.e., secondary impacts) associated
with development of Alternative 2, acumulativeimpact scenario was analyzed, which contemplates build-out
of al lands under the current land use designations indicated in the Los Angeles County Santa ClaritaValley
AreaPlan and the city of Santa Clarita General Plan, plus active pending General Plan Amendment requests
for additional urban development in the unincorporated area of the Santa ClaritaValley and the city of Santa
Clarita. Likewise, for the Ventura County portion of the study area, thetraffic forecasts assume build-out of the
Ventura County General Plan, as well as the General Plans for the nearby cities of Fillmore, Ventura, and
Moorpark. Aswith indirect impacts, the analysis of secondary impacts attributable to Alternative 2 and all of
the devel opment alternatives was conducted by assessing impacts based on the combined total of vehicletrips
attributable to the development that would be facilitated by both the proposed RMDP and SCP.

(Revised) Figure4.8-16, ADT Volumes- Long-Range Cumulative, Alternative 2 (Los Angeles County Area),
and Figure4.8-17, ADT Volumes- Long-Range Cumulative, Alternative 2 (Ventura County Area), show the
long-range Alternative 2 ADT volumes with the addition of the cumulative projects for the Los Angeles
County and Ventura County areas, respectively.
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As shown on Table 4.8-7, Alternative 2 Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments, under Alternative 2,
severa study area arterial roadway segments in the Santa Clarita Valey are forecast to exceed the roadway's
ADT capacity (roadways with av/c greater than 1.0), and several freeway segmentsin the Valley areforecast
to exceed acceptable thresholds (project increases v/c by .020 or more resulting in or contributing to a v/c
greater than 1.0) and volume densities (greater than 45.0 passenger cars per mile per lane) under long-range
cumulative conditions. In contrast, none of the study arearoadway segmentsin VenturaCounty or south of the
I-5/SR-14 confluence are forecast to exceed the roadway capacity threshold. (Draft EIS/EIR, Appendix 4.8,
December 2008 Traffic Report.). Specifically, and as shown on Table 4.8-7, Alternative 2 would cause
significant impacts on two Santa Clarita Valley arterial roadway segments and two freeway segments, and it
would contribute to aready deficient conditions on one additiona arterial segment and ninefreeway segments,
thereby resulting in significant impacts at these locations.2 As discussed below in Subsections 4.8.9 and
4.8.10, with implementation of the following Mitigation Measures, in combination with the mitigation
measures previously adopted in connection with approval of the Specific Plan and VCC, the identified
potentially significant impacts would be reduced to less than significant: TR-5, TR-7, TR-8, TR-10, TR-11,
TR-12, TR-13, TR-14, TR-15, TR-16, TR-17, and TR-18. Table 4.8-7 depicts the significantly impacted
roadway segments, and the resulting v/c ratios and volume densities. Thev/c and volume density cal culations
for al study arearoadway segmentsare presented in Appendix 4.8 of thisthe Draft EIS/EIR, December 2008
Traffic Report.®2

With respect to the impacts attributable to construction activities, the number of average daily worker trips
associated with construction of the Specific Plan, the compl etion of the VCC, and devel opment of aportion of
the Entrada development was estimated based on the URBEMIS model land use and air emission program.
(Draft EISEIR, Appendix 4.8, December 2008 Traffic Report.) Themodel determined that the peak year for
vehicle trips would be 2017, during which time approximately 978 construction-related ADT would be
generated. (Draft EIS/EIR, Appendix 4.8, December 2008 Traffic Report.) These ADT would bedistributed
throughout the Project study area, both on- and off-site and, consequently, the dispersed nature of the 978 ADT
would result in anegligibleincreasein the amount of traffic on any given roadway. (Draft EISEIR, Appendix
4.8, December 2008 Traffic Report.) Moreover, by theyear 2017 significant capacity improvements made as
part of the proposed Project's mitigation program would be in place on Magic Mountain Parkway, Vaencia
Boulevard, Commerce Center Drive, and Long Canyon Road. Specifically, each of the roadwayswould be six
lanes in  width (with the exception of Magic Mountain Pakway, which

The freeway v/c impact analysis assessed potential impacts at a directional level of review. That is,
impacts were identified separately for northbound and southbound directional flows. For purposes of this
EIS/EIR, the number of freeway "segments' reported as significantly impacted by any given dternative is
determined by adding each significantly impacted directiona flow segment such that one geographic segment
(e.g., I-5 south of Lyons) that is significantly impacted in the northbound and southbound direction, isreported
as two significantly impacted segments.
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ADT Volumes - Long Range Cumulative, Alternative 2 (Los Angeles County Area)
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would range between 4-10 lanes in width) and each would be extended into the Specific Plan site, with a
collective capacity to accommodate 180,000 ADT; the Project construction traffic would utilize approximately
0.5 percent of that capacity. (Draft EISEIR, Appendix 4.8, December 2008 Traffic Report.) Therefore, dueto
therelatively low number of construction-related trips, the additional vehicletrips associated with construction
activities under Alternative 2 would not result in significant indirect or secondary impacts on traffic or
circulation.

Development of Alternative 2 would result in the need for additional transit services to serve the newly
developed area. Asdiscussed in Subsection 4.8.4.2, the study areais served primarily by two major transit
carriers, the Santa Clarita Valey Transit System and Metrolink. SCT recently completed a Transportation
Development Plan for the years through 2015. (SeeDraft EIS/EIR, Appendix 4.8, December 2008 Traffic
Report.) The Plan identifiesthe need to provide future servicesto the Project areas, and includesthefollowing
bus route recommendations for the medium-term timeframe, defined as five to 10 yearsin the future:

Routes 3/7: Extend route west on Magic Mountain Parkway and Vaencia Boulevard; and

Route 11: Establish a potential hybrid route to serve the Newhall Ranch Landmark Village
along Henry Mayo Drive/SR-126, Commerce Center Drive, and Magic Mountain
Parkway.

Asthe Project siteisdevel oped further over the years, periodic adjustmentsto the availability of transit service
will be required to serve the subsequently devel oped areas. While neither the County of L os Angeles nor the
County of Ventura has adopted significance thresholdsfor transit service performance or safety, thereis no

indication that these adjustments would not occur or that future transit serviceswould be deficient; therefore,
Alternative 2 would not result in significant impacts relative to the provision of transit service.

SCP Secondary Impacts. The anaysis of secondary impacts associated with the RMDP component of
Alternative 2 presented above includes vehicle trips attributable to the V CC planning areaand portions of the
Entrada planning area, the two other development areasthat would befacilitated by implementation of the SCP
component of Alternative 2. There would be no additional secondary impacts attributable to the SCP
component of Alternative 2 beyond those already identified above under the RMDP discussion. Additiondly,
within theVV CC planning area, impacts associated with build-out of the previously approved development were
analyzed in the certified VCC EIR (April 1990).

Table 4.8-8 summarizes the number of roadway segments significantly impacted as a result of the direct,
indirect, and secondary impacts of Alternative 2.

RMDP-SCP Final EISEIR 4.8-48 June 2010



4.8 TRAFFIC

Table4.8-8
Alternative 2 Direct/Indir ect/Secondary Significant Impacts
Aggregate Totals
Type of Impact Number of Roadway Segments
Direct 0
Indirect 0
Secondary 14
Total 14

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. - December 2008

Existing Plus Project Analysis. As previously discussed in Subsection 4.8.2, Methodology, the potential
traffic impacts associated with the proposed Project and alternatives were analyzed under an existing plus
project scenario. However, as previously noted, this method of assessing impactsisregarded as hypothetical
when utilized in connection with along-range devel opment project such asAlternative 2. Thisisbecause, with
the exception of changes resulting directly from Project implementation, the existing plus project analysis
presumes, incorrectly, that the existing environment will not change over the approximate 25-year build-out of
the proposed Project. The analysisdoes nat account for other approved, planned, and anticipated projectsthat
will be adding new traffic to the study areaiin addition to the Project, and it also does not include the multiple
new roadways planned for future construction by the County of Los Angeles and city of Santa Clarita, which
will havethe effect of changing traffic patterns over the project build-out timeframe. Thus, under thisscenario,
impacts are both understated in that future (i.e., cumulative) traffic is not considered in the analysis, and
impacts are over stated in that future roadway improvements are not considered. For thesereasons, theexisting
plus project analysis that followsis presented for information purposes only; the EIS/EIR determinations of
significancefor Alternative 2, and each of the Project dternatives, are based on thelong-rangeimpactsanalysis
presented above.

Figure4.8-18, ADT Volumes - Existing Plus Project, Alternative 2 (Los Angeles County Aread), and Figure
4,819, ADT Volumes - Existing Plus Project, Alternative 2 (Ventura County Area), show the existing ADT
volumeswith the addition of Alternative2 ADT volumes on the existing roadway network for the LosAngeles
County and Ventura County areas, respectively.

RMDP-SCP Final EISEIR 4.8-49 June 2010



____________\K___________'_ _______________1_3:_____ _________ ]
- Bes wjk\ ot
__ A 4

T o,

% N} | SEEABOVE:BOTTOM-RIGHT N —
\ P R __&_ L
GRAPHIC SCALE " ] %
0 3 1 Lo \ 4
(N MILES ) ; N\ > ®
A \ \ : III'I_; \\ f
\ N\

5
e
&

&
v

EN

% - \
\: 5 :\% \- ﬂ‘ﬂt‘
y \ %S
;;I.}‘: 1

T

i

] 0

ErT <
CRATRGR T 41 \ I‘_y
Legend
XX ADT Volumes (000s)
—— RMDP and SCP Area
I —_—— Study Area
i == = = County Boundary

SOURCE: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. - January 2009

FIGURE 4.8-18

ADT Volumes - Existing Plus Project, Alternative 2 (Los Angeles County Area)
1053461ptADT3.dwg

32-214-02/09



LAS PADRES

-
-
-

/

: <
e
v /
e
e f
e

NATIONAL FOREST

LAS PADRES

FOREST

MOUNTAIN

STOCKTON

1

VHHIIL
S

s
\ & &
\V ®© Y
‘\‘ 2 \ -@g@
<) . &
" Ss £ a

|
I
i

FIRST]

EE NOT TO SCALE

ADT Volumes (000s)
Study Area

SOURCE: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. — January 2009

FIGURE 4.8-19

ADT Volumes - Existing Plus Project, Alternative 2 (Ventura County Area)

32-214-02/09

105346rptADT4.dwg



4.8 TRAFFIC

As shown on Table 4.8-9, Alternative 2 Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments (Existing Plus Project
Analysis), under Alternative 2, severa study area arterial roadway segments in the Santa Clarita Valley are
forecast to exceed the roadway's ADT capacity (roadways with a v/c greater than 1.0), and one freeway
segment in the Valley is forecast to exceed acceptable thresholds (project increases v/c by .020 or more
resulting in or contributing to av/c greater than 1.0). In contrast, none of the study arearoadway segmentsin
Ventura County or south of the I-5/SR-14 confluence are forecast to exceed the roadway capacity threshold
(Draft EIS/EIR, Appendix 4.8, December 2008 Traffic Report). Specifically, and as shown on Table4.8-9,
Alternative 2 would cause significant impacts on nine Santa Clarita Valley arterial roadway segments, and it
would contribute to already deficient conditions on four additional arterial segmentsand one freeway segment,
thereby resulting in significant impacts at these locations. Table 4.8-9 depicts the significantly impacted
roadway segments, and the resulting v/c ratios. The v/c calculationsfor all study arearoadway segments are
presented in Appendix 4.8 of thisthe Draft EIS/EIR, December 2008 Traffic Report.

Table 4.89
Alternative 2 Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments (Existing Plus Project Analysis)
L ocation/County/On-Off-Site Lanes VIC LOS

Chiquito Canyon Road north of SR-126/L.os 5 1.06% F
Angeleg/Off-site '

The Old Road north of Hasley/L os Angeles/Off-site 2 1.19" F
The Old Road north of Magic Mtn Pky/Los 4 1161 =
Angeles/Off-site '

The Old Road south of McBean Pky/L os Angeles/Off- 1

Ste 4 1.16 F
SR-126 east of Chiquito Canyon Road/Los 1
Angeles/Off-site M 117 F
SR-126 west of Commerce Center Drive/Los 1
Angeles/Off-site a1l F
SR-126 east of Commerce Center Drive/Los 1
Angeles/Off-site a7 F
San Fernando Road south of Magic Mtn Pky/Los 4 1502 =
Angeles/Off-site '

Soledad Canyon Road east of Bouquet Canyon 6 1092 =
Road/Los Angel e/ Off-site '

Soledad Canyon Road west of Golden Valley Road/Los 1072 =

Angeles/Off-site
Pico Canyon Road west of I-5/Los Angeles/Off-site 4 1.13"

Vaencia Boulevard west of Soledad Canyon Road/Los 102!
Angeleg/Off-site '

Bouquet Canyon Road south of Soledad Canyon 4 1,442 =
Road/L os Angeles/Off-site '

I-5 south of Calgrove (SB)*/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.123° F

Notes:

! Project resultsinav/c > 1.0

2 Project contributesto av/c > 1.0

3 Project contributes to av/c > 1.0 and increases v/c by .020 or more
4 Southbound (SB)

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. - December 2008
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4.8.8.3 Impactsof Alternative 3 (Elimination of Planned Potrero Bridge and Additional
Spineflower Preserves)

48.8.3.1 Direct Impacts

RMDP Direct Impacts. The Alternative 3 development scenario would besimilar, generally, to Alternative 2,
and, therefore, would require workers and equipment to access the site. The primary difference between the
two dternativesisthat under Alternative 3 there would be one | ess bridge and approximately 3,200 lesslinear
feet of bank stabilization constructed along the Santa Clara River than under Alternative 2. (See Section 3.0,
Description of Alternatives.) However, it isexpected that construction activitiesunder each of the aternatives
would besimilar in character on adaily basis; that is, aparticular level of construction would occur on agiven
day regardless of the magnitude of the ultimate build-out under each alternative. Theonly distinction would be
the duration of the construction activities. Accordingly, it isexpected that RM DP construction-rel ated activities
under Alternative 3 would generate approximately 88 ADT during the peak construction period, as under
Alternative 2, although under Alternative 3 the duration of the trips would be for approximately 95 months
(approximately two fewer months than Alternative 2). (See Subsection 4.7.4.6.1.) Moreover, as with
Alternative 2, the relatively small number of additional vehicle trips associated with RMDP construction
activities under Alternative 3 would be dispersed throughout the Project site and surrounding roadways,
thereby resultingin anegligible amount of increased traffic on any given roadway. Accordingly, Alternative 3
would not result in significant direct impacts to traffic or circulation.

SCP Direct Impacts. The SCP component of Alternative 3 is a conservation plan that would establish
spineflower preserves within the Project area. The only construction activities associated with the preserves
would beinstallation of fencing around the preserve perimeter. Any construction-related trips associated with
these activities would be extremely limited in nature and, consequently, would have a negligible effect on
traffic conditions. Therefore, the SCP component of Alternative 3 would not result in significant direct
impacts on traffic or circulation.

