Alternatives

CHAPTER 4 - ALTERNATIVES

4-1 INTRODUCTION

Section 15126.6(a) of theEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR “describe a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project, or to the locatiorthad project, which would feasibly attain most of

the basic objectives of the projemiit would avoid or substantigllessen any of the significant
effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” The objectives of
the proposed Los Angeles Pierce Cgdld-acilities Master Plan are to:

» Create a more active and productive Pierce Calledacationally, economically, and in the
community.

* Improve the image of the Pierce College Campus by giving priority to high visibility/high
use areas.

* Provide facilities to kow Pierce College to support projected enrollment in the year 2010.
* Enhance land resources and re-establish P@otiege as a center for urban agriculture.

» Create public/private partnerglsi to enhance academic pragys and to provide support
facilities.

» Create better and improved access to the tools that aid learning, including library facilities,
technological research and instroctal aids, and laboratory equipment.

* Create and develop new and emerging educational programs.

» Create and design facilities that promote the Leadership in Energy & Environmental Design
(LEED) Green Building standards.

The word “feasible” is defined by th&ate CEQA Guidelines as “...capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner withireasonable period of time, taking into account
economic, environmental, legal, socehd technological factors” (8 15364).

This chapter discusses Master Plan alternathetswere previously developed during the Master
Plan planning process as well as alternative development and enrollment growth scenarios that
have been identified to reduce or avoid thgnsicant environmental effects of the proposed
Master Plan (see Section 5-2 of this EIR faguamary of significantféects). Also provided

below is a discussion of the No Project Altdiva as required by CEQA. Additionally, Section

4-6 discusses the “Environmenyafuperior Alternative” as teiired by Section 1526.6(e)(2) of

the CEQA Guidelines.
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4-2 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

According to theCEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B)), thido Project Alternative is
defined as the “circumstance under which theqmtogloes not proceed.” The impacts of the No
Project Alternative shall be analyzed “by projecting what would reasonably be expected to occur
in the foreseeable future if the project wam approved, based on current plans and consistent
with available infrastructure and community sees.” The purpose of describing and analyzing

the No Project Alternative is “to allow decision-makers to compare the impacts of approving the
proposed Project with the impacts of approving the proposed Project.”

Under the No Project Alternative, no compreheaprogram of improvement projects would be
implemented. The Pierce College campus wouldely remain as is and would continue to
operate and provide services in a manner sinlaurrent conditions. New improvements and
renovation work would be minimaintermittent, and wuld consist primarily of those campus
projects already approved and funded (e.g.npeter fence replacement project, Parking Lot 7
renovation project). Matenance activities wouldoatinue consistent with present and recent
past practices. As a result of the limited extent of improvements that might occur under the No
Project Alternative, future enrollment growth at the College could be constrained and would
likely be less than the 23,252 total enrolled sttslgmojected in the 2010 Fall semester under
the Master Plan. However, given recent trends, it is expected that some increases in student
enrollment would still occur.

As a consequence, the No Project Alternative project would not result in many of the significant
or potentially significant impacts of the propogedject described in Chapter 3 of this EIR.

Specifically, the No Project Alternative would not result in significant visual impacts that could
occur under the Master Plan due to new dgwalent in the open space/farmland portions of the
campus. No important views would be obstrdcés could potentially occur if the Life-Long
Learning Residences Community is constructed in the alternative location on the Chalk Hills.
The Business Office/Student Store Building, a sigaiit historic and visual resource, would not

be demolished under thiternative. However, the No Proje&lternative would also not result

in the extensive improvements, e.g., newdicaping, renovation axisting facilities, and
construction of new falities, that would occur under the Master Plan that would enhance the
appearance and visual quality of the campus.

The No Project Alternative would not result time conversion of any farmland designated as
Prime or Unique, which could occur under thesia Plan, though the impact would be less than
significant.

The extensive construction proposed under the M&&er could result in emissions of nitrogen
oxides, volatile organic compoundmd particulate matter durirge peak construction day and
guarter that would exceed Sow@last Air Quality Management District significance thresholds,
an unavoidable significant adverse impact. €hegpacts would not occur under the No Project
Alternative.

Los Angeles Pierce College Facilities Master Plan Draft EIR page 4-2



Alternatives

The No Project Alternative would not result in the loss of feeding and resting habitat for Canada
geese, a locally important spesi This would be a significant but mitigable impact under the
Master Plan.

