


























































4 Alternatives to the Approved Project 

4.1 Introduction 

An EIR is generally required to describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to 
the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project 
but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate 
the comparative merits of the alternatives. The discussion of alternatives, however, need not be 
exhaustive, but rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that 
will foster informed decision-making and public participation. An EIR must also evaluate the "no 
project" alternative. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives that are infeasible. 

Given that this Draft Supplemental EIR is a supplement to the previously certified Final EIR, this 
alternatives analysis includes a summary of the prior alternatives that were analyzed in the Final 
EIR, a modified no project alternative and an additional Reduced Development Footprint/Reduced 
Density Alternative. 

4.2 Project Objectives 

The purpose of the alternatives analysis in an EIR is to evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives 
which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. For context, set forth below are 
the project objectives for the Approved Project stated in the Draft EIR: 1 

1. To provide a substantial amount of high-quality housing for local and area residents to meet 
existing and future needs of those desiring to live in the northeast San Fernando Valley and 
to help alleviate the substantial housing shortage in the City. 

2. To provide greater regional housing opportunities for homebuyers and assist in satisfying the 
housing needs for the region . 

3. To invigorate the local economy by providing employment and business opportunities 
associated with the construction, use, and occupancy of the proposed project. 

4. To permanently preserve over 75 percent of the project site as open space. 

5. To provide ample equestrian and other recreational amenities, as well as significant passive 
open space and landscaping areas. 

6. To establish a low-density residential community that avoids the crowded appearance of a 
typical subdivision . 

7. To provide a peaceful, attractive residential development within the context of the surrounding 
man-made and natural environment, and separate and shield the development to maximize 
environmental and land use compatibility with surrounding uses. 

See Section 111 , Project Description , pages 11 1-9 to 111-10 of the Draft EIR, October 2003. 
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8. To locate the residential development in proximity to existing infrastructure and services where 
possible. 

9. To provide safe, efficient and aesthetically attractive streets in the residential development 
with convenient connections to adjoining arterials and freeways, while minimizing traffic 
impacts on existing residential neighborhoods. 

10. To minimize impacts to important natural landforms and significant natural resources. 

11. To develop a residential project on the project site that is financially viable and thereby permits 
(1) the donation or dedication of all of the project site located outside the Development Areas 
to an appropriate public agency or nonprofit entity and (2) the development of public and 
private equestrian and other recreational amenities on the project site. 

4.3 Analytical Assumptions And Methodology 

The same level of detail is not required in the alternatives analysis as is required in the analysis 
of the project. Rather, an EIR should include "sufficient information about each alternative to allow 
meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. "2 As such, the 
alternatives analysis is presented as a comparative qualitative and quantitative analysis to the 
project, and assumes that all applicable mitigation measures proposed for the project would apply 
to each alternative. Impacts associated with each alternative are compared to the project's 
impacts and are classified as increase, reduced, or essentially equivalent to the level of impact 
associated with the project. 

4.4 Overview Of Project Alternatives In Final EIR 

An EIR is required to describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location 
of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would 
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the 
comparative merits of the alternatives. The project alternatives should feasibly attain "most of the 
basic objectives of the project," even though implementation of the project alternatives might, to 
some degree, impede the attainment of some of those objectives or be more costly. The 
discussion of alternatives, need not be exhaustive, but rather it must consider a reasonable range 
of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public 
participation. 

The following alternatives were evaluated in the Final EIR: 

Alternative A: No Project Alternative. 

Alternative B: Development Area A Only, 280 Lots. 

Alternative C: Duke Property Alternative Access, 280 Lots (Access to Development Area A via 
the Duke Property). This was included as part of the Approved Project. 

2 Section 15126.6(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines. 
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Alternative D: Reduced Density, 87 Lots (87 single-family homes throughout the entire Project 
Site). 

Alternative E: Reduced Density, 210 Lots (25% reduction in density in Development Areas A and 
B). 

4.5 Alternatives Previously Rejected as Infeasible 

As described above, Section 15126.6(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires EIRs to identify any 
alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the 
scoping process, and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency's determination. In 
addition to the five alternatives listed above, several other alternatives were considered and 
rejected in the Final EIR. 

An alternative involving both hillside residential development and commercial uses on the flat 
portions of the Project Site along La Tuna Canyon Road was considered and rejected because 
the Project Site is not zoned for commercial uses. Furthermore, the development of commercial 
uses would not satisfy any of the project objectives other than invigorating the local economy by 
providing employment and business opportunities associated with the construction, use and 
occupancy of the project site. 

An alternative involving the development of 569 single-family homes solely on the northern portion 
of the Original Project Site was considered and rejected for a variety of environmental 
considerations, including incompatibility with surrounding land uses, extensive grading, and 
impacts to biological and visual resources, traffic generation, and impacts to public services and 
utilities. This alternative was formulated by a prominent Southern California homebuilder several 
years ago after Whitebird acquired the Original Project Site. 