4.8.8.3.2 |ndirect Impacts

RMDP Indirect Impacts. Alternative 3 represents a reduction in the amount of development that would be
facilitated in comparison to Alternative 2. Alternative 3 would facilitate 21,558 residential dwelling unitsand
approximately 9.33 msf of nonresidentia uses. Thisalternativeisforecast to generate approximately 399,000
ADT, whichis 2.4 percent lessADT than Alternative 2. The on-site transportation network for Alternative 3
differs from the current County Master Plan of Highwaysin that it removes the Potrero Canyon Road bridge
crossing over the Santa ClaraRiver. However, the redistribution of on-sitetraffic resulting from remova of the
bridge under this alternative would not result in significant impacts on any of the on-site roadway segments
because the segments have adequate carrying capacity. Asshown on Table 4.8-10, Alternative 3 Significantly
Impacted Roadway Segments, although this alternative would result in significant impacts at multiple off-site
locations, no on-site roadway segmentswere identified as significantly impacted under thisaternative. Thev/c
calculations for al study area roadway segments, which are presented in Appendix 4.8 of this-the Draft
EISEIR, December 2008 Traffic Report, illustrate that under this aternative al on-site roadways would
operate at conditions of LOS E or better.
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SCP Indirect Impacts. Implementation of the SCP component of Alternative 3, like the RM DP component,
would indirectly facilitate previously approved urban development (VCC) and proposed development
(Entrada) within the Alternative 3 planning area. As noted in Subsection 4.8.8.2.2, the analysis of indirect
impacts presented above under the heading RMDP Indirect Impacts includes vehicle trips attributabl e to the
proposed VCC and Entrada planning areas. There would be no indirect impacts attributable to the SCP
component of Alternative 3 beyond those discussed above. As such, the on-site transportation network
developed under Alternative 3 would provide adequate roadway capacity to accommodate the traffic generated
under this alternative. Therefore, the SCP component of Alternative 3 would not result in significant indirect
onsiteimpacts.

Table4.8-10
Alternative 3 Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments
L ocation/County/On- Off-Site Lanes VIC Vol um % LOS
Density
The Old Road north of Magic Mtn/Los Angeles/Off-site 6 1.02 F
Rye Cyn east of The Old Road/L os Angeleg/Off-site 6 1.07 F
ViaPrincessa east of Santa Clarita/Los Angeles/Off-site 6 1.22 F
I-5 south of Parker (NB)/Los Angeles/Off-site® 8 1.024* <45.0 F
I-5 south of Hasley (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.138° >45.0 F
-5 south of SR-126 (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.156° >45.0 F
1-5 south of Rye Canyon (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.265° >45.0 F
I-5 south of Magic Mtn (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.226° >45.0 F
I-5 south of Valencia (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.250° >45.0 F
I-5 south of McBean (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.199° >45.0 F
I-5 south of Lyons (NB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.049° >45.0 F
I-5 south of Lyons (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.111° >45.0 F
I-5 south of Calgrove (NB)/Los Angeleg/Off-site 8 1.024% >45.0 F
-5 south of Calgrove (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.375° >45.0 F

Project resultsinav/c > 1.0

Project contributesto av/ic > 1.0

Southbound (SB); Northbound (NB)

Project resultsin av/c>1.0 and increases v/c by .020 or more
Project contributes to av/c>1.0 and increases v/c by .020 or more

Volume density levels reflect the highest directional density (northbound or southbound) for the geographic
segment

o g A W N

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. - December 2008

4.8.8.3.3 Secondary |mpacts

RMDP Secondary Impacts. (Revised) Figure4.8-20, ADT Volumes- Long-Range Cumulative, Alternative
3 (Los Angeles County Area), and Figure 4.8-21, ADT Volumes - Long-Range Cumulative, Alternative 3
(VenturaCounty Area), show the long-range Alternative 3 ADT volumes with the addition of the cumulative
projects for the Los Angeles County and Ventura County areas, respectively.
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As shown on Table 4.8-10, Alternative 3 Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments, several study area
arterial roadway segments in the Santa Clarita Valley are forecast to exceed the roadway's ADT capacity
(roadways with a v/c greater than 1.0), and several freeway segments in the Valley are forecast to exceed
acceptabl e thresholds (project increases v/c by .020 or more resulting in or contributing to av/c greater than
1.0) and volume densities (greater than 45.0 passenger cars per mile per lane) under long-range cumulative
conditions. In contrast, none of the study arearoadway segmentsin Ventura County or south of the|-5/SR-14
confluence are forecast to exceed the roadway capacity threshold. Specifically, Alternative 3 would cause
significant impacts at two Santa Clarita Valley arteria segments and two freeway segments, and it would
contribute to aready deficient conditions on one additional arterial segment and nine freeway segments,
thereby resulting in significant impacts at theselocations. Asdiscussed below in Subsections4.8.9and 4.8.10,
with implementation of the following Mitigation Measures, in combination with the mitigation measures
previously adopted in connection with approval of the Specific Plan and VCC, the identified potentially
significant impacts would be reduced to lessthan significant: TR-5, TR-7, TR-8, TR-10, TR-11, TR-12, TR-
13, TR-14, TR-15, TR-16, TR-17, and TR-18.

Table 4.8-10 depicts the significantly impacted roadway segments, and the resulting v/c ratios and volume
densities. When compared with Alternative 2, under this alternative the same number of locations would
operate under deficient conditionsbefore mitigation. The v/c and volume density calculationsfor al study area
roadway segments are presented in Appendix 4.8 of thisthe Draft EIS/EIR, December 2008 Traffic Report.

With respect to impacts attributable to construction activities, under Alternative 3 there would be
approximately 1,000 fewer residential units and 67,000 less square feet of non-residential development
constructed than under Alternative 2. (See Section 3.0, Description of Alternatives.) However, construction
activities under each of the aternatives would be similar in character on a daily basis and, therefore, a
particular level of construction would occur on agiven day regardless of the magnitude of the ultimate build-
out; the only distinction would be the duration of the construction activities. Accordingly, it isexpected that
construction-related activities under Alternative 3 would generate approximately 978 ADT during the peak
construction period, asunder Alternative 2, although under Alternative 3 the duration of thetripswould befor
approximately one month less than Alternative 2. (See Subsection 4.7.4.6.2) As with Alternative 2, the
relatively small number of additional vehicletrips associated with construction activities under Alternative 3
would be dispersed throughout the Project site and surrounding roadways, thereby resulting in a negligible
amount of increased traffic on any given roadway. Moreover, asdiscussed in Subsection 4.8.8.2.3, significant
capacity improvements made as part of the proposed Project's mitigation program would bein placeonthe area
roadways during the peak construction period providing substantial additional roadway capacity.
Consequently, the additional construction-related trips generated under this alternative would not result in
significant indirect or secondary impacts on traffic or circulation.

Asto potential impacts to transit services, impacts under Alternative 3 would be similar to those identified
under Alternative 2, which would be less than significant. See Subsection 4.8.8.2.3.

RMDP-SCP Final EISEIR 4.855 June 2010



GRAPHIC SCALE
1

=
o
5
]
]

(IN MILES) \ SEE BELOW : TOP-LEFT \_ \ - _\'\
X, SEE ABOVE : BOTTOM-RIGHT N\,
\ B <] \ 5R-2i0 OLIVE WIEW
GRAPHIC SCALE & ]
,;;%( [ %
(\) |5 :Il Ly \ %
{INMILES } \ N
\ -
\ H \ 39#
i Q?‘r .
\f AN\
& ¥
g : %) &
\_ F "'0 2 \ k.
\, N LY
)
5 \. RN ]
N\, N\ W
\ . N\
\, N\
\ .
’ %,
3 \\ \ R;“‘Pd)d dﬁg Ql%'
| K
% N
| &
| | R . N
. ~ &
| s 3\
i ‘f 2 %@ \ P{\d\‘
: o !
RALDE I ‘-"t\? !
‘—‘————-______—_:\ ! |
SAN FERNANDC MISSION :
& g | - o |
E & £ F 3+ &
g § % | i o8 y & % |
E3 \L\ 5R—118 o 3
CHATSWORTH W\ ‘\@jﬁ
s
Legend
XX ADT Volumes (000s)
RMDP and SCP Areca
EE Study Area
N|_4 SCALE AS SHOWN ABOVE e~  Counly Houndary

SOURCE: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. — December 2008

(Revised) FIGURE 4.8-20

‘3

ADT Volumes - Long Range Cumulative, Alternative 3 (Los Angeles County Area)

32-214-02/10



EE XX ADT Volumes (000s)
N 4 NOT TO SCALE S Study Area

SOURCE: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. — September 2007

FIGURE 4.8-21

ADT Volumes - Long-Range Cumulative Alternative 3 (Ventura County Area)

32-214-09/07



4.8 TRAFFIC

SCP Secondary Impacts. The anaysis of secondary impacts associated with the RMDP component of
Alternative 3 presented aboveincludes vehicletrips attributable to the V CC planning areaand portions of the
Entrada planning area, the two other devel opment areasthat would befacilitated by implementation of the SCP
component of Alternative 3. There would be no additional secondary impacts attributable to the SCP
component of Alternative 3 beyond those aready identified above under the RMDP discussion.

Table 4.8-11 summarizes the number of roadway segments significantly impacted as a result of the direct,
indirect, and secondary impacts of Alternative 3.

Table4.8-11
Alternative 3 Direct/I ndirect/Secondary Significant | mpacts
Aggregate Totals
Type of Impact Number of Roadway Segments
Direct 0
Indirect 0
Secondary 14
Total 14

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. - December 2008

Existing Plus Project Analysis. As previoudly discussed in Subsection 4.8.2, Methodology, the potential
traffic impacts associated with the proposed Project and alternatives were analyzed under an existing plus
project scenario. However, as previously noted, this method of assessing impactsisregarded as hypothetical
when utilized in connection with along-range devel opment project such as Alternative 3. Therefore, for the
reasons previoudy discussed, the existing plus project analysis that follows is presented for information
purposes only; the EIS/EIR determinations of significance for Alternative 3, and each of the Project
aternatives, are based on the long-range impacts analysis presented above.

Figure4.8-22, ADT Volumes - Existing Plus Project, Alternative 3 (Los Angeles County Ared), and Figure
4.8-23, ADT Volumes - Existing Plus Project, Alternative 3 (Ventura County Aread), show theexisting ADT
volumeswith the addition of Alternative 3 ADT volumes on the existing roadway network for the Los Angeles
County and Ventura County areas, respectively.

Asshown on Table 4.8-12, Alternative 3 Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments (Existing Plus Project
Analysis), under Alternative 3, several study area arteria roadway segmentsin the Santa Clarita Valey are
forecast to exceed the roadway's ADT capacity (roadways with a v/c greater than 1.0), and one freeway
segment in the Valley is forecast to exceed acceptable thresholds (project increases v/c by .020 or more
resulting in or contributing to av/c greater than 1.0). In contrast, none of the study arearoadway segmentsin
Ventura County or south of the I-5/SR-14 confluence are forecast to exceed the roadway capacity threshold
(Draft EIS/EIR, Appendix 4.8, December 2008 Traffic Report). Specifically, and asshown onTable4.8-12,
Alternative 3 would cause significant impacts on nine Santa Clarita Valley arterial roadway segments, and it
would contribute to already deficient conditions on four additional arterial segmentsand one freeway segment,
thereby resulting in significant impacts at these locations. Table 4.8-12 depicts the significantly impacted
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4.8 TRAFFIC

roadway segments, and the resulting v/c ratios. Thev/c calculationsfor all study arearoadway segments are
presented inthis-the Draft Appendix 4.8 of this EIS/EIR, December 2008 Traffic Report.

Table4.8-12
Alternative 3 Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments (Existing Plus Project Analysis)
L ocation/County/On-Off-Site Lanes VIC LOS

Chiquito Canyon Road north of SR-126/L os Angeles/Off-site 2 1.31" F
The Old Road north of Hadley/L os Angeles/Off-site 2 1.19" F
The Old Road north of Magic Mtn Pky/L os Angeles/Off-site 4 1.13 F
The Old Road south of McBean Pky/Los Angeles/Off-site 4 1.16¢ F
SR-126 east of Chiquito Canyon Road/L os Angeles/Off-site 4M 1.22¢ F
SR-126 west of Commerce Center Drive/L os Angel e/ Off-site aM 1.14" F
SR-126 east of Commerce Center Drive/L os Angel es/Off-site aM 1.19" F
San Fernando Road south of Magic Mtn Pky/L os Angele/Off-site 4 1.50? F
Soledad Canyon Road east of Bouquet Canyon Road/ 6 1.092 =
Los Angeles/Off-site

Soledad Canyon R_oad west of Golden Valley Road/ 6 1072 =
Los Angeles/Off-site

Pico Canyon Road west of |-5/Los Angeles/Off-site 4 1.13! F
Vaencia Boulevard west of Soledad Canyon Road/L os Angeles/ 1

Off-site 6 1.02 F
Bouquet Canyon Road south of Soledad Canyon Road/ 4 1442 =
Los Angeled/Off-site

I-5 south of Calgrove (SB)*/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.117° F

Notes:

1 Project resultsinav/c > 1.0

Project contributesto av/c > 1.0

Project contributesto av/c > 1.0 and increases v/c by .020 or more
4 Southbound (SB)

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. - December 2008
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4884  Impactsof Alternative 4 (Elimination of Planned Potrero Bridge and Addition of VCC
Spineflower Preserve)

48.84.1 Direct Impacts

RMDP Direct Impacts. The Alternative 4 development scenario would besimilar, generaly, to Alternative 2,
the proposed Project aternative, and, therefore, would require workers and equipment to accessthe site. The
primary difference between thetwo aternativesisthat under Alternative 4 there would be one less bridge and
approximately 3,000 less linear feet of bank stabilization constructed on the Santa Clara River than under
Alternative 2. (See Section 3.0, Description of Alternatives)) However, it is expected that construction
activities under each of the alternativeswould be similar in character on adaily basis; that is, aparticular level
of construction would occur on a given day regardless of the magnitude of the ultimate build-out under each
aternative. The only distinction would be the duration of the construction activities. Accordingly, it is
expected that RM DP construction-rel ated activitiesunder Alternative 4 would generate approximately 8 ADT
during the peak construction period, as under Alternative 2, athough under Alternative 4 the duration of the
tripswould be for approximately two fewer monthsthan Alternative 2. (See Subsection 4.7.4.7.1) Moreover,
as with Alternative 2, the relatively small number of additional vehicle trips associated with RMDP
construction activities under Alternative 4 would be dispersed throughout the Project site and surrounding
roadways, thereby resulting in a negligible amount of increased traffic on any given roadway. Accordingly,
Alternative 4 would not result in significant direct impacts to traffic or circulation.