Since the amount of construction that wouldwcunder the No Project Alternative would be
limited, it would be less likely #n the Master Plan to dishyrdestroy, or alter any unknown
archaeological or paleontological resmes that may be present on the campus.

Neither the No Project Alternative nor the pospd Master Plan would result in unavoidable
significant geologic or seismic hazards. However, under the No Project Alternative, the
seismically unsafe Business Office/Studendr&tBuilding, which was damaged in the 1994
Northridge earthquake, would remaind could pose a significant hazard in the event of another
major earthquake.

Renovation projects proposed under the Mastan Rlould result in exposure of asbestos-
containing building materials and/or lead based paint contaminants, a potentially significant but
mitigable impact. Since the amount of renovatiork that might occur under the No Project
Alternative would be minimal, thiglternative is less likely to sealt in the exposure of hazardous
building materials than the Master Plan. Cagedy, it is more likely that these hazardous
materials would remain in campus buildings avalld not be remediated under the No Project
Alternative.

Unlike the Master Plan, the No Project Altemaatwould not substantially increase impervious
surfaces resulting in increased runoff during storm events that could exacerbate existing drainage
problems on the west side of the campus. H@mnethe No Project Alternative would not
include the drainage improvemerroposed under the Master Pthat are intended to address

and alleviate deficiencies in the existing campus drainage system.

No unavoidable significant adversand use impacts would occur under the Master Plan or No
Project Alternative. Howevaet should be noted that existing land uses under the No Project
Alternative would essentigll remain unchanged.  Thusjevelopment of underutilized
agricultural fields and open space to accomnwa@w educational facilities under the Master
Plan would not occur under the No Project Alternative.

The significant but mitigable impacts of ctmgtion noise on campuwcademic facilities under
the Master Plan would not occur under the No Project Alternative.

Neither the proposed Master Plan nor the Nojdet Alternative would result in significant
environmental impacts due to increasn population or housing demand.

No significant impacts to public services wowdcur under the No Project Alternative or the
proposed Master Plan.

Due to increases in enrollmeand employment anticipateahder the Master Plan and the
resulting increases in traffic, significant impacts would occur at 19 of the 30 study intersections
in the year 2010. With implementation ofoppsed mitigation measures, impacts at the 19
affected intersections would be reduced to a level of insignificance. It is expected that
enrollment at Pierce College would continueiriorease in future years under the No Project
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Alternative, although that increase may not béagge as that anticipatathder the Master Plan

due to constraints posed by existing campus facilities. Thus increases in traffic would occur
under both the No Project and Master Plantbattraffic impacts would likely be less under the

No Project Alternative.

The increases in utility consuitiqn or generation under the Mastan would be greater than
would occur under the No Project Alternatiieough neither alternative would result in
unavoidable significant adverse iagis on utilities or service pralers. However, it should be
noted that proposed Master Plan projects ddiallow green, energy ficient, sustainable
design guidelines as set forth in the Leadership in Energy & Environmental Design Guidelines.
The College has, in fact, already started impletng these guidelines in existing buildings.
Following such practices would reduce the amooielectricity consumed by the College.
Thus, development of new buildjs and renovation of existing ililings under the Master Plan

is likely to result in greater energy savingarttwould occur under the No Project Alternative.

Although the No Project Alternative would nosudt in many of the impacts that could occur
under the Master Plan, it would nioifill the project objectives ientified above. Under the No
Project Alternative, improvementvould be limited and consequignthe needs of the College,
students, and community would not be met.

4-3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED DURING THE
MASTER PLAN PLANNING PROCESS

During the Master Plan planning proces$yree alternative concepts were developed
(Alternatives A, B, and C) and presented to the public in a series of community meetings and
open houses. lllustrative and Land Use plans vdenesloped for each of these alternative
concepts. As depicted in those plans, these alternatives would include all of the facilities
proposed under the preferred Master Plan but dvdiffer primarily with respect to the location

of the proposed facilities. Theslternative concepts and thebtential environmental effects

are briefly described below.