Subsequently, the Applicant developed a proposal to construct approximately 375 single-family 
homes on the Original Project Site. This proposal was presented to the community and the former 
Council member for District 2. Based on comments received at that time, the Applicant revised the 
proposal to substantially reduce the project density to 280 single-family homes and preserve more 
than 75 percent of the Original Project Site as open space. 

During the Notice of Preparation scoping period (for the Draft EIR), a reduced-footprint alternative 
was suggested that limited all development to two clusters. The first cluster, located north of the 
1-210 Freeway, would apparently have included all lots shown on the project site plan north of the 
SCE transmission lines, together with the lots that bordered the southern boundary of the 
transmission lines. These homes would have access from Verdugo Crestline Drive. The second 
cluster, located south of the 1-210 Freeway, would have included approximately 15 lots located in 
the western portion of Development Area B. These lots would have a single means of access 
from La Tuna Canyon Road from a bridge shown on the project site plan. This alternative was 
considered and rejected because it would substantially increase traffic in the residential 
neighborhood north of the Original Project Site and would not be financially viable. 

Alternative sites were not analyzed because the Applicant did not own or control other property 
within the City that would satisfy the project objectives. 
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With respect to Development Area A, an alternative was considered to provide secondary 
emergency access through Woodward Avenue, an existing 40-foot-wide public right-of-way 
adjacent to the northerly boundary line of the project site and near the northwest boundary of 
Development Area A. Most of Woodward Avenue south of Glenties Lane is unimproved, except 
for the portion of the road located near Foothill Boulevard that travels through an existing Sunland 
residential area. The improvement of Woodward Avenue for secondary access would provide little 
benefit for existing residents at the north end of the street because the neighborhood at the north 
end of Woodward Avenue is already fully developed in a grid pattern with many existing options 
for secondary emergency egress. 

4.6 Updated and New Alternatives 

To supplement the alternatives analysis in the Final EIR, this Draft Supplemental EIR reevaluates 
the No Project Alternative in the context of the requested ITP and evaluates an additional 
alternative, the Reduced Development Footprint/Reduced Density Alternative. This Draft 
Supplemental EIR is limited to the analysis of the Approved Project's impact on the CBB 
associated with the requested ITP, so this alternatives analysis focuses on the comparative 
differences in impacts on the CBB. The summary of the two alternatives is as follows: 

• No Project Alternative. No development and the Project Site remains unchanged . 

• Reduced Development Footprint/Reduced Density Alternative. Reduction in the number 
of homes by 30 percent, or 67 units, from 221 to 154, and reduction in number of developed 
acres by 25 percent, or 41 acres, from 164 to 123. 

4.6.1 No Project Alternative 

As required by CEQA, the Draft EIR analyzed a No Project Alternative. Under that No Project 
Alternative, the Approved Project, despite having already been approved, would not be 
constructed and the entire 900-acre Original Project Site, including the remaining approximately 
300-acre Project Site, would remain undeveloped. The analysis of the No Project Alternative 
assumes the continuation of existing conditions. The potential environmental impact on the CBB 
associated with the No Project Alternative are described below and are compared to the potential 
environmental impact on the CBB associated with the Approved Project. 

The No Project Alternative would not involve any grading or disturb any biological resources on 
the Project Site. In comparison, the Approved Project would impact the CBB. Under this 
alternative, the impact on the CBB would be reduced by 100 percent because no development 
would occur. Therefore, the biological resources impact with respect to the CBB under the No 
Project Alternative would be less than significant and less than those associated with the 
Approved Project's impact on the CBB. 

Relationship to Project Objectives 

The No Project Alternative with respect to the remaining Project Site would not satisfy most of the 
project objectives because no development would occur on the Project Site. It would not provide 
any housing or development (objectives 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 9), would not provide open space and 
recreational amenities and landscaped areas (objectives 4 and 5), and would not result in a 
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financially viable project (objective 11 ). The No Project Alternative would only satisfy one project 
objective: 

10. Minimize impacts to important natural landforms and significant natural resources. 

4.6.2 Reduced Development Footprint/Reduced Density Alternative 

The Reduced Development Footprint/Reduced Density Alternative includes a 25 percent 
reduction in the developed acres on the Project Site, from 164 to 123 acres, a decrease of 41 
acres, as shown in the red outlines on Figure 4-1, Reduced Development Footprint/Reduced 
Density Alternative, and a related 30 percent reduction in the number of homes, from 221 to 154 
homes, a decrease of 67 homes. This alternative would require single-loaded portions of the 
internal streets, meaning that development would occur on only one side of some streets. The 
streets would not be modified because fire safety and evacuation requirements require full 
circulation. This configuration would reduce the overall footprint and intensity of development 
while maintaining necessary infrastructure for safety and access. This alternative also includes 
the elimination of a planned park area in the southwest portion of the Project Site. 