SCP Direct Impacts. The SCP component of Alternative 4 is a conservation plan that would establish
spineflower preserves within the Project area. The only construction activities associated with the preserves
would be the installation of split-rail fences around the preserve perimeter. Any construction-related trips
associated with these activities would be extremely limited in nature and, consequently, would have a
negligible effect on traffic conditions. Therefore, the SCP component of Alternative 4 would not result in
significant direct impacts on traffic or circulation.

4.8.8.4.2 |ndirect Impacts

RMDP Indirect Impacts. The Alternative 4 scenario represents areduction in theamount of devel opment that
would befacilitated in comparison to Alternative 2. Alternative 4 would facilitate 21,846 residential dwelling
unitsand approximately 5.93 msf of nonresidential uses. Thisaternativeisforecast to generate approximately
369,000 ADT, which is 9.7 percent less ADT than Alternative 2. The on-site transportation network for
Alternative 4 iscomparableto the Alternative 3 network in that it differsfrom the current County Master Plan
of Highways by removing the Potrero Canyon Road bridge crossing over the Santa Clara River. As with
Alternative 3, the redistribution of on-site traffic resulting from removal of the bridge under this alternative
would not result in significant impacts on any of the on-site roadway segments because the segments have
adequate carrying capacity. As shown on Table 4.8-13, Alternative 4 Significantly Impacted Roadway
Segments, although thisalternative would result in significant impacts at multiple off-sitelocations, no on-site
roadway segmentswereidentified as significantly impacted under thisalternative. Thev/c calculationsfor all
study arearoadway segments, which are presented in Appendix 4.8 of thisthe Draft EISEIR, December 2008

RMDP-SCP Final EISEIR 4.8-62 June 2010



4.8 TRAFFIC

Traffic Report, illustrate that under thisaternative all on-site roadwayswould operate at conditions of LOSE
or better.

Table4.8-13
Alternative 4 Significantly | mpacted Segments
L ocation/County/On-Off-Site Lanes VIC B/ eor:gi?;/% LOS
Rye Cyn east of The Old Road/L os Angeles/Off-site 6 1.06* F
Via Princessa east of Santa Clarita/L.os Angeles/Off-site 6 1.222 F
I -5 south of SR-126 (SB)/Los Angel e/ Off-site® 8 1.089° >45.0 F
I-5 south of Valencia (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.204°  >45.0 F
I -5 south of McBean (NB)/Los Angel e/ Off-site 8 1.056° >45.0 F
I -5 south of McBean (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.156° >45.0 F
I-5 south of Lyons (NB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.056° >45.0 F
I-5 south of Lyons (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.071° >45.0 F
I -5 south of Calgrove (NB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.031° >45.0 F
I -5 south of Calgrove (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.328° >45.0 F

Project resultsinav/c > 1.0

Project contributesto av/c > 1.0

Southbound (SB); Northbound (NB)

Project resultsin av/c > 1.0 and increases v/c by .020 or more

Project contributes to av/c > 1.0 and increases v/c by .020 or more

Volume density levels reflect the highest directiona density (northbound or southbound) for the
geographic segment

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. - December 2008

o g M w NP

SCP Indirect Impacts. Implementation of the SCP component of Alternative 4, like the RMDP component,
would indirectly facilitate previously approved urban development (VCC) and proposed development
(Entrada) within the Alternative 4 planning areas. As noted in Subsection 4.8.8.2.2, the analysis of indirect
impacts presented above under the heading RMDP Indirect Impacts includes vehicle trips attributable to the
proposed VCC and Entrada planning areas. There would be no indirect impacts attributable to the SCP
component of Alternative 4 beyond those discussed above. Therefore, the on-site transportation network
developed under Alternative 4 would provide adequate roadway capacity to accommodate thetraffic generated
under this alternative, and the SCP component of Alternative 4 would not result in significant indirect on-site
impacts.

4.8.8.4.3 Secondary Impacts

RMDP Secondary Impacts. (Revised) Figure4.8-24, ADT Volumes- Long-Range Cumulative, Alternative
4 (Los Angeles County Ared), and Figure 4.8-25, ADT Volumes - Long-Range Cumulative, Alternative 4
(Ventura County Area), show the long-range Alternative 4 ADT volumes with the addition of the cumulative
projects for the Los Angeles County and Ventura County areas, respectively.
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As shown on Table 4.8-13, Alternative 4 Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments, severa study area
arterial roadway segments in the Santa Clarita Valey are forecast to exceed the roadway's ADT capacity
(roadways with a v/c greater than 1.0), and several freeway segments in the Valley are forecast to exceed
acceptabl e thresholds (project increases v/c by .020 or more resulting in or contributing to av/c greater than
1.0) and volume densities (greater than 45.0 passenger cars per mile per lane) under long-range cumulative
conditions. In contrast, none of the study arearoadway segmentsin VenturaCounty or south of the |-5/SR-14
confluence are forecast to exceed the roadway capacity threshold. Specificaly, Alternative 4 would cause
significant impacts at one Santa ClaritaValley arteria roadway segment and one freeway segment, and would
contribute to already deficient conditions at one additional arterial segment and seven freeway segments, ,
thereby resulting in significant impacts at theselocations. Asdiscussed below in Subsections4.8.9and 4.8.10,
with implementation of the following Mitigation Measures, in combination with the mitigation measures
previoudly adopted in connection with approval of the Specific Plan and VCC, the identified potentially
significant impactswould be reduced to lessthan significant: TR-7, TR-8, TR-12, TR-15, TR-16, TR-17, and
TR-18.

Table 4.8-13 depicts the significantly impacted roadway segments, and the resulting v/c ratios and volume
densities. When compared with Alternative 2, with the 9.7 percent reduction in ADT and the removal of the
Potrero Canyon Road bridge, this alternative decreases by four the number of segments that would be
significantly impacted. The v/c and volume density calculations for al study area roadway segments are
presented in Appendix 4.8 of thisthe Draft EIS/EIR, December 2008 Traffic Report.

With respect to impacts attributable to construction activities, under Alternative 4, there would be
approximately 760 fewer residential units and 3,470,000 less square feet of non-residential development
constructed than under Alternative 2. (See Section 3.0, Description of Alternatives.) However, construction
activities under each of the aternatives would be similar in character on a daily basis and, therefore, a
particular level of construction would occur on a given day regardless of the magnitude of the ultimate build-
out; the only distinction would be theduration of the construction activities. Accordingly, itisexpected that
construction-related activities under Alternative 4 would generate approximately 978 ADT during the peak
construction period, asunder Alternative 2, although under Alternative 4 the duration of thetripswould befor
approximately one month less than Alternative 2. (See Subsection 4.7.4.7.2) As with Alternative 2, the
relatively small number of additional vehicle trips associated with construction activities under Alternative 4
would be dispersed throughout the Project site and surrounding roadways, thereby resulting in a negligible
amount of increased traffic on any given roadway. Moreover, asdiscussed in Subsection 4.8.8.2.3, significant
capacity improvements made as part of the proposed Project's mitigation program would bein place onthearea
roadways during the peak construction period providing substantial additional roadway capacity.
Consequently, the additional construction-related trips generated under this alternative would not result in
significant indirect or secondary impacts on traffic or circulation.

Asto potential impacts to transit services, impacts under Alternative 4 would be similar to those identified
under Alternative 2, which would be less than significant. See Subsection 4.8.8.2.3.

SCP Secondary Impacts. The analysis of secondary impacts associated with the RMDP component of
Alternative 4 presented above includes vehicle trips attributable to the V CC planning areaand portions of the
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Entrada planning area, the two other devel opment areasthat would befacilitated by implementation of the SCP
component of Alternative 4. There would be no additional secondary impacts attributable to the SCP
component of Alternative 4 beyond those already identified above under the RMDP discussion.

Table 4.8-14 summarizes the number of roadway segments significantly impacted as a result of the direct,
indirect, and secondary impacts of Alternative 4.

Table4.8-14
Alternative 4 Direct/I ndirect/Secondary Significant |mpacts
Aggregate Totals
Type of Impact Number of Roadway Segments
Direct 0
Indirect 0
Secondary 10
Total 10

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. - December 2008

Existing Plus Project Analysis. As previoudy discussed in Subsection 4.8.2, Methodology, the potential
traffic impacts associated with the proposed Project and alternatives were analyzed under an existing plus
project scenario. However, as previously noted, this method of assessing impactsisregarded as hypothetical
when utilized in connection with along-range development project such as Alternative 4. Therefore, for the
reasons previously discussed, the existing plus project analysis that follows is presented for information
purposes only; the EIS/EIR determinations of significance for Alternaive 4, and each of the Project
alternatives, are based on the long-range impacts analysis presented above.

Figure4.8-26, ADT Volumes - Existing Plus Project, Alternative 4 (Los Angeles County Ared), and Figure
4,827, ADT Volumes - Existing Plus Project, Alternative 4 (Ventura County Area), show the existing ADT
volumeswith the addition of Alternative4 ADT volumes on the existing roadway network for the LosAngeles
County and Ventura County areas, respectively.

As shown on Table 4.8-15, Alternative 4 Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments (Existing Plus Project
Analysis), under Alternative 4, severa study area arterial roadway segments in the Santa Clarita Valley are
forecast to exceed the roadway's ADT capacity (roadways with a v/c greater than 1.0), and one freeway
segment in the Valley is forecast to exceed acceptable thresholds (project increases v/c by .020 or more
resulting in or contributing to av/c greater than 1.0). In contrast, none of the study arearoadway segmentsin
Ventura County or south of the I-5/SR-14 confluence are forecast to exceed the roadway capacity threshold
(Draft EISEIR, Appendix 4.8, December 2008 Traffic Report). Specificaly, and asshown onTable4.8-15,
Alternative 4 would cause significant impacts on eight SantaClaritaValley arterial roadway segments, and it
would contribute to already deficient conditions on five additional arterial ssgmentsand one freeway segment,
thereby resulting in significant impacts at these locations. Table 4.8-15 depicts the significantly impacted
roadway segments, and the resulting v/c ratios. Thev/c calculationsfor all study arearoadway segments are
presented in Appendix 4.8 of thisthe Draft EIS/EIR, December 2008 Traffic Report.
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Table4.8-15
Alternative 4 Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments (Existing PlusProject Analysis)
L ocation/County/On-Off-Site Lanes VIC LOS
Chiquito Canyon Road north of SR-126/L os Angeles/Off-site 2 1.31! F
The Old Road north of Hasley/L os Angeles/Off-site 2 1.19¢ F
The Old Road north of Magic Mtn Pky/Los Angeles/Off-site 4 113! F
The Old Road south of McBean Pky/Los Angeles/Off-site 4 1.16" F
SR-126 east of Chiquito Canyon Road/L os Angeles/Off-site 1y 1.19" F
SR-126 west of Commerce Center Drive/Los Angeles/Off-site 4M 111" F
SR-126 east of Commerce Center Drive/Los Angeles/Off-site IaM 1.08! F
San Fernando Road south of Magic Mtn Pky/L os Angeles/Off -site 4 1.472 F
Soledad Canyon Road east of Bouquet Canyon Road/L os Angeles/Off -site 6 1.09? F
Soledad Canyon Road west of Golden Valley Road/L os Angeled/Off-site 6 1.07% F
Pico Canyon Road west of |-5/Los Angeles/Off-site 4 1.09" F
McBean Pky south of Avenue Scott/Los Angeles/Off-Site 6 1.26° F
Bouquet Canyon Road south of Soledad Canyon Road/L os Angeles/Off -site 4 1.412 F
I-5 south of Calgrove (SB)*/Los Angeleg/Off-site 8 1.150° F

Notes:

1 Project resultsinav/c> 1.0

2 Project contributesto av/c > 1.0

3 Project contributes to av/c > 1.0 and increases v/c by .020 or more
4 Southbound (SB)

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. - December 2008

4885 Impactsof Alternative5 (Widen Tributary Drainages and Addition of VCC Spineflower
Preserve)

48851 Direct Impacts

RMDP Direct Impacts. The Alternative 5 devel opment scenario would besimilar, generally, to Alternative 2,
and, therefore, would require workers and equipment to access the site. The primary difference between the
two aternatives is that under Alternative 5 there would be approximately 2,800 less linear feet of bank
stabilization constructed on the Santa Clara River than under Alternative 2. (See Section 3.0, Description of
Alternatives.) However, it is expected that construction activities under each of the aternatives would be
similar in character on a daily basis; that is, a particular level of construction would occur on a given day
regardless of the magnitude of the ultimate build-out under each alternative. The only distinction would bethe
duration of the construction activities. Accordingly, it isexpected that RM DP construction-related activities
under Alternative 5 would generate approximately 88 ADT during the peak construction period, as under
Alternative 2, although under Alternative 5 the duration of the trips would be for approximately two fewer
months than Alternative 2. (See Subsection 4.7.4.8.1) Moreover, aswith Alternative 2, the relatively small
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number of additional vehicletrips associated with RMDP construction activities under Alternative 5 would be
dispersed throughout the Project site and surrounding roadways, thereby resulting in a negligible amount of
increased traffic on any given roadway. Accordingly, Alternative 5 would not result in significant direct
impactsto traffic or circulation.

SCP Direct Impacts. The SCP component of Alternative 5 is a conservation plan that would establish
spineflower preserves within the Project area. The only construction activities associated with the preserves
would be the installation of split-rail fences around the preserve perimeter. Any construction-related trips
associated with these activities would be extremely limited in nature and, consequently, would have a
negligible effect on traffic conditions. Therefore, the SCP component of Alternative 5 would not result in
significant direct impacts on traffic or circulation.

4.8.85.2 Indirect Impacts

RMDP Indirect | mpacts. Alternative 5 represents a reduction in the amount of development that would be
facilitated in comparison to the proposed Project alternative, Alternative 2. Alternative 5 would facilitate
21,155 residential dwelling units and approximately 5.865 msf of nonresidential uses. This aternative is
forecast to generate approximately 361,000 ADT, whichis11.7 percent lessADT than Alternative 2. Theon-
site transportation network for Alternative 5 is similar to the Alternative 2 network (build-out of the current
County Mager Plan of Highways) with slight changesto certain roadway alignmentsthrough the Project site.