4-3.1 Alternative A

Similar to the preferred Master Plan, Alternati&x would concentrate most new facilities in or
near the campus core. Major differences betwhisnalternative and the proposed Master Plan
include development of the new Sciences riaghip Building immediately south of Victory
Boulevard and west of Masonr&t and construction of thefeiLong Learning Residences
Community in the horticultural area in the southeastern portion of the campus. As a
consequence, most of the impacts of this alternative would be generally similar to the impacts
that would occur under the proposed MasteanPI| The exception would be potential visual
impacts, which would be potentially greatearththose that could occur under the proposed
Master Plan due to the location of the ScesPartnership Building and Life-Long Learning
Residences Community in visually sensitive areas. The farmland along Victory Boulevard and
De Soto Avenue and south Bf Rancho Drive is consideregh important community visual
resource. The conversion gbmoximately 5 acres of farmland along the Victory Boulevard
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frontage to construct the Scems Partnership Building would fze significant visual impact.

Under the Master Plan, the Victory Boulevdrdntage would be preserved and used as a
“greenbelt.” The proposed location of the Liferlg Learning Residences Community is also a
visually sensitive area because it is a large, densely vegetated green space in close proximity to
the single-family residential néngorhood south of the campus. The conversion of a portion of
this green space would result in a new visualaatphat would not occur under the Master Plan.

4-3.2 Alternative B

The major differences between this alterratiand the proposed Master Plan include: 1)
development of the proposed Equestrian Educa&@ienter in an alternative location south of El
Rancho Drive and west of Stadium Way; 2) depment of a new 5-acre campus parking lot
immediately south of Victory Boulevard and we$tMason Street; and 3) construction of the
new Life-long Learning Residences Communitythe Horticulture area in the southeast portion
of the campus.

With the exception of visual impacts, most sefs under this alternagvwould be generally
similar to the impacts that could occur under pineposed Master Plan. Development of the
parking lot and resulting conversion of farmland along Victory Boulevard would be a new
significant visual impact thateuld not occur under the Master Plan. The loss of green space in
the southeastern corner of the campus totoactsthe new Life-Long Residences Community
would also be a new visual impact. Developnadrthe new Equestrian Education Center south
of El Rancho Drive as an alternative locatiortiie Master Plan site nr of El Rancho Drive

(i.e., the existing location of the equestrianilitees) could have beneficial as well as adverse
effects. This alternative would preserve the agricultural fields in the vicinity of the existing
equestrian center. Locating the Equestriamdation Center at the site proposed under this
alternative would make it less visible from aréasdering the campus to the west and north;
thus, there could be fewer adwergsual effects on those areasowever, this location would be
closer to the single-family sedential neighborhood to the shutvhich could create new visual,
light intrusion, and noise impacts on this neighborhood.

4-3.3 Alternative C

This alternative would differ from the Master Plan in the following ways: 1) development of the
Equestrian Education Center in a location irdrately south of Victory Boulevard near the
northwestern corner of the campus; 2) consivacof the Life-Long Learning Residences
Community in the Chalk Hills west of the staahiu(note: this site is also identified in the
proposed Master Plan described in this EIRansalternate location for this facility); and 3)
development of campus residential units in thetidoiture area near the southeastern corner of
the campus.

Similar to Alternatives A and B, most impacts, with the exception of visual, and perhaps noise,
would be similar to those that would occur unther proposed Master Pla Development of the
Equestrian Education Center in the visually sensitive farmland area along Victory Boulevard
would result in a new significant visual impact. This location is also closer to the residential area
north of Victory Boulevard than the site propdsunder the Master Plan. Consequently, new
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noise and odor impacts could occur that migiveaskely affect this neighborhood. Construction

of the Life-Long Learning Residences Community in the Chalk Hills would result in the
conversion of open space amoutd obstruct important views frothe single-family residential

area to the south, resulting in potentially significant visual impacts. These impacts would not
occur if the facility is constructed in the MasRlan preferred location south of the library near
the central campus core. Additionally, use ofdgheen space area in the southwestern corner of
the campus for development of new campus imgusould result in new visual impacts that
would not occur under the proposed Master Plan.

4-4 ALTERNATIVE LAND USE SCENARIO

This alternative would eliminate or relocate thdacilities proposed under the Master Plan that
could result in unavoidable significant adverseaetp. Thus, this alternative would not include

a new expanded equestrian center (i.e., Equedhtcation Center). The existing equestrian
facilities would remain essentially unchanged. The Child Development Center would be located
on the site of the existing Agricultural Science Building or would remain in its current location at
the northwestern corner of Winnetka Avenased Victory Boulevard. The new Technology
Center would be constrtedl in an alternate location on the site of the existing Campus Center
and the existing Business Office/Student Stoceill be repaired, renowet, and reused rather
than demolished as proposed under the Master Plan.