Under this alternative, the impact on the CBB would be reduced by 25 percent because the 
development footprint would be reduced by 25 percent. However, the impact on the CBB would 
remain significant prior to mitigation because grading activities in the remaining 75 percent of the 
development area would impact the CBB and an ITP for the take of the CBB would still be 
required . In addition, and as discussed in Section 3, Environmental Impact Analysis, the Approved 
Project's impact on the CBB has been mitigated to a less-than-significant level by the permanent 
preservation of the approximately 600-acre Public Open Space. The permanent preservation of 
Public Open Space would similarly mitigate the impact of the Reduced Development 
Footprint/Reduced Density Alternative on the CBB to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the 
Reduced Development Footprint/Reduced Density Alternative would have a lesser impact on the 
CBB than the Approved Project, but in either case the impact on the CBB with the previously 
implemented mitigation would be less than significant. 

Relationship to Project Objectives 

The Reduced Development Footprint/Reduced Density Alternative would not satisfy all of the 
project objectives because it would result in the development of substantially fewer homes with 
fewer recreational facilities. It includes only 154 homes, as compared to the 221 homes that 
comprise the Approved Project and the 280 homes included in the Original Project that was 
analyzed in the Draft EIR. Specifically, this alternative would not satisfy the following project 
objectives: 

1. To provide a substantial amount of high-quality housing for local and area residents to 
meet existing and future needs of those desiring to live in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley and to help alleviate the substantial housing shortage in the City. 

11 . To develop a residential project on the project site that is financially viable and thereby 
permits (1) the donation or dedication of all of the project site located outside the 
Development Areas to an appropriate public agency or nonprofit entity and (2) the 
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development of public and private equestrian and other recreational amenities on the 
project site. 

The Reduced Development Footprint/Reduced Density Alternative would satisfy the following 
project, although to a lesser extent than the Approved Project or the Original Project: 

2. To provide greater regional housing opportunities for homebuyers and assist in 
satisfying the housing needs for the region. 

3. Invigorate the local economy by providing employment and business opportunities 
associated with the construction, use and occupancy of the project site. 

5. To provide ample recreational amenities, as well as significant passive open space 
and landscaping areas. 

The Reduced Development Footprint/Reduced Density Alternative would satisfy all of the other 
project objectives. 

4. 7 Environmentally Superior Alternative 

In addition to the discussion and comparison of impacts of a project and alternatives to that 
project, Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an "environmentally superior" 
alternative be selected and the reasons for such a selection disclosed . In general, the 
environmentally superior alternative is the alternative that would be expected to generate the least 
amount of adverse impacts. In this case, the No Project Alternative, in which the entire Project 
Site would remain undeveloped, would result in no impact on the CBB. However, Section 
15126.6(e)(2) states if the No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, then 
the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. 

Among the other alternatives evaluated in the Final EIR and this Draft Supplemental EIR, the 
Reduced Development Footprint/Reduced Density Alternative would result in the least impact on 
the CBB because it would involve the fewest acres of grading and resulting ground disturbance 
(123 acres) within the Original Project Site. It is therefore considered to be the environmentally 
superior alternative. However, as previously discussed, the Reduced Development 
Footprint/Reduced Density Alternative would not meet certain project objectives and would not 
meet other project objectives to the same extent as the Approved Project, due to the substantial 
reduction in the number of housing units in the City. 
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5 Preparers of the EIR and Persons Consulted 

5.1 Responsible Agency 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
South Coast Region 5 
3883 Ruffin Road, San Diego, CA 92123 
Erinn Wilson-Olgin, Regional Manager 
R5CEQA@wildlife.ca.gov 

5.2 Project Applicant 

Whitebird, Inc., doing business in California as California Whitebird, Inc. 

5.3 CEQA Consultant 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
9410 Topanga Canyon Boulevard, Suite 101, Chatsworth, CA 
Stacie Henderson, Vice President 
stacie@ceqa-nepa.com 

5.4 Biologist 

Glenn Lukes Associates 
1940 E. Deere Avenue, Suite 250, Santa Ana, CA 92705 
Lexi Kessans 
lkessans@wetlandpermitting.com 
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6.2 Acronyms and Terms 

Approved Project 

CBB 

CDFW 

CESA 

CEQA 

CFGC 

City Council 

CNDDB 

Conservation Easement 
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221 single-family homes in Development Area A 

Crotch's Bumble Bee 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

California Endangered Species Act 

California Environmental Quality Act 

California Fish and Game Code 

Los Angeles City Council 

California Natural Diversity Database 

Grant of Conservation Easement to MRCA 
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DMCA 

EIR 

Draft EIR 

Final EIR 

GLA 

1-210 

ITP 

LADOT 

LCI 

MRCA 

NOP 

Original Project 

Original Project Site 

PRC 

Project Site 

SCH 

SMMC 

Supplemental EIR 

Tataviam Tribe 

WREH 
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Desert and Mountain Conservation Authority 

Environmental Impact Report 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

Glenn Lukos Associates 

Interstate 210 

Incidental Take Permit 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

Governor's Office of Land Use and Climate Innovation 

Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority 

Notice of Preparation 

280 single-family homes in Development Areas A and B 

The approximately 900-acre project site for the Original Project 

California Public Resources Code 

The approximately 300-acre project site for the Approved Project 

State Clearinghouse 

Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

Fernanderio Tataviam Band of Mission Indians 

Whitebird Real Estate Holdings LLC 
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