However, this alternative includes the three bridge crossings over the Santa ClaraRiver. Asshown on Table
4.8-16, Alternative 5 Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments, although this alternative would result in
significant impacts at multiple off-sitelocations, no on-site roadway segmentswereidentified assignificantly
impacted under thisalternative. Thev/c caculationsfor all study arearoadway segments, which are presented
inAppendix 4.8 of thisthe Draft EIS/EIR, December 2008 Traffic Report, illustrate that under thisalternative
all on-site roadwayswould operate at conditions of LOS E or better. Therefore, aswith Alternative 2, the on-
site transportation network developed under Alternative 5 would provide adequate roadway capacity to
accommodate the traffic generated under this alternative, and Alternative 5 would not result in significant
indirect on-site impacts.
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Table4.8-16
Alternative 5 Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments
L ocation/County/On-Off-Site Lanes VIC Vol um96 LOS
Density
Rye Cyn east of The Old Road/L os Angeles/Off-site 1.06"
Via Princessa east of Santa Clarita/L os Angeles/Off-site 1.22°

1.154° >45.0
1.054° >45.0
1.071° >45.0
1.029*  >45.0
1.327° >45.0

-5 south of McBean (SB)/Los Angeles/Off -site®
1-5 south of Lyons (NB)/Los Angeles/Off-site
I-5 south of Lyons (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site
I-5 south of Calgrove (NB)/Los Angeles/Off-site
1-5 south of Calgrove (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site

Notes:

Project resultsinav/c > 1.0

Project contributesto av/ic > 1.0

Southbound (SB); Northbound (NB)

Project resultsin av/c > 1.0 and increases v/c by .020 or more

Project contributesto av/c > 1.0 and increases v/c by .020 or more

Volume density levels reflect the highest directional density (northbound or southbound) for the geographic
segment

O 00 O 0 W O O
M T T T M T m

o A W N

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. - December 2008

SCP Indirect Impacts. Implementation of the SCP component of Alternative 5, likethe RMDP component,
would indirectly facilitate previously approved urban development (VCC) and proposed development
(Entrada) within the Alternative 5 planning area. As noted in Subsection 4.8.8.2.2, the analysis of indirect
impacts presented above under the heading RMDP Indirect Impacts includes vehicle trips attributabl e to the
proposed VCC and Entrada planning areas. There would be no indirect impacts attributable to the SCP
component of Alternative 5 beyond those discussed above. Therefore, the on-site transportation network
developed under Alternative 5 would provide adequate roadway capacity to accommodate the traffic generated
under this alternative, and the SCP component of Alternative 5 would not result in significant indirect on-site
impacts.

48.85.3 Secondary Impacts

RMDP Secondary I mpacts. (Revised) Figure4.8-28, ADT Volumes- Long-Range Cumulative, Alternative
5 (Los Angeles County Aread), and Figure 4.8-29, ADT Volumes - Long-Range Cumulative, Alternative 5
(Ventura County Area), show the long-range Alternative 5 ADT volumes with the addition of the cumulative
projects for the Los Angeles County and Ventura County areas, respectively.

As shown on Table 4.8-16, Alternative 5 Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments, several study area
arterial roadway segments in the Santa Clarita Valley are forecast to exceed the roadway's ADT capacity
(roadways with a v/c greater than 1.0), and several freeway segments in the Valley are forecast to exceed
acceptabl e threshalds (project increases v/c by .020 or more resulting in or contributing to av/c greater than
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1.0) and volume densities (greater than 45.0 passenger cars per mile per lane) under long-range cumulative
conditions. In contrast, none of the study arearoadway segmentsin Ventura County or south of the-5/SR-14
confluence are forecast to exceed the roadway capacity threshold. Specifically, Alternative 5 would cause
significant impacts on one Santa ClaritaValley arterial roadway segment and one freeway segment, and would
contribute to aready deficient conditions on one additional arterial segment and four freeway segments,
thereby resulting in significant impacts at theselocations. Asdiscussed below in Subsections4.8.9and 4.8.10,
with implementation of the following Mitigation Measures, in combination with the mitigation measures
previously adopted in connection with approva of the Specific Plan and VCC, the identified potentially
significant impacts would be reduced to less than significant: TR-7, TR-8, TR-16, TR-17, and TR-18.

Table 4.8-16 depicts the significantly impacted roadway segments, and the resulting v/c ratios and volume
densities. As shown, when compared with Alternative 2, with an 11.7 percent reduction in ADT, this
aternative decreases by seven the number of segments that would be significantly impacted. The v/c and
volume density calculations for al study area roadway segments are presented in Appendix 4.8 of thisthe
Draft EIS/EIR, December 2008 Traffic Report.

With respect to impacts attributable to construction activities, under Alternative 5, there would be
approximately 1,450 fewer residential units and 3,540,000 less square feet of non-residential development
constructed than under Alternative 2. (See Section 3.0, Description of Alternatives.) However, construction
activities under each of the aternatives would be similar in character on a daily basis and, therefore, a
particular level of construction would occur on a given day regardless of the magnitude of the ultimate build-
out; the only distinction would be the duration of the construction activities. Accordingly, it isexpected that
construction-related activities under Alternative 5 would generate approximately 978 ADT during the peak
construction period, asunder Alternative2, although under Alternative 5 the duration of thetripswould befor
approximately two months less than Alternative 2. (See Subsection 4.7.4.8.2.) Aswith Alternative 2, the
relatively small number of additional vehicletrips associated with construction activities under Alternative 5
would be dispersed throughout the Project site and surrounding roadways, thereby resulting in a negligible
amount of increased traffic on any given roadway. Moreover, asdiscussed in Subsection 4.8.8.2.3, significant
capecity improvements made as part of the proposed Project's mitigation program would bein place onthe area
roadways during the peak construction period providing substantial additional roadway capacity.
Consequently, the additional construction-related tri ps generated under this aternative would not result in
significant indirect or secondary impacts on traffic or circulation.

Asto potential impacts to transit services, impacts under Alternative 5 would be similar to those identified
under Alternative 2, which would be less than significant. See Subsection 4.8.8.2.3.

SCP Secondary Impacts. The anaysis of secondary impacts associated with the RMDP component of
Alternative 5 presented above includes vehicle trips attributable to the V CC planning areaand portions of the
Entradaplanning area, the two other development areasthat would befacilitated by implementation of the SCP
component of Alternative 5. There would be no additional secondary impacts attributable to the SCP
component of Alternative 5 beyond those already identified above under the RMDP discussion.
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Table 4.8-17 summarizes the number of roadway segments significantly impacted as a result of the direct,
indirect, and secondary impacts of Alternative 5.

Table4.8-17
Alternative 5 Direct/I ndirect/Secondary Significant Impacts
Aggregate Totals
Type of Impact Number of Roadway Segments
Direct 0
Indirect 0
Secondary 7
Total 7

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. - December 2008

Existing Plus Project Analysis. As previoudly discussed in Subsection 4.8.2, Methodology, the potentia
traffic impacts associated with the proposed Project and alternatives were analyzed under an existing plus
project scenario. However, as previously noted, this method of assessing impactsisregarded as hypothetical
when utilized in connection with along-range development project such as Alternative 5. Therefore, for the
reasons previously discussed, the existing plus project analysis that follows is presented for information
purposes only; the EIS/EIR determinations of significance for Alternative 5, and each of the Project
aternatives, are based on the long-range impacts analysis presented above.

Figure4.8-30, ADT Volumes - Existing Plus Project, Alternative 5 (Los Angeles County Area), and Figure
4,831, ADT Volumes - Existing Plus Project, Alternative 5 (Ventura County Area), show the existing ADT
volumeswith the addition of Alternative5 ADT volumes on the existing roadway network for the LosAngeles
County and Ventura County areas, respectively.

Asshown on Table 4.8-18, Alternative 5 Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments (Existing Plus Project
Analysis), under Alternative 5, several study area arteria roadway segmentsin the Santa Clarita Valley are
forecast to exceed the roadway's ADT capacity (roadways with a v/c greater than 1.0), and one freeway
segment in the Valley is forecast to exceed acceptable thresholds (project increases v/c by .020 or more
resulting in or contributing to av/c greater than 1.0). In contrast, none of the study arearoadway segmentsin
Ventura County or south of the I-5/SR-14 confluence are forecast to exceed the roadway capacity threshold
(Draft EIS/EIR, Appendix 4.8, December 2008 Traffic Report). Specificaly, and asshown onTable4.8-18,
Alternative 5 would cause significant impacts on eight Santa ClaritaValley arterial roadway segments, and it
would contribute to already deficient conditions on five additional arterial segmentsand one freeway segment,
thereby resulting in significant impacts at these locations. Table 4.8-18 depicts the significantly impacted
roadway segments, and the resulting v/c ratios. Thev/c calculationsfor all study arearoadway segments are
presented in Appendix 4.8 of thisthe Draft FIS/EIR, December 2008 Traffic Report.
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Table4.8-18
Alternative 5 Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments (Existing Plus Project Analysis)
L ocation/County/On- Off-Site Lanes VIC LOS
Chiquito Canyon Road north of SR-126/Los Angeles/Off-site 2 1.13t
The Old Road north of Hasley/L os Angeles/Off-site 2 1.13
The Old Road north of Magic Mtn Pky/Los Angeles/Off-site 4 1.16"
The Old Road south of McBean Pky/Los Angeled/Off-site 4 1.13
SR-126 east of Chiquito Canyon Road/L os Angeles/Off-site aM 1.11
SR-126 west of Commerce Center Drive/L os AngelegOff-site aM 1.08"
SR-126 east of Commerce Center Drive/L os Angeles/Off-site aM 1.08

San Fernando Road south of Magic Mtn Pky/Los Angeles/Off -site 4 1.47
Soledad Canyon Road east of Bouquet Canyon Road/L os Angeles/Off-site 6 1.09
Soledad Canyon Road west of Golden Valley Road/Los Angeles/Off-site 6 1.06°
Pico Canyon Road west of |-5/Los Angeles/Off -site 4 1.13"
McBean Pky south of Avenue Scott/Los Angeles/Off-Site 6 1.28
Bouquet Canyon Road south of Soledad Canyon Road/L os Angeles/Off-site 4 1.412
I-5 south of Calgrove (SB)*/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.1333

Notes:

1 Project resultsinav/c > 1.0

Project contributesto av/c > 1.0

Project contributesto av/c > 1.0 and increases v/c by .020 or more
Southbound (SB)

MM T T T T T T T T T T T T T

2
3
4

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. - December 2008

4.8.8.6 Impacts of Alternative 6 (Elimination of Planned Commer ce Center Drive Bridge and
Maximum Spineflower Expansion/Connectivity)

4.886.1 Direct Impacts

RMDP Direct Impacts. The Alternative 6 development scenario would besimilar, generaly, to Alternative 2,
and, therefore, would require workers and equipment to access the site. The primary difference between the
two alternativesisthat under Alternative 6 there would be oneless bridge and approximately 3,700 lesslinear
feet of bank stabilization constructed on the Santa Clara River than under Alternative 2. (See Section 3.0,
Description of Alternatives.) However, it isexpected that construction activitiesunder each of the alternatives
would besimilar in character on adaily basis; that is, aparticular level of construction would occur on agiven
day regardless of the magnitude of the ultimate build-out under each dternative. Theonly distinction would be
the duration of the construction activities. Accordingly, it is expected that RMDP construction-related
activities under Alternative 6 would generate approximately 88 ADT during the peak
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construction period, asunder Alternative 2, although under Alternative 6 the duration of thetripswould befor
approximately three fewer months than Alternative 2. (See Subsection 4.7.4.9.1.) Moreover, as with
Alternative 2, the relatively small number of additional vehicle trips associated with RMDP construction
activities under Alternative 6 would be dispersed throughout the Project site and surrounding roadways,
thereby resulting in anegligible amount of increased traffic on any given roadway. Accordingly, Alternative 6
would not result in significant direct impacts to traffic or circulation.

SCP Direct Impacts. The SCP component of Alternative 6 is a conservation plan that would establish
spineflower preserves within the Project area. The only construction activities associated with the preserves
would be the installation of split-rail fences around the preserve perimeter. Any construction-related trips
associated with these activities would be extremely limited in nature and, consequently, would have a
negligible effect on traffic conditions. Therefore, the SCP component of Alternative 6 would not result in
significant direct impacts on traffic or circulation.

4.8.8.6.2 |ndirect Impacts

RMDP Indirect Impacts. Alternative 6 represents a reduction in the amount of development facilitated in
comparison to the proposed Project dternative, Alternative 2. Alternative 6 would facilitate 20,212 residential
dwelling units and approximately 5.784 msf of nonresidential uses. This aternative is forecast to generate
approximately 350,000 ADT, which is 14.2 percent less ADT than Alternative 2. The on-site transportation
network for Alternative 6 differs from the current County Master Plan of Highways in that it removes the
Commerce Center Drive bridge crossing over the Santa ClaraRiver. Asshown onTable4.8-19, Alternative 6
Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments, the redistribution of on-site traffic resulting from remova of the
bridge under this alternative would result in significant impacts on Magic Mountain Parkway west of
Westridge Parkway; under Alternative 6, thisroadway would operateat LOS Fwith av/cratioof 1.11. Thev/c
calculations for all study area roadway segments are presented in Appendix 4.8 of thisthe Draft EIS/EIR,
December 2008 Traffic Report.

SCP Indirect Impacts. Implementation of the SCP component of Alternative 6, like the RMDP component,
would indirectly facilitate previously approved urban development (VCC) and proposed development
(Entrada) within the Alternative 6 planning area. As noted in Subsection 4.8.8.2.2, the analysis of indirect
impacts presented above under the heading RMDP Indirect Impacts includes vehicle trips attributabl e to the
proposed VCC and Entrada planning areas. There would be no indirect impacts attributable to the SCP
component of Alternative 6 beyond those discussed above.