O Visual Resources

This alternative would not result in the sigcéint visual impacts that could occur under the
proposed Master Plan due to the develepmof new academiédacilities on open space
farmland, an important local visual resourc&his alternative would also not result in the
demolition of the Business Office/Student Store Building, which is considered to be both a
historic and visual resource.

O Agricultural Resources

No or minimal amounts of land designated as BranUnique Farmland ould be developed for
alternative uses under this alternative. Fanparison, the proposed Master Plan would result in
the development of approximately 12 to 13 aq@® to 25 acres if the Life-Long Learning
Residences Community is developed in the alternative location on the Chalk Hills) of land
designated as Prime or Unique fiaand, a less than significant impact.

O  Air Quality

This alternative would result in slightly lower construction and operational air quality impacts
than the proposed Master Plan. Under bothradteres, emissions afitrogen oxides, volatile
organic compounds, and particulate mattafter implementationof proposed mitigation
measures, would likely exceed South Coast Air Quality Management District significance
thresholds for both the peak construction day quarter. Although pollutant emissions during
construction would be significarunder this alternative, theyould likely be less than would

occur for the peak day and quarter under the Master Plan because this alternative would not
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include development of the new 33-acre Equastiducation Center. Neither the proposed
Master Plan nor this alternative would result in significant operational air quality impacts.

[0 Biological Resources

Unlike the proposed Master Plan, this alterretivould not result in the loss of feeding and
resting habitat for the Canada goose, a lodatiyortant species. The loss of habitat under the
Master Plan is a significant but mitigable impact.

0 Historical Resources

This alternative would not result in the demoilitiof the Business Office/Student Store Building
as is proposed under the Master Plan. Bhsiness Office/Student Store Building appears
eligible for inclusion on the California Registef Historical Resources. Demolition of this
historic building under the Master Plan woblel an unavoidable significant adverse impact.

O Archaeological Resources

Neither this alternative nor the proposed Maddan is expected to result in unavoidable
significant adverse impacts to archaeological resources that may be present on the campus.

0 Paleontological Resources

This alternative and the proposktaster Plan could result potentially significant but mitigable
impacts to paleontological resources.

0 Geology/Soils/Seismicity

The geologic and seismic impacts or hazards would be similar for both this alternative and the
proposed Master Plan. It is anticipated tHahazards and impacts coubé mitigated to a level

of insignificance through proper design and eegring and adherence to applicable building
codes. Under this alternative, the Business Office/Student Store Building, which was seriously
damaged as a result of the Northridge eartkguavould be repaitk renovated, and reused
rather than demolished asoposed under the Master Plan.

0 Hazardous Materials

Renovation projects under this aitative and the proposed Master Plan could result in exposure
of asbestos-containing building materials andéad-based paint contaminants, a potentially
significant but mitigable impact.

0 Hydrology and Water Quality

This alternative would result ii@wer impervious surfaces than gposed Master Plan since it
would not include the new Equestrian EdumatiCenter and associated surface parking.
Consequently, this alternative wdujenerate less water runoff than the Master Plan in an area of
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the campus where there are existing drainageidafiies. However, these deficiencies would
be corrected under both the Master Plard ahis alternative as a result of proposed
improvements to the campus drainage system.

0 Land Use and Planning

No significant adverse land use impacts arecgrated under this alternative or the proposed
Master Plan. However, it should be noted that dfternative would rediuin the development of
approximately 12 to 13 fewer @s of farmland/open space than would occur under the Master
Plan.

O Noise

Construction noise impacts on campus academic facilities could be potentially significant but
mitigable under both this alternaghand the proposed Master iRlaNeither alternative would

result in significant operational noise impacts. However, since this alternative would not include
the new Equestrian Education Center proposedruth@eMaster Plan, the less than significant
noise impacts that could be generated by public events held at this facility would not occur under
this alternative.

0 Population and Housing

Neither this alternative nor theroposed Master Plan would result in significant increases in
population or demand for housing that would resultignificant impacts to the environment.

O Public Services

No significant impacts to public services woubccur under this alternative or the proposed
Master Plan.