48.8.6.3 Secondary Impacts

RMDP Secondary Impacts. (Revised) Figure4.8-32, ADT Volumes- Long-Range Cumulative, Alternative
6 (Los Angeles County Ared), and Figure 4.8-33, ADT Volumes - Long-Range Cumulative, Alternative 6
(Ventura County Area), show the long-range Alternative 6 ADT volumes with the addition of the cumulative
projects for the Los Angeles County and Ventura County areas, respectively.
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Table4.8-19
Alternative 6 Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments

Volume

L ocation/County/On-Off-Site Lanes VIC Densitys LOS
Magic Mtn west of Westridge Pky/L os Angeles/On-site 8A 111 F
Magic Mtn west of The Old Road/L os Angeles/Off-site 8A 1.08" F
The Old Road north of Rye Cyn/Los Angeles/Off -site 6 1.07 F
The Old Road north of Magic Mtn/Los Angeles/Off-site 6 1.33 F
Rye Cyn east of The Old Road/L os Angeles/Off-site 6 111t F
McBean south of Avenue Scott/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.01 F
I-5 south of Hasley (SB)/L os Angeles/Off-site? 8 1.120° >450 F
|-5 south of SR-126 (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.141°  >450 F
I-5 south of Vaencia (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.203° >450 F
I-5 south of McBean (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.155°  >45.0 F
I-5 south of Lyons (NB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.044°  >450 F
[-5 south of Lyons (SB)/Los Angeleg/Off-site 8 1.070° >45.0 F
I-5 south of Calgrove (NB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.019*  >45.0 F
I -5 south of Calgrove (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.327°  >450 F

Notes:

1 Project resultsin av/c > 1.0

Project contributesto av/c > 1.0

Southbound (SB); Northbound (NB)

Project resultsin av/c > 1.0 and increases v/c by .020 or more

Project contributesto av/c > 1.0 and increases v/c by .020 or more

Volume density levels reflect the highest directional density (northbound or southbound) for the geographic
segment

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. - December 2008

o a0 b~ W N

Asshown onTable4.8-19, Alternative 6 Significantly Impacted Deficient Roadway Segments, several study
areaarterial roadway segmentsin the SantaClaritaValey are forecast to exceed the roadway's ADT capacity
(roadways with a v/c greater than 1.0), and several freeway segments in the Valley are forecast to exceed
acceptabl e thresholds (project increases v/c by .020 or more resulting in or contributing to av/c greater than
1.0) and volume densities (greater than 45.0 passenger cars per mile per lane) under long-range cumulative
conditions. In contrast, none of the study arearoadway segmentsin V entura County or south of the |-5/SR-14
confluence areforecast to exceed roadway capacity. Specifically, Alternative 6 would cause significant impacts
at five Santa Clarita Valley arterial roadway segments and one freeway segment, and would contribute to
aready deficient conditions on seven freeway segments, thereby resulting in significant impacts at these
locations.
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Table 4.8-19 depicts the significantly impacted roadway segments, and the resulting v/c ratios and volume
densities. When compared with Alternative 2, despitea14.2 percent reduction in ADT, thisaternativewould
result in the same number of significantly impacted off-site segmentsas Alternative 2, 14 segments. Thisisdue
primarily to the removal of the bridge at Commerce Center Drive that would occur with this alternative.
Removal of this bridge redistributes traffic and results in the worsening of traffic conditions at the following
three additional arterial road locations: Magic Mountain Parkway west of The Old Road; The Old Road north
of Rye Canyon; and McBean Parkway south of Avenue Scott. Thev/c and volume density calculationsfor all
study arearoadway segments are presented in Appendix 4.8 of thisthe Draft EI SEIR, December 2008 Traffic
Report. Asdiscussed below in Subsections4.8.9 and 4.8.10, with implementation of thefollowing Mitigation
M easures, in combination with the mitigation measures previously adopted in connection with approval of the
Specific Plan and V CC, theidentified potentially significant impactswould be reduced to lessthan significant:
TR-1, TR-3, TR4, TR-6, TR-7, TR-9, TR-11, TR-12, TR-15, TR-16, TR-17, and TR-18.

With respect to impacts attributable to construction activities, under Alternative 6, there would be
approximately 2,400 fewer residential units and 3,620,000 less square feet of non-residential development
constructed than under Alternative 2. (See Section 3.0, Description of Alternatives.) However, construction
activities under each of the aternatives would be similar in character on a daily basis and, therefore, a
particular level of construction would occur on agiven day regardless of the magnitude of the ultimate build-
out; the only distinction would be the duration of the construction activities. Accordingly, it isexpected that
construction-related activities under Alternative 6 would generate approximately 978 ADT during the peak
construction period, asunder Alternative 2, although under Alternative 6 the duration of thetripswould befor
approximately three months less than Alternative 2. (See Subsection 4.7.4.9.2) Aswith Alternative 2, the
relatively small number of additional vehicle trips associated with construction activities under Alternative 6
would be dispersed throughout the Project site and surrounding roadways, thereby resulting in a negligible
amount of increased traffic on any given roadway; removal of the bridge at Commerce Center Drivewould not
significantly affect that dispersion. Consequently, the additional construction-related trips generated under this
alternative would not result in significant indirect or secondary impacts on traffic or circulation.

Asto potentia impacts to transit services, impacts under Alternative 6 would be similar to those identified
under Alternative 2, which would be less than significant. See Subsection 4.8.8.2.3.

SCP Secondary Impacts. The analysis of secondary impacts associated with the RMDP component of
Alternative 6 presented above includes vehicle trips attributable to the V CC planning areaand portions of the
Entrada planning area, the two other devel opment areasthat would befacilitated by implementation of the SCP
component of Alternative 6. There would be no additional secondary impacts attributable to the SCP
component of Alternative 6 beyond those already identified above under the RMDP discussion.

Table 4.8-20 summarizes the number of roadway segments significantly impacted as a result of the direct,
indirect, and secondary impacts of Alternative 6.
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Table4.8-20
Alternative 6 Direct/Indir ect/Secondary Significant Impacts
Aggregate Totals
Type of Impact Number of Roadway Segments
Direct 0
Indirect 1
Secondary 13
Total 14

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. - December 2008

Existing Plus Project Analysis. As previoudly discussed in Subsection 4.8.2, Methodology, the potential
traffic impacts associated with the proposed Project and alternatives were analyzed under the existing plus
project scenario. However, as previously noted, this method of assessing impactsisregarded as hypothetical
when utilized in connection with along-range development project such as Alternative 6. Therefore, for the
reasons previously discussed, the existing plus project analysis that follows is presented for information
purposes only; the EIS/EIR determinations of significance for Alternative 6, and each of the Project
aternatives, are based on the long-range impacts analysis presented above.

Figure4.8-34, ADT Volumes - Existing Plus Project, Alternative 6 (Los Angeles County Area), and Figure
4.8-35, ADT Volumes - Existing Plus Project, Alternative 6 (Ventura County Aread), show theexisting ADT
volumeswith the addition of Alternative 6 ADT volumes on the existing roadway network for the LosAngeles
County and Ventura County areas, respectively.

Asshown on Table 4.8-21, Alternative 6 Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments (Existing Plus Project
Analysis), under Alternative 6, several study area arteria roadway segmentsin the Santa Clarita Valley are
forecast to exceed the roadway's ADT capacity (roadways with a v/c greater than 1.0), and one freeway
segment in the Valley is forecast to exceed acceptable thresholds (project increases v/c by .020 or more
resulting in or contributing to av/c greater than 1.0). In contrast, none of the study arearoadway segmentsin
Ventura County or south of the I-5/SR-14 confluence are forecast to exceed the roadway capacity threshold
(Dreft EIS/EIR, Appendix 4.8, December 2008 Traffic Report). Specifically, and asshown on Table4.8-21,
Alternative 6 would cause significant impacts on eight Santa ClaritaValley arterial roadway segments, and it
would contribute to already deficient conditions on five additional arterial segmentsand onefreeway segment,
thereby resulting in significant impacts at these locations. Table 4.8-21 depicts the significantly impacted
roadway segments, and the resulting v/c ratios. Thev/c calculationsfor all study arearoadway segments are
presented in Appendix 4.8 of thisthe Draft EIS/EIR, December 2008 Traffic Report.
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Table4.8-21
Alternative 6 Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments (Existing Plus Project Analysis)
L ocation/County/On-Off-Site Lanes VI/C LOS
Chiquito Canyon Road north of SR-126/Los Angeles/Off-site 2 1.19 F
The Old Road north of Hasley/L os Angeleg/Off-site 2 1.06" F
The Old Road north of Magic Mtn Pky/L os Angeles/Off-site 4 1.56' F
The Old Road south of McBean Pky/Los Angeles/Off-site 4 1.13 F
SR-126 east of Chiquito Canyon Road/L os Angeles/Off -site aMm 1.39 F
SR-126 west of Commerce Center Drive/L os Angeles/Off-site aMm 1.08' F
SR-126 east of Commerce Center Drive/Los Angeles/Off -site aMm 1.08 F
San Fernando Road south of Magic Mtn Pky/Los Angeles/Off -site 4 1.47 F
Soledad Canyon Road east of Bouquet Canyon Road/Los Angeles/Off-site 6 1.09° F
Soledad Canyon Road west of Golden Valley Road/L os Angeles/Off-site 6 1.06° F
Pico Canyon Road west of |-5/Los Angeles/Off-site 4 1.13 F
McBean Pky south of Avenue Scott/L os Angeles/Off-site 6 1.3% F
Bouquet Canyon Road south of Soledad Canyon Road/L os Angeles/Off-site 4 1.412 F
I-5 south of Calgrove (SB)*/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.1273 F

Notes:

1 Project resultsinav/c > 1.0
2 Project contributesto av/c > 1.0

Project contributesto av/c > 1.0 and increases v/c by .020 or more

4 Southbound (SB)
Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. - December 2008

3

4.8.8.7 Impactsof Alternative 7 (Avoidance of 100-Year Floodplain, Elimination of Two
Planned Bridges, and Avoidance of Spineflower)

4.8.8.7.1 Direct Impacts

RMDP Direct Impacts. As with Alternative 2, the Alterndive 7 development scenario involves the
construction of bridges, bank stabilization, and other infrastructure and, therefore, would require workersand
equipment to accessthe site. The primary difference between the two alternativesisthat under Alternative 7,
there would be two less bridges and approximately 4,250 less linear feet of bank stabilization constructed on
the SantaClaraRiver than under Alternative 2. (See Section 3.0, Description of Alternatives) However, itis
expected that construction activities under each of the alternatives would be similar in character on a daily
basis; that is, aparticular level of construction would occur on agiven day regardless of the magnitude of the
ultimate build-out under each aternative. The only distinction would be the duration of the construction
activities. Accordingly, it is expected that RMDP construction-related activities under Alternative 7 would
generate approximately 88 ADT during the peak construction period, asunder Alternative 2, although under
Alternative 7 the duration of thetripswould befor approximately three fewer monthsthan Alternative 2. (See

RMDP-SCP Final EISEIR 4.8-88 June 2010



4.8 TRAFFIC

Subsection 4.7.4.9.1.) Moreover, aswith Alternative 2, therelatively small number of additional vehicletrips
associated with RMDP construction activities under Alternative 7 would be dispersed throughout the Project
site and surrounding roadways, thereby resulting in a negligible amount of increased traffic on any given
roadway. Accordingly, Alternative 7 would not result in significant direct impacts on traffic or circulation.

SCP Direct Impacts. The SCP component of Alternative 7 is a conservation plan that would establish
spineflower preserves within the Project area. The only construction activities associated with the preserves
would be the installation of split-rail fences around the preserve perimeter. Any construction-related trips
associated with these activities would be extremely limited in nature and, conseguently, would have a
negligible effect on traffic conditions. Therefore, the SCP component of Alternative 7 would not result in
significant direct impacts on traffic or circulation.

4.8.8.7.2 Indirect Impacts

RMDP Indirect | mpacts. Alternative 7 represents a reduction in the amount of development that would be
facilitated in comparison to the proposed Project aternative, Alternative 2. Alternative 7 would facilitate
17,323 residential dwelling units and approximately 3.815 msf of nonresidential uses. This aternative is
forecast to generate approximately 266,000 ADT, whichis35.0 percent lessADT than Alternative 2. Theon-
sitetransportation network for Alternative 7 differsfrom the current County Master Plan of Highwaysin that it
removes both the Potrero Canyon Road and Commerce Center Drive bridge crossings over the Santa Clara
River. However, the redistribution of on-site traffic resulting from removal of the two bridges under this
aternative would not result in significant impacts on any of the on-site roadway segments dueto the 35 percent
reduction in ADT under this alternative. As shown on Table 4.8-22, Alternative 7 Significantly Impacted
Roadway Segments, although this alternative would result in significant impacts at multiple off-sitelocations,
no on-site roadway segments were identified as significantly impacted under this alternative. The vic
calculations for all study area roadway segments, which are presented in Appendix 4.8 of this-the Draft
EIS/EIR, December 2008 Traffic Report, illustrate that under this alternative all on-site roadway segments
would operate at conditions of LOS E or better.
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Table4.8-22
Alternative 7 Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments
L ocation/County/On-Off-Site Lanes VIC I\D/;Ll;irpyee LOS
Magic Mtn west of The Old Road/L os Angeles/Off-site 8A 1.01t F
The Old Road north of Rye Cyn/Los Angeles/Off-site 6 1.06* F
The Old Road north of Magic Mtn/Los Angeles/Off-site 6 1.19" F
Rye Cyn east of The Old Road/Los Angeles/Off-site 6 1.07" F
I-5 south of Hasley (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site® 8 1.095  >45.0 F
I-5 south of SR-126 (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1103 >45.0 F
I-5 south of Calgrove (NB)/Los Angeleg/Off-site 8 1.001*  >45.0 F
I-5 south of Calgrove (SB)/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1289 >450 F

Notes:

1 Project resultsin av/c > 1.0

Project contributesto av/c > 1.0

Southbound (SB); Northbound (NB)

Project resultsin av/c > 1.0 and increases v/c by .020 or more

Project contributesto av/c > 1.0 and increases v/c by .020 or more

Volume density levels reflect the highest directional density (northbound or southbound) for the
geographic segment

o 0 b~ W N

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. - December 2008

SCP Indirect Impacts. Implementation of the SCP component of Alternative 7, like the RM DP component,
would indirectly facilitate previously approved urban development (VCC) and proposed development
(Entrada) within the Alternative 7 planning area. As noted in Subsection 4.8.8.2.2, the analysis of indirect
impacts presented above under the heading RMDP Indirect Impacts includes vehicle trips attributable to the
proposed VCC and Entrada planning areas. There would be no indirect impacts attributable to the SCP
component of Alternative 7 beyond those discussed above. Therefore, the on-site transportation network
developed under Alternative 7 would provide adequate roadway capacity to accommodate the traffic generated
under this aternative, and the SCP component of Alternative 7 would not result in significant indirect on-site
impacts.

4.8.8.7.3 Secondary Impacts

RMDP Secondary I mpacts. (Revised) Figure4.8-36, ADT Volumes- Long-Range Cumulative, Alternative
7 (Los Angeles County Ared), and Figure 4.8-37, ADT Volumes - Long-Range Cumulative, Alternative 7
(Ventura County Area), show the long-range Alternative 7 ADT volumes with the addition of the cumulative
projects for the Los Angeles County and Ventura County areas, respectively.

As shown on Table 4.8-22, Alternative 7 Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments, several study area
arterial roadway segments in the Santa Clarita Valley are forecast to exceed the roadway's ADT capacity
(roadways with a v/c greater than 1.0), and several freeway segmentsin the Valley are forecast to exceed

RMDP-SCP Final EISEIR 4.8-90 June 2010



4.8 TRAFFIC

acceptabl e thresholds (project increases v/c by .020 or more resulting in or contributing to av/c greater than
1.0) and volume densities (greater than 45.0 passenger cars per mile per lane) under long-range cumulative
conditions. In contrast, none of the study arearoadway segmentsin Ventura County or south of the |-5/SR-14
confluence are forecast to exceed the roadway capacity thresholds. Specifically, Alternative 7 would cause
significant impacts at four Santa Clarita Valey arteria roadway segments and one freeway segment, and it
would contribute to aready deficient conditions on three freeway segments, thereby resulting in significant
impacts at these locations. Table 4.8-22 depictsthe significantly impacted roadway segments, and theresulting
v/cratios and volume densities. As shown, when compared with Alternative 2, dueto a35 percent reductionin
ADT, thisalternative reducesby six the number of segments that would be significantly impacted, even with
the removal of the bridges at Potrero Canyon Road and Commerce Center Drive that would occur with this
aternative. The v/c and volume density calculations for all study area roadway segments are presented in
Appendix 4.8 of thisthe Draft EIS/EIR, December 2008 Traffic Report. Asdiscussed below in Subsections
4.8.9 and 4.8.10, with implementation of the following Mitigation Measures, in combination with the
mitigation measures previously adopted in connection with approval of the Specific Plan and VCC, the
identified potentially significant impacts would be reduced to lessthan significant: TR-2, TR-4, TR-5, TR-7,
TR-11, TR-12, and TR-18.

With respect to impacts attributable to construction activities, under Alternative 7, there would be
approximately 5,287 fewer residential units and 5,590,000 less square feet of non-residential devel opment
constructed than under Alternative 2. (See Section 3.0, Description of Alternatives.) However, construction
activities under each of the aternatives would be similar in character on a daily basis and, therefore, a
particular level of construction would occur on a given day regardless of the magnitude of the ultimate build-
out; the only distinction would be the duration of the construction activities. Accordingly, itisexpected that
construction-related activities under Alternative 7 would generate approximately 978 ADT during the peak
construction period, asunder Alternative 2, although under Alternative 7 the duration of thetripswould befor
approximately 18 months less than Alternative 2. (See Subsection 4.7.4.6.2.) Aswith Alternative 2, the
relatively small number of additional vehicle trips associated with construction activities under Alternative 7
would be dispersed throughout the Project site and surrounding roadways, thereby resulting in a negligible
amount of increased traffic on any given roadway; remova of the bridges at Potrero Canyon Road and
Commerce Center Drive would not significantly affect that dispersion. Moreover, asdiscussed in Subsection
4.8.8.2.3, significant capacity improvements made as part of the proposed Project's mitigation program would
bein place on the arearoadways during the peak construction period providing substantial additiona roadway
capacity. Consequently, the additional construction-related trips generated under this alternative would not
result in significant indirect or secondary impacts on traffic or circulation.

As to potential impacts to transit services, impacts under Alternative 7 would be less than those identified
under Alternative 2 due to the reduced development. Accordingly, impacts to transit services under
Alternative 7 would be less than significant. (See Subsection 4.8.8.2.3.)
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4.8 TRAFFIC

SCP Secondary Impacts. The anaysis of secondary impacts associated with the RMDP component of
Alternative 7 presented above includes vehicle trips attributable to the V CC planning areaand portions of the
Entrada planning area, the two other devel opment areasthat would befadlitated by implementation of the SCP
component of Alternative 7. There would be no additional secondary impacts attributable to the SCP
component of Alternative 7 beyond those already identified above under the RMDP discussion.

Table 4.8-23 summarizes the number of roadway segments significantly impacted as a result of the direct,
indirect, and secondary impacts of Alternative 7.

Table4.8-23
Alternative 7 Direct/Indir ect/Secondary Significant Impacts
Aqggregate Totals
Type of Impact Number of Roadway Segments
Direct 0
Indirect 0
Secondary 8
Total 8

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. - December 2008

Existing Plus Project Analysis. As previously discussed in Subsection 4.8.2, Methodology, the potential
traffic impacts associated with the proposed Project and aternatives were analyzed under an existing plus
project scenario. However, as previously noted, this method of assessing impactsisregarded as hypothetical
when utilized in connection with along-range devel opment project such as Alternative 7. Therefore, for the
reasons previously discussed, the existing plus project analysis that follows is presented for information
purposes only; the EIS/EIR determinations of significance for Alternative 7, and each of the Project
alternatives, are basad on the long-range impacts analysis presented above.

Figure4.8-38, ADT Volumes - Existing Plus Project, Alternative 7 (Los Angeles County Ared), and Figure
4.8-39, ADT Volumes - Existing Plus Project, Alternative 7 (V entura County Ared), show theexisting ADT
volumeswith the addition of Alternative 7 ADT volumes on the existing roadway network for the Los Angeles
County and Ventura County areas, respectively.

Asshown on Table 4.8-24, Alternative 7 Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments (Existing Plus Project
Analysis), under Alternative 7, several study area arteria roadway segmentsin the Santa Clarita Valley are
forecast to exceed the roadway's ADT capacity (roadways with a v/c greater than 1.0), and one freeway
segment in the Valley is forecast to exceed acceptable thresholds (project increases vic by .020 or more
resulting in or contributing to av/c greater than 1.0). In contrast, none of the study arearoadway segmentsin
Ventura County or south of the I-5/SR-14 confluence are forecast to exceed the roadway capacity threshold
(Draft EIS/EIR, Appendix 4.8, December 2008 Traffic Report). Specifically, and as shown on Table4.8-24,
Alternative 7 would cause significant impacts on seven Santa ClaritaValley arteria roadway segments, and it
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4.8 TRAFFIC

would contribute to already deficient conditions on three additional arterial segmentsand one freeway segment,
thereby resulting in significant impacts at these locations. Table 4.8-24 depicts the significantly impacted
roadway segments, and the resulting v/c ratios. Thev/c calculationsfor all study arearoadway segments are

presented in Appendix 4.8 of thisthe Draft EIS/EIR, December 2008 Traffic Report.

48.8.8 Summary of Significant Impacts

Table4.8-25 summarizesthe locations where, with the addition of Project alternative traffic, the resultant v/c

ratios exceed acceptable thresholds (noted in bold text), resulting in roadway capacity deficiencies and
significant impacts. Volume densitiesfor significantly impacted freeway segmentsalso are provided as shown

in Table 4.8-26.

Table4.8-24

Alternative 7 Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments (Existing Plus Project Analysis)

L ocation/County/On-Off-Site Lanes V/C LOS
Chiquito Canyon Road north of SR-126/L.os Angeles/Off -site 2 1.19* F
The Old Road north of Hasley/L os Angeles/Off-site 2 1.06* F
The Old Road north of Magic Mtn Pky/Los Angeles/Off-site 4 1.50! F
The Old Road south of McBean Pky/Los Angeles/Off-site 4 1.06" F
SR-126 east of Chiquito Canyon Road/L os Angeles/Off-site 4M 117" F
SR-126 east of Commerce Center Drive/Los Angeles/Off-site M 1.03" F
San Fernando Road south of Magic Mtn Pky/L os Angeleg/Off-site 4 1.47° F
Pico Canyon Road west of I-5/Los Angeles/Off-site 4 1.09* F
McBean Pky south of Avenue Scott/L os Angeles/Off-site 6 1.30? F
Bouquet Canyon Road south of Soledad Canyon Road/L os Angeles/Off-site 4 1.41° F
-5 south of Calgrove (SB)*/Los Angeles/Off-site 8 1.122° F

Notes:

1 Projectresultsinav/c> 1.0

Project contributesto av/ic > 1.0

Project contributes to av/c > 1.0 and increases v/c by .020 or more
Southbound (SB)

Source: AustinFoust Associates, Inc. - December 2008

2
3
4
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4.8 TRAFFIC

L ong-Range Build-Out Conditions - Volume/Capacity Ratios

Table4.8-25
Significantly Impacted Arterial and Freeway Segments -

L ocation/County Lanes Peak Hour V/C by Alternative
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Magic Mtn west of Westridge/L.A. 6A na .89 .88 .88 .86 1.11* 92
Magic Mtn west of The Old Road/L.A. 8A 56 94 92 92 91 1.08" 101
The Old Road north of Rye Cyrn/L.A. 6 93 93 91 .87 .87 1.07* 106"
The Old Road north of Magic Mtr/L.A. 6 87 1028 1028 100 98 133" 119
Rye Cyn east of The Old Road/L.A. 6 9 107 107t 106" 106" 111* 107"
ViaPrincessa east of Santa Clarita/L.A. 6 120 122 1222 1222 1.22? 1.20 1.20
McBean south of Avenue Scott/L.A. 8 .99 99 99 99 .99 1.01* 1.00
I-5 south of Parker (NB)/Los Angeles’ 8 985  1.025* 1.024* 1001 1001 1001 985
I-5 south of Parker (SB)/Los Angeles 8 904  .950 950 939 933 933 .920
I-5 south of Hasley (NB)/Los Angeles 8 956  .967 967 972 972 976 .960
I-5 south of Hasley (SB)/Los Angeles 8 1070 1.138° 1.138° 1088 1081 1.120° 1.095
I-5 south of SR-126 (NB)/Los Angeles 8 961 963 964 965  .964 989 961
I-5 south of SR-126 (SB)/Los Angeles 8 1.068 1.150° 1.156° 1.089° 1.083  1.141°  1.103
I-5 south of Rye Cyn (NB)/Los Angeles 8 .961 .963 .964 .965 .964 .989 .961
I-5 south of Rye Cyn (SB)/Los Angeles 8 1.200 1.263° 1.265° 1206 1203 1215 1.211
1-5 south of Magic Mtn (NB)/Los Angeles 8 .978 .988 .989 .988 .985 .981 .978
-5 south of Magic Mtn (SB)/Los Angeles 8 1163 1.225° 1.226° 1169 1165 1170 1171
I-5 south of Valencia (NB)/Los Angeles 8 1.024 1038 1.038 1038 1035 1025 1.031
I-5 south of Valencia (SB)/Los Angeles 8 1176 1.250° 1.250° 1.204°> 1198 1.203°  1.180
I-5 south of McBean (NB)/Los Angeles 8 1.035 1.050 1.050 1.056° 1.054 1.046 1.044
I-5 south of McBean (SB)/Los Angeles 8 1.130 1.200° 1.199° 1.156° 1.154° 1.155° 1.133
1-5 south of Lyons (NB)/Los Angeles 8 1.013 1.050° 1.049° 1.056° 1.054° 1.044°> 1.025
I-5 south of Lyons (SB)/Los Angeles 8 1.021 1.113° 1.111° 1071° 1071° 1.070° 1.040
1-5 south of Calgrove (NB)/Los Angeles 8 980 1.025* 1.024* 1.031* 1.029° 1.019° 1.001*
I-5 south of Calgrove (SB)/Los Angeles 8 1.266 1.375° 1.375° 1.328° 1327° 1.327° 1.28¢
Notes:
1 Project resultsinav/c> 1.0
2 Project contributesto av/c >1.0
3 southbound (SB); Northbound (NB)
4 Project resultsin av/c > 1.0 and increases v/c by .020 or more
5 Project contributes to a v/c greater than 1.0 and increases v/c by .020 or more
See Draft EIS/EIR, Appendix 4.8, December 2008 Traffic Report, for the complete listing of v/c ratios for al study arearoadway
segments.
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4.8 TRAFFIC

Table 4.8-26, Significantly Impacted Freeway Segments - Long-Range Build-Out Conditions - Volume
Density Ratios, lists thevolume density ratios for each of the significantly impacted freeway segments under
long-range build-out conditions.

(Revised) Table 4.8-26
Significantly Impacted Freeway Segments-

Long-Range Build-Out Conditions- Volume Density Ratios

L ocation/County Lanes Volume Density by Alter native'

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

<45 <45 <45 <45 <45 <45 <45
>45 >45 >45 >45 >45 >45 >45
>45 >45 >45 >45 >45 >45 >45
>45 >45 >45 >45 >45 >45 >45
>45 >45 >45 >45 >45 >45 >45
>45 >45 >45 >45 >45 >45 >45
>45 >45 >45 >45 >45 >45 >45
>45 >45 >45 >45 >45 >45 >45
>45 >45 >45 >45 >45 >45 >45

I-5 south of Parker/Los Angeles

I-5 south of Hadey/Los Angeles

I-5 south of SR-126/Los Angeles

I-5 south of Rye Canyon/Los Angeles

I-5 south of Magic Mountain/Los Angeles
I-5 south of Valencia/Los Angeles

I-5 south of McBean/Los Angeles

I-5 south of Lyons/Los Angeles
I-5 south of Calgrove/Los Angeles

O 00 O 0O O 0 0 0 ©

Notes:
1 The"45" referencein this table refers to either less than or more than 45 passenger vehicles per mile, per lane.

See Draft EIS/EIR, Appendix 4.8, December 2008 Traffic Report, for the complete listing of volume densities for all 1-5 freeway
segments.

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. - December 2008

489 MITIGATION MEASURES

489.1 Mitigation Measures Already Required by the Adopted
Newhall Ranch Specific Plan EIR

The County of Los Angeles previoudly adopted mitigation measures to minimize traffic impacts within the
Specific Plan area as part of its adoption of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and WRP. These measures are
found in the previoudy certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR and the adopted Mitigation
Monitoring Plansfor the Specific Plan and WRP (May 2003), and are summarized abovein Table4.8-1. In
addition, these mitigation measures (and related text) are set forth in full below, preceded by "SP," which
stands for Specific Plan.

On-Site (Except SR-126 - See below)

Thefollowing mitigation isrequired relativeto all on-site roadways and intersectionsexcept SR-126, whichis
discussed separately below:
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4.8 TRAFFIC

SP-4.8-1

SP-4.8-2

SP-4.8-3

SP-4.8-4

SP-4.8-5

The applicantsfor future subdivision maps which permit construction shall be responsiblefor
funding and constructing all on-sitetrafficimprovements except as otherwise provided bel ow.
The obligation to construct improvements shall not preclude the applicants' ability to seek
local, State or Federal funding for these facilities.

Prior to the approval of each subdivision map which permits construction, the applicant for
that map shall prepare a transportation performance evaluation which shall indicate the
specific improvements for all on-site roadways which are necessary to provide adequate
roadway and intersection capacity as well as adequate right-of-way for the subdivision and
other expected traffic. Transportation performance evaluations shall be approved by Los
Angeles County Department of Public Works according to standards and policiesin effect at
that time. The transportation performance evaluation shall form the basis for specific
conditions of approva for the subdivision.

The applicants for future subdivisions shall provide the traffic signals at the 15 locations
labeled "B" through"P" in Figure 4.8-17 aswell asany additional signalswarranted by future
subdivision design. Signal warrants shall be prepared as part of the transportation
performance evaluations noted in Mitigation 4.8-2.

All development within the Specific Plan shall conform to the requirements of the Los
Angeles County Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Ordinance.

The applicants for all future subdivision maps which permit construction shall consult with
the local transit provider regarding the need for, and locations of, bus pull-ins on highways
within the Specific Plan area. All bus pull-inlocations shall be approved by the Department
of Public Works, and approved bus pull-ins shall be constructed by the applicant.

Off-Site Arterials

SP-4.8-6

Prior to therecordation of the first subdivision map which permits construction, the applicant
for that map shall prepareatransportation performance eval uation which shall determinethe
specific improvements needed to each off-site arterial and related costs in order to provide
adequate roadway and intersection capacity for the expected Specific Plan and General Plan
buildout traffic trips. Thetransportation performance evaluation shall be based on the Master
Plan of Highways in effect at that time and shall be approved by the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works. The applicant shall be required to fund its fair share of
improvements to these arterials, as stated on Table 4.8-18. The applicants total funding
obligation shall be equitably distributed over the housing units and non-residential building
square footage (i.e., Business Park, Visitor-Serving, Mixed-Use, and Commercial) in the
Specific Plan, and shall be a fee to be paid to the County and/or the City at each building
permit. For off-site areas within the County unincorporated area, the applicant may construct
improvements for credit against or in lieu of paying the fee.