0 Transportation/Traffic and Parking

This alternative would result in slightly lessffic than the proposed Master Plan because it
would not include the new Equestrian EdumatiCenter. However, like the Master Plan,
significant traffic impacts are ercted to occur with buildout ¢fie campus facilities. Under the
Master Plan, significant impactguld occur at 19 of the 30 study intersections in the year 2010.
With implementation of the alternative mitigation scenarios, significant adverse impacts would
be reduced to a level of insignificance at the 19 significantly affected intersections.

O Public Utilities

The increases in utility consumption or generation would be similar to those that could occur
under the Master Plan though neither alternatieeld result in unavoidable significant adverse
impacts on utilities or service providers. Destent under this alternative and the proposed
Master Plan would follow green, energy efficientstainable design guidelines as set forth in the
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Leadership in Energy & Environmental DesiGuidelines. Following such practices would
reduce the amount of electricity consumed by the College.

4-5 ALTERNATIVE ENROLLMENT GROWTH
SCENARIO

Impacts due to implementation of the Maskan would result from the construction and
operation of new facilities in addition to projected increases in student enrollment and
employment (e.g., more students and emg@sycommuting to and from the College would
result in increased traffic congestion). For fhaposes of the analyses in this EIR, it was
assumed that under the Mastan, student enrollment would increase by an average of 4
percent per year starting with the 2003-2004 acadgedc, resulting in a total enrollment in the
2010 Fall semester of 23,252 students or 16,423 stuftents in the 2010-2011 academic year.
However, given decreased state revenues andebstigrifalls due to the sliding economy, the
per-student funding received by the state’migcmnity colleges “is not keeping up or reflecting
the system’s needs.” As a consequence, the state’s community colleges may not be able to
accommodate enrollment growth previously antitgga Accordingly, an alternative scenario
has been defined for this EIR based on the assumption that enrollment would increase by an
average annual rate of 3 percg@er year resulting in a totahrollment in the Fall of 2010 of
21,522 students, or appiimately 93 percent of the enrollmeof 23,252 students anticipated
under the Master Plan. There would also be fe®@lege employees under this alternative. For
this analysis, it is assumed that the improvetsdi.e., new facilitiestenovation projects, and
public/private partnershipsproposed under the Master Plan would still occur under this
alternative scenario.

O Visual Resources

The visual impacts of this alternative would be identical to those of the Master Plan. Under this
alternative and the Master Plan, significant visual impacts could occur due to new campus
development that would result ihe conversion of farmland/opespace, an important local
visual resource. Demolition of the Business €dfStudent Store Building, which is considered

to be both a historic and visual resource, wdadda significant impact under this alternative and

the proposed Master Plan.

0 Agricultural Resources

Both the proposed Master Plan and thiteraative would result in the conversion of
approximately 12 to 13 acres (20 to 25 acrdkef Life-Long Learning Residences Community
is developed in the alternate location on @iealk Hills) of Prime or Unique Farmland to
accommodate development of neducational facilities, a leslsan significant impact.

L www.cccco.edu/events/ccc_day/ccc _day messageloine, 2002.
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O Air Quality

Under both this alternative and the proposed BtaBtan, emissions afitrogen oxides, volatile
organic compounds, and particulate matteterafimplementation ofproposed mitigation
measures would likely exceed South Coast Air Quality Management District significance
thresholds for both the peak construction day @marter. Operational air quality impacts would

not be significant under eithdhis alternative or the proposddaster Plan; however, this
alternative would generate fewer pollutant emissions than the Master Plan because there would
be fewer students and employéeseling to and from school.

[0 Biological Resources

This alternative and the propos#thster Plan would result ithe loss of feeding and resting
habitat for the Canada goose, a locally importaatigs. The loss of habitat is a significant but
mitigable impact.

0 Historical Resources

This alternative and the proposed Master Riauld result in the demolition of the Business
Office/Student Store Building. The Business @dfiStudent Store Building appears eligible for
inclusion on the California Register of Histori¢d&sources. Demolition of this historic building
would be an unavoidableggiificant adverse impact.

0 Archaeological Resources

Neither this alternative nor the proposed Mad¥an is expected to result in unavoidable
significant adverse impacts to archaeological resources that may be present on the campus.

0 Paleontological Resources

This alternative and the proposktaster Plan could result potentially significant but mitigable
impacts to paleontological resources.

0 Geology/Soils/Seismicity

The geologic and seismic impacts or hazards would be similar for both this alternative and the
proposed Master Plan. It is anticipated tHiah@zards and impacts can be mitigated to a level of
insignificance through proper design and engineering and adherence to applicable building
codes.