Freeways and State Highways (I-5 and SR-126 in L os Angeles County)

SP-4.87

Each future performance evaluation which shows that a future subdivision map will create
significant impacts on SR-126 shall analyze the need for additional travel laneson SR-126. If
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adequate lane capacity is not available at the time of subdivision, the applicant of the
subdivision shall fund or construct the improvements necessary to serve the proposed
increment of development. Construction or funding of any required facilities shall not
preclude the applicant's ability to seek State, Federal or local funding for these facilities.

Congestion M anagement

SP-4.8-8

Proj ect-specific environmental analysisfor future subdivision mapswhich allow construction
shall comply with the requirements of the Congestion Management Program in effect at the
time that subdivision map isfiled.

SR-126 in Ventura County

SP-4.8-9

Prior to the recordation of thefirst subdivision map which permits construction, the applicant
for that map shall prepare atransportation evaluation including all of the Specific Plan land
uses which shall determine the specific improvements needed to the following intersections
with SR-126 in the City of Fillmore and community of Piru in Ventura County: "A", "B",
"C", "D" and "E" Streets, Old Telegraph, Olive, Central, Santa Clara, Mountain View, El
Dorado Road, and Pole Creek (Fillmore), and Main/Torrey and Center (Piru). The related
costs of those intersection improvements and the project'sfair share shall be estimated based
upon the expected Specific Plan traffic volumes. Thetransportation performance eval uation
shall be based on the Los Angeles County Master Plan of Highwaysin effect at that time and
shall be approved by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works. The applicant's
total funding obligation shall be equitably distributed over the housing units and non-
residential building square footage (i.e., Business Park, Visitor Center, Mixed Use, and
Commercial) in the Specific Plan, and shall be afeeto be paid to the City of Fillmoreand the
County of Ventura at each building permit.

Freeway/Highway Inter sections and I nterchanges

SP-4.8-10

SP-4.8-11

SP-4.8-12

The Specific Plan is responsible to construct or fund its fair-share of the intersections and
interchange improvementsindicated on Table 4.8-18. Each futuretransportation performance
evaluation required by Mitigation M easure 4.8-2 which identifiesasignificant impact at these
locations due to subdivision map-generated traffic shall address the need for additiona
capacity at each of these locations. If adequate capacity is not available at the time of
subdivision map recordation, the performance eval uation shall determine the improvements
necessary to carry Specific Plan generated traffic, as well asthe fair share cost to construct
such improvements. If the future subdivision is conditioned to construct a phase of
improvementswhich resultsin an overpayment of thefair-share cost of theimprovement, then
an appropriate adjustment (offset) to the fees paid to Los Angeles County and/or City of Santa
Clarita pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.8-6 above shall be made.

The applicant of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan shall participate in an I-5 developer fee
program, if adopted by the Board of Supervisors for the Santa Clarita Valley.

The applicant of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan shall participatein atransit fee program, if
adopted for the entire Santa ClaritaValley by Los Angees County and City of SantaClarita.
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SP-4.8-13 Prior to the approval of each subdivision map which permits construction, the applicant for
that map shall prepare atraffic analysis approved by the Los Angeles County Department of
Public Works. The analysis will assess project and cumulative development (including an
existing plus cumulative devel opment scenario under the County's Traffic Impact Analysis
Report Guidelines (T1A) and its Devel opment Monitoring System (DM S)). Inresponsetothe
traffic analysis, the applicant may construct off-site traffic improvementsfor credit againgt, or
in lieu of paying, the mitigation fees described in Mitigation Measure 4.8-6 above. If future
subdivision maps are developed in phases, atraffic study for each phase of the subdivision
map may be submitted to determine the improvements needed to be constructed with that
phase of development.

Water Reclamation Plant

SP-5.0-36 If SR-126 is till atwo-lane highway at the time of WRP construction, a construction traffic
management plan shall be prepared and implemented. This plan shall address site access,
staging and storage areas, hours of construction, work crew parking, warning and traffic
control signs and devices, flag men, temporary detouring, etc., as appropriate, to avoid a
significant impact on SR-126.

SP-5.0-37 An encroachment permit shall be obtained from Caltrans, for accessto the plant sitefrom SR-
126.

4892 Mitigation Measures Already Required by the Adopted VCC EIR

The County of L os Angeles adopted mitigation measuresto minimizetrafficimpactswithin the V CC planning
areaas part of itsapproval of the VCC project. These measuresarefound in the previoudy certified VCC EIR
(April 1990), and are summarized in Table 4.8-2, above. In addition, these mitigation measuresare set forthin
full below, preceded by "VCC-TR," which stands for Valencia Commerce Center - Traffic.

At the time of adoption, the V CC mitigation measures represented the best available mitigation imposed by
Los Angeles County. As noted in Subsection 4.8.1.2.1, above, additional environmental review will be
conducted by Los Angeles County with respect to the VCC planning area because the applicant recently
submitted the last tentative parcel map for build-out of the VCC planning area. Implementation of the
previoudly adopted, applicable VCC mitigation measures and additional mitigation requirements (e.g.,
measures similar to those previously adopted for the Specific Plan areaand/or recommended for the proposed
Proj ect) would ensure that significant impactsto traffic/accesswithin the VCC planning areaare reduced to the
extent feasible.

VCC-TR-1 Participate in improvements to the Backer Road/I-5 Interchange.

VCC-TR-2 Improve Backer Rd. from the I-5 Freeway to Henry Mayo Dr. (SR-126).

VCC-TR-3 Improve Henry Mayo Drive from Backer Road to the I-5 Freeway with a minimum of two
through lanes in each direction and additional turn lanes at Intersections.

VCC-TR-4 Provide full half-street improvements on SR-126 along project frontage to Expressway
Standards.
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VCC-TR-5
VCC-TR-6

VCC-TR-7
VCC-TR-8

VCC-TR-9

VCC-TR-10

VCC-TR-11

VCC-TR-12

VCC-TR-13

Provide detailed striping plans for Backer Rd. and The Old Road.

Entering into a secured agreement with the Department of Public Worksto contributeto the
cost of installing signals at the following intersections as warrants indicate:

The Old Road/Hasley Canyon Road;
The Old Road/Backer Road;

e The Old Road/SB |-5 ramps (rel ocated);
e The Old Road/Sedona Way;

e The Old Road/SR-126 EB ramps;

e The Old Road/SR-126 WB ramps,

o Backer Road/l-5 NB ramps;

o Backer Road/l-5 SB ramps;

o Backer Road/Cambridge Drive;

o Backer Road/Hasley Canyon Road north;
o Backer Road/Hasley Canyon Road south;

e Backer Road/Henry Mayo Drive; and
o Backer Road/"C" Street
Payment of appropriate Bridge and Thoroughfare District fees.

Per Al Kelm of the Department of Public Works, Traffic and Lighting Division, occupancy
permits shall not beissued until Backer Road i s constructed from Hadl ey Canyon Road to SR-
126 unless atraffic study shows, to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works that
adequate capacity is available for areatraffic viaan alternate access to SR-126.

Supplementa traffic studies will be prepared as part of the individua tentative map
processing.

Backer Road will be realigned to the north amaximum distance of 50" and average distance of
25'to dlow for the construction of an 11' combination berm and wall between the homesand
the road.

Pedestrian safety will be maintained through the construction of apaseo bridge across Backer
Road, just west of the Cambridge intersection, and the placement of sdewalks along both
sides of Backer Road.

A noise study will be conducted subsequent to the completion of Backer Road from Hasley
Creek to SR-126 to determine whether restrictions to nighttime truck traffic are warranted
because of single event noise impacts to residents along Backer Road.

Construction of 1/2 street improvements on The Old Road from Backer Rode to SR-126.
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VCC-TR-14  Entering into a secured agreement with the Department of Public Works to contribute to the
cost of installing signals at the following intersections:

e Backer Road/Biscailuz Drive;

The Old Road/Biscailuz Drive;

The Old Road/Hasley Canyon Road;
I-5 southbound ramps/SR-126; and
I-5 northbound ramps/SR-126

VCC-TR-15 Payment of appropriate Bridge and Thoroughfare Digtrict fees.

VCC-TR-16  Supplemental traffic studies will be prepared as part of the individual tentative map
processing.

VCC-TR-17  Vacation of Hasley Canyon Road so that there is no through traffic between Backer and The
Old Road.

4.89.3 Mitigation Measures Relating to the Entrada Planning Area

The County of Los Angeleshas not yet prepared or rel eased adraft EIR for the proposed devel opment within
the portion of the Entrada planning area that would be facilitated by approval of the SCP component of the
proposed Project. Asaresult, there are no previously adopted mitigation measures for the Entrada planning
area. However, the adoption and implementation of measures similar to those previously adopted for the
Specific Plan area and/or recommended for the proposed Project would ensure that potential impacts to
traffic/access within the Entrada planning area are reduced to the extent feasible.

4894  Additional Mitigation M easures Proposed by thisEIS/EIR

Based on the analysis presented above, the following mitigation measures, which are in addition to those
previously adopted by the County of Los Angelesin connection with its approva of the Specific Plan, WRP,
and V CC projects, are proposed to provide additional capacity at theimpacted roadwaysthroughout the Project
study area. Additional capacity may be provided by constructing additional lanes, re-striping existing lanes, or
implementing other roadway improvements. It should be noted that not al of the proposed mitigation measures
are applicable to dl of the Project aternatives. The applicability of each mitigation measure is noted in
parentheses following the text of the mitigation measure. Table 4.8-27, Mitigation Measure Fair-Share
Percentages, below, liststhe applicable percentage contribution required of each Project aternativereativeto
each mitigation measure. The percentage is a calculation of the Project's share of the forecast increases in
traffic at theidentified location. . » ach of theimpacted
locations is within an established (or in the case of the W&stsde a propO%d) bridge and thoroughfare
assessment district, or within the limits of the planned I-5 improvement project. The additional measures are
preceded by "TR," to designate that they are traffic-related mitigation.
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Table4.8-27
Mitigation M easur e Fair -Shar e Per centages
L ocation/County Fair-Shar e Per centages by Alternative
2 3 4 5 6 7
Magic Mtn west of Westridge/Los Angeles n/a n/a n/a’ na'  100.0% n/a
Magic Mtn west of The Old Road/Los Angeles n/a* n/a' n/a* n/a* 55.6%  52.0%
The Old Road north of Rye Cyn/Los Angeles n/a" n/a* n/a* na'  333%  30.4%
The Old Road north of Magic Mtr/Los Angeles 333% 333% na' n/a* 61.0%  51.5%
Rye Cyn east of The Old Road/L os Angeles 375% 37.5% 33.3% 33.3% 44.4%  37.5%
Via Princessa east of Santa Clarita/Los Angeles 15%  15%  15% 1.5% n/a' n/a'
McBean south of Avenue Scott n/a n/a n/a’ n/a* 333% na
I-5 south of Parker/Los Angeles 25%  2.5% n/al n/al n/at n/at
I-5 south of Hasley/L os Angeles 1.3%  1.3% n/at n/a 2.0% 0.7%
I-5 south of SR-126/Los Angeles 0.9% 1.8% 0.9% n/a' 4.4% 0.9%
I-5 south of Rye Canyor/Los Angeles 41%  41% n/al n/al n/at n/at
I-5 south of Magic Mtn/Los Angeles 47%  47% n/at n/at n/at n/at
|-5 south of Valencia/lLos Angeles 7.9%  7.9% 4.7% n/at 3.5% n/a
I -5 south of McBean/Los Angeles 6.4% 6.4% 4.3% 3.3% 3.3% n/at
I-5 south of Lyons/Los Angeles 159% 148% 12.7% 127%  11.5% n/at
I-5 south of Calgrove/Los Angeles 148% 14.8% 12.8% 10.7% 10.7% 5.1%

Notes:
1

Not Applicable (no impact for this alternative at this location)

See Draft EIS/EIR, Appendix 4.8, December 2008 Traffic Report, for summary of ADT share calculation.

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. - December 2008

TR-1

TR-2

TR-3

TR-4

The Project applicant shall design and construct Magic Mountain Parkway west of Westridge
Parkway in a manner that increases the planned six-lane augmented roadway to an eight-lane
roadway. (This mitigation measure is applicable to Alternative 6 only.)

The Project applicant shall contributeitsfair-share of the coststo add additiona capacity to Magic
Mountain Parkway west of The Old Road by increasing the planned eight-lane augmented roadway
to a10-lane roadway. (This mitigation measure is applicable to Alternative 7 only.)

The Project applicant shall contributeitsfair-share of the coststo add additiona capacity to Magic
Mountain Parkway west of The Old Road by increasing the planned eight-lane augmented roadway
to a 10-lane augmented roadway. (This mitigation measure is applicable to Alternative 6 only.)

The Project applicant shall contribute its fair-share of the costs to add additional capacity to The
Old Road north of Rye Canyon Road by increasing the planned six-lane roadway to a six-lane
augmented roadway. (This mitigation measure is applicable to Alternatives 6 and 7 only.)
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TR-5

TR-6

TR-7

TR-8

TR-9

TR-10

TR-11

TR-12

TR-13

TR-14

TR-15

The Project applicant shall contribute its fair-share of the costs to add additional capacity to The
Old Road north of Magic Mountain Parkway by increasing the planned six-lane roadway to asix-
lane augmented roadway. (This mitigation measureisapplicableto Alternatives 2, 3, and 7 only.)

The Project applicant shall contribute its fair-share of the coststo add additional capacity to The
Old Road north of Magic Mountain Parkway by increasing the planned six-lane roadway to an
eight-lane augmented roadway. (This mitigation measure is applicable to Alternative 6 only.)

The Project applicant shall contribute its fair-share of the coststo add additional capacity to Rye
Canyon Road east of The Old Road by increasing the existing six-lane roadway to a six-lane
augmented roadway. (This mitigation measure is applicable to Alternatives 2 through 7.)

The Project applicant shall contribute its fair-share of the costs to add additiona capacity to Via
Princessa east of Santa Clarita Road by increasing the planned six-lane roadway to a six-lane

roadway. (This mitigation measure is applicable to Alternatives 2, 3, 4 and 5 only.)

The Project applicant shall contribute its fair-share of the costs to add additional capacity to
M cBean Parkway south of Avenue Scott by increasing the planned eight-lane roadway to an eight-
lane augmented roadway. (This mitigation measure is applicable to Alternative 6 only.)

The Project applicant shall contribute its fair-share of the costs of adding one HOV lanein each
direction to the segment of 1-5 south of Parker. (This mitigation measure is applicable to
Alternatives 2 and 3.)

The Project applicant shall contribute its fair-share of the costs of adding one HOV lanein each

direction to the segment of I-5 south of Hasley. (This mitigation measure is applicable to
Alternatives 2, 3, 6 and 7 only.)

The Project applicant shall contribute its fair-share of the costs of adding one HOV lanein each
direction to the segment of 1-5 south of SR-126. (This mitigation measure is applicable to
Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 6 and 7 only.)

The Project applicant shall contribute its fair-share of the costs of adding one HOV lane in each
direction to the segment of |-5 south of Rye Canyon. (This mitigation measure is applicable to
Alternatives 2 and 3 only.)

The Project applicant shall contribute its fair-share of the costs of adding one HOV lanein each
direction to the segment of 1-5 south of Magic Mountain Parkway. (This mitigation measure is
applicable to Alternatives 2 and 3 only.)

The Project applicant shall contribute its fair-share of the costs of adding one HOV lanein each
direction to the segment of -5 south of VVaenciaBoulevard. (Thismitigation measureisapplicable
to Alternatives 2, 3, 4 and 6 only.)
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TR-16  The Project applicant shall contribute its fair-share of the costs of adding one HOV lanein each
direction to the segment of |-5 south of McBean Parkway. (Thismitigation measureisapplicableto
Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5and 6 only.)

TR-17 The Project applicant shall contribute its fair-share of the costs of adding one HOV lanein each
direction, and one truck lane in the southbound direction, to the segment of I-5 south of Lyons
Avenue. (This mitigation measure is applicable to Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 only.)

TR-18 The Project applicant shall contribute its fair-share of the costs of adding one HOV lane in each
direction, two truck lanes in the southbound direction, and one truck lane in the northbound
direction to the segment of 1-5 south of Calgrove Avenue. (Thismitigation measureisapplicableto
Alternatives 2 through 7.)

With respect to Mitigation Measures TR-10 through TR-18, Caltrans presently isimplementing thel-5HOV +
Truck Lanes SR-14 to Parker Road project, which WI|| add the identified HOV and truck lanes to |-5.

D;eprel iminary

1 an, and CQDSLUCILQD_IS ant|C| pated to Mbe
completed between—ZO%and in. 2015 For additional information, please see Fina EIS/EIR, Appendix F4.8,
I-5 HOV/Truck Lanes Project SR 14 to Parker Road, Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
A . Ct (S The selected Project aternative, and
other cumulative devel opment would be reqw red to contributeitsfair-shareto thel-5 project, which will add:
(1) oneHOV lanein each direction on I-5 from the SR-14 interchange north to Parker Road; (2) truck climbing
lanes in each direction from the SR-14 interchange to Calgrove Boulevard (northbound) and Pico Canyon
Road/Lyons Avenue (southbound); and (3) full auxiliary laneswithin portions of the Project study area. (See
(Revised) Figur e 4.8-40, Long-Range Freeway System for the Los Angeles County Area, and Draft EIS/EIR,
Appendix 4.8, 2007 1-5 Improvement Project Study, and Transportation Concept Report, Caltrans, November

1998.)

4.8.9.5 Existing Plus Project Impacts Mitigation

Based on the existing plus project analysis presented herein, 14 roadway segments and one freeway segment
would be significantly impacted under the proposed Project; a subset of these road segments would be
significantly impacted under each of the Project aternatives.

Each of the significantly impacted segmentsis|ocated within the Santa ClaritaValley portion of the study area,
and each would be mitigated with: (i) construction of the new and expanded roadways built as part of the city
of Santa Claritaand County of Los Angeles highway plans through the applicable Bridge and Thoroughfare
Districts; (ii) construction of the roads to be built as part of the access for the proposed Project (see Draft
EIS/EIR, Appendix 4.8, 2008 Traffic Report, Appendix B); and (iii) implementation of the specific mitigation
mesasures identified in Subsection 4.8.9.4, Additional Mitigation Measures Proposed by this EISEIR.
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Future conditions with the new and expanded roadways in place are evaluated in the long-range impacts
analysis conducted for the proposed Project and the aternatives and presented in Subsection 4.8.8, Impacts of
the Proposed Project and Alternatives. Subsection 4.8.10, Summary of Significance Findings, illustratesthat
with implementation of the identified specific Project mitigation measures, the significant impactsidentified
under the long-range impacts analysis would be reduced to less than significant. Thus, the analysis showsthat
with build-out of the city of Santa Claritaand County of Los Angeles highway plans, in combination with the
mitigation measuresidentified in thisEIS/EIR, the significant impactsidentified under the existing plus project
scenario would be fully mitigated and no additiona or other mitigation would be necessary.

4.8.10 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANCE FINDINGS

Table 4.8-28, Mitigated Arterial and Freeway Segments - Long-Range Build-out Conditions - Volume/
Capacity Ratios, depictstheindividual roadway segments significantly impacted by the Project alternatives, the
number of lanesthat would result with implementation of the proposed mitigation, and theresulting v/cratios.
As shown on Table 4.8-28, implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, in combination with
implementation of other roadway improvements made necessary by cumulative devel opment, would result in
each of the impacted roadway segments operating at acceptable v/c and volume density ratios under the
proposed Project and each alternative as a result of the increased capacity attributable to the roadway
improvement mitigation. Theincreased capacity would accommodate the increased traffic and, thereby, reduce
impactsto alevel below significant. The one exceptionis Alternative 1, the No Action/No Project Alternative.
Asdiscussed in Subsection 4.8.8.1, under Alternative 1, deficient roadway conditions would continue at the
following twelvelocations. ViaPrincessaeast of Santa ClaritaRoad, I-5 south of Hadley (SB), I-5 south of SR-
126 (SB), I-5 south of Rye Canyon (SB), 1-5 south of Magic Mountain (SB), I-5 south of Vaencia(NB and
SB), I-5 south of McBean (NB and SB), 1-5 south of Lyons (NB and SB), and I-5 south of Calgrove (SB).>2

s The resulting v/c ratio for Via Princessa east of Santa Clarita Road is depicted on Table 4.8-28
because this segment would be significantly impacted by the Project alternatives and, therefore, isincluded
within thetable; the other road segmentsthat would operate under deficient conditionsunder the No Action/No
Project Alternative are not significantly impacted by the Project alternatives and, accordingly, not included on
thetable. Appendix 4.8 includesthe completelisting of v/cratiosfor al study arearoad segments, including
those segments that would operate at deficient conditions under the No Action/No Project Alternative.
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Table4.8-28

Mitigated Arterial and Freeway Segments - Long-Range Build-Out Conditions - Volume/Capacity Ratios

L ocation/County Resulting V/C by Alternative (with Mitigation)
No. Lanes * 2 3 4 5 6 7
Magic Mtn west of Westridge/Los Angeles 8 na -- -- -- -- 1(')0 --
Magic Mtn west of Old Road/Los Angeles 10 .56 -- -- -- -- -- 97
Magic Mtn west of Old Road/L os Angeles 10A .56 -- -- -- -- .86 --
The Old Road north of Rye Cyn/Los Angeles 6A .93 -- -- -- -- .89 .88
The Old Road north of Magic Mtn/Los 6A 87 85 85 _ _ _ 98
Angeles
The Old Road north of Magic Mtn/Los 8A 87 B B B B 81 -
Angeles
Rye Cyn east of The Old Road/Los Angeles 6A .96 89 89 88 .8 .92 .89
ViaPrincessa east of Santa Clarita/Los 8 120 92 92 9 9 - B
Angeles
McBean south of Avenue Scott/Los Angeles 8A .99 -- -- -- -- 85 -
82 8 8 .80 .80 .78
I-5 south of Parker (NB) 8M + 2 HOV .788 0 9 1 1 1 8
76 76 75 74 74 73
I-5 south of Partner (SB) 8M + 2 HOV 723 0 0 1 6 6 6
79 79 79 79 79 .78
I-5 south of Hasley (NB 8M + 2 HOV 782 1 1 5 5 8 5
91 91 87 .8 .89 .87
I-5 south of Hasley (SB 8M + 2 HOV .856 0 0 0 5 6 6
g7 .77 g7 77 79 76
I-5 south of SR-126 (NB) 8M + 2 HOV .769 0 1 2 1 1 9
83 84 79 78 .83 .80
I-5 south of SR-126 (SB) 8M + 2 HOV 776 6 1 5 7 0 5
g7 77 77 77 79 .76
I-5 south of Rye Canyon (NB) 8M + 2 HOV .769 0 1 > 1 1 9
91 92 87 87 .88 .88
I-5 south of Rye Canyon (SB) 8M + 2 HOV 873 8 0 7 5 4 1
. J1 .71 J1r 71 7171
-5 south of Magic Mtn (NB) 8M + 2 HOV T g 9 8 6 4 1
. 98 98 93 93 .93 .93
I-5 south of Magic Mtn (SB) 8M + 2 HOV .930 0 1 5 5 6 7
. 83 83 83 .82 82 8
I-5 south of Vaencia (NB) 8M + 2 HOV .819 0 0 0 8 0 5
: 9 90 87 87 87 .85
I-5 south of Vaencia (SB) 8M + 2 HOV .855 9 9 5 1 5 8
84 84 84 84 8 .83
-5 south of McBean (NB) 8M + 2 HOV 828 o 0 c 3 . 5
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Table4.8-28

Mitigated Arterial and Freeway Segments - Long-Range Build-Out Conditions - Volume/Capacity Ratios

L ocation/County NR?II_IQ:SS - VIC b2y Alte;nativi(with;\/l itigaéion) -
I-6 south of McBean (SB) eM+2HOV o4 o P ¥ ¥ %D
1-5 south of Lyons (NB) B A
I-5 south of Lyons (SB) 8M ;TZ(Q;V * 709 -29 .19 .26 .756 .746 .;4
I-5 south of Calgrove (NB) M + 2? OV*2 200 '723 '713 ';3 '753 '22 -751
I-5 south of Calgrove (SB) BM¥2HOVH2 gy fL 1L 38 %686

1 No Action/No-Project Alternative v/c without mitigation, included for reference purposes only.

See Draft EIS/EIR, Appendix 4.8, December 2008 Traffic Report, for the complete listing of v/c ratios for all study area roadway
segments.

As shown on Table 4.8-29, Mitigated Freeway Segments - Long-Range Build-Out conditions - Volume
Density Ratios, implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, in combination with fair-share
participation by cumulative devel opment would result in each of the significantly impacted freeway segments
operating at acceptable volume density ratios (<45) under the proposed Project and each alternative.

Table 4.8-29
Mitigated Freeway Segments- L ong-Range Build-Out Conditions- Volume Density Ratios
L ocation/County Lanes Volume Density by Alternative (with Mitigation)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I-5 south of Parker/Los Angeles 8M + 2 HOV 282 287 287 285 285 283 283
I-5 south of Hasley/L os Angeles 8M + 2 HOV 327 330 330 329 329 331 329
I-5 south of SR-126/Los Angeles 8M + 2 HOV 336 337 338 337 337 343 337
I-5 south of Rye Canyon/Los Angeles 8M + 2 HOV 406 414 414 408 408 411 408
I-5 south of Magic Mtn/Los Angeles 8M + 2 HOV 423 431 431 426 424 424 424
I-5 south of Vaencia/Los Angeles 8M + 2 HOV 304 312 312 309 309 307 305
I-5 south of McBean/Los Angeles 8M + 2 HOV 3b4 362 362 359 358 358 356
I-5 south of Lyons/L os Angeles 8M+2HOV +T2 287 301 300 298 298 29.7 291
I-5 south of Calgrove/Los Angeles 8M +2HOV +T 284 297 297 295 293 293 288

2 Truck lanein the southbound direction only

See Draft EIS/EIR, Appendix 4.8, December 2008 Traffic Report, for the complete listing of volume densities for all 1-5 freeway
segments.

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. - December 2008
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Table 4.8 30 presentsasummary of the significance threshol d exceedance of each of the Project alternatives,
and thereduced level of impact that could be achieved for each alternative by applying appropriate mitigation
measures, which would increase the capacity of theimpacted roadways, thereby reducing theidentified impacts

to alevel below significant.

Table 4.8-30
Summary of Significant Traffic Impacts - Pre- And Post-Mitigation
Applicable Impacts of Alternatives- Pre/Post Mitigation
Significance Criteria Mitigation

Measures Altl Alt2 Alt3 Alt4 Alt5 Alt6 Alt7

Arterial Roadways

Proposed Project would cause aLos

TR-1, TR-2,
Angeles County roadway segment to go TR-3 TR4
from LOS A-Eto LOSF, and a Ventura TR-5' TR—6’ NI/NI - SI/IM SI/M SIIM SIIM SIIM - SITM
County roadway segment to go from TR 7’ TR-9’

LOSA-Dto LOSE.

Proposed Project would increase the v/c
ratio at an existing deficient condition TR-8 NI/NI SI/IM Si/IM SIIM SI/IM SIIM SIIM
location by .01 or more.

I-5 Segments
TR-10, TR-11,
Proposed Project would cause or TR-12, TR-13,
contributeto av/c > 1.0 and increase TR-14,TR-15, NI/NI SI/M SI/M  SI/M SI/M SI/M - SIIM
the v/c by .020 or more. TR-16, TR-17,
TR-18

Sl = Significant adverse impact

M = Impact mitigated to level below significance

NI = No Impact

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. - December 2008
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Table 4.8-31 presents a summary of the aggregate number of roadway segments that would result in direct,
indirect, and secondary impacts by the proposed Project and each aternative, as shown under pre- and post-
mitigation conditions. As shown in Table 4.8-31, Alternative 6 would result in the highest number of
significantly impacted roadway segments before mitigation -- 14 roadway segments would be significantly
impacted under Alternative 6. After mitigation, for each Project aternative, dl of theidentified impactswould
be reduced to alevel below significant.

Table 4.8-31
Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments - Pre- And Post-Mitigation
Alternative Pre-Mitigation Significantly Post-Mitigation Significantly
Impacted Roadways I mpacted Roadways
Direct I ndirect Secondary Direct I ndirect Secondary
Alternative 2 - - 14 - - -
Alternative 3 - - 14 - - -
Alternative 4 - - 10 - - -
Alternative 5 - - 7 - - -
Alternative 6 - 1 13 - - -
Alternative 7 - - 8 - - -

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. - December 2008

4.8.11 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

With implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, and based on the County of Los Angeles, city of
Santa Clarita, and Caltrans each requiring fair-share participation of other projectsin theidentified mitigation
measures through the various bridge and thoroughfare assessment districts presently in place, and other
applicable mitigation mechanisms including the CEQA environmenta review process, no significant
unavoidable traffic impacts would occur relative to the proposed Project (Alternative 2). Similarly,
Alternatives 3 through 7 would result in significant impacts absent mitigation, but the measuresidentified in
this section would reduce the magnitude of these impactsto alevel below significant.
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