0 Hazardous Materials

Renovation projects under this aitative and the proposed Master Plan could result in exposure
of asbestos-containing buildingaterials and/or lead basedirgacontaminants, a potentially
significant but mitigable impact.
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0 Hydrology and Water Quality

The impacts under this alternative would be sintitethose that could occur under the proposed
Master Plan. Under both alternatives, the amount of impervious surfaces would increase due to
new development, which wouldg@t in increased runoff during storm events. This additional
runoff could exacerbate existing drainage deficiencies in the western portion of the campus.
However, these deficiencies wdube corrected under both the MasPlan and this alternative

as a result of proposed improvements to the campus drainage system.

0 Land Use and Planning

No significant adverse land use impacts arecgrgted under this alternative or the proposed
Master Plan. Both alternatives, howeveioud result in the development of underutilized
farmland/open space.

O Noise

Construction noise impacts on campus academic facilities could be potentially significant but
mitigable under both this alternaghand the proposed Master iRlaNeither alternative would
result in significant operationaloise impacts, though the increases in traffic noise under this
alternative would be slightly less than woulttor under the proposed Master Plan because there
would be fewer students traveling in motor vedsclo and from school der this alternative.

0 Population and Housing

Neither this alternative nor theroposed Master Plan would result in significant increases in
population or demand for housing that would resultignificant impacts to the environment.

O Public Services

No significant impacts to public services wubccur under this alternative or the proposed
Master Plan.

0 Transportation/Traffic and Parking

This alternative would result in less traffic than the Master Plan because of lower anticipated
future student enrollment levels. Under the Master Plan, significant traffic impacts are expected
to occur at 19 of the 30 study intersectionshi@ year 2010. With implementation of proposed
mitigation measures, impacts at the 19 significaatfgcted intersections would be reduced to a
level of insignificance. Due to the lowerreiment and employee leleeassumed under this
alternative (approximately 93 ment of what would occur undére Master Plan), there would

be fewer intersections significantly affected by this alternative.
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O Public Utilities

The increases in utility consumption or generation would be similar to those that could occur
under the Master Plan though neither alternatreeld result in unavoidable significant adverse
impacts on utilities or service providers. Deslent under this alternative and the proposed
Master Plan would follow green, energy efficienstsinable design guidelines as set forth in the
Leadership in Energy & Environmental Desi@uidelines. Following such practices would
reduce the amount of electricity consumed by the College.

4-6 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

The environmentally superior alternative wouldd the No Project Alteative because of the
absence of environmental impacts. Howeverdigsussed above, the NRroject Alternative

would not fulfill the project objectives. UnderettNo Project Alternative, improvements would

be limited and consequently the needs of the College, students, and community would not be
met. Facilities would not be @vided that could support anticigal future enrollment levels.
Landscaping and other improvements including new structures that would enhance the
appearance of the College would be limitedwosuld not be provided. No public/private
partnerships that could provide support fand enhance academic programs would be
implemented. Under the No Project Alternative, the College’s ability to create and develop new
and emerging educational programs would be constrained.

According to theCEQA Guidelines, if the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project
Alternative, the EIR shall identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other
alternatives. The Alternative Land Use Scenario would be the environmentally superior
alternative among the other build alternatives because it would not result in the significant visual
and historic impacts of the propmas Master Plan. In addition, wtould generate slightly less
traffic, consume slightly less electricity and other utilities, result in less extensive drainage
impacts, and convert fewer acresRsfme and Unique fanland than the proposed Master Plan.
However, this alternative would not includkevelopment of the new Equestrian Education
Center, and therefore would not provide to temmunity and College ¢éhbenefits of this
proposed facility. The new Equestrian EdimmatCenter would servéhe College’s Equine
program needs as well as provide shared usage for the community and private enterprises. In
addition to new stables, barns, and bripihs, a new 95,000-square-foot multi-purpose arena
would be constructed with peanent seating for 2,500 persorite multi-purpose arena/events
center would be designed to accommodate rodewse shows, other live stock events, concerts,
exhibits, and conventions. The new Equestriaducation Center is considered to be an
important component of the Master Plan by thdlege and the District that would also greatly
benefit the community. Elimination of the new Equestrian Education Facility would have major
impacts on the College’s academic program and would prevent the College from attaining the
goals outlined for the Equine program in the Academic Master Plan.
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