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6.0 Alternatives

Land Use/Urban Decay

Similar to the proposed project the alternative project site has a land use designation of Retail Center and
a zoning designation of Central Commercial Zone (C-2). This alternative would be consistent with the

Porterville General Plan and Zoning Code.

This alternative would provide the same types and quantities of land uses as compared to the proposed
project. Therefore, the potential for urban decay would also be similar to the proposed project and

impacts would be less than significant.

This alternative would convert agricultural land to commercial uses. Therefore, unlike the proposed

project, this alternative has the potential to cause impacts to agricultural resources.

Noise

The amount of noise generated during construction and operation of a project can be related to the
density of development, as well as the nature and location of this development activity. Construction
activity under this alternative would be the same as the proposed project as this alternative is of the same
size and design. However, this alternative is located in a remote area away from sensitive receptors. The
nearest sensitive receptor to this alternative site would be approximately 700 feet to the southwest.
Similar to the proposed project, construction activity occurring in the City would be subject to the
requirements of the Municipal Code, which would ensure construction impacts were mitigated to less
than significant. Construction noise related impacts would be significantly less than with the proposed

project.

As with the project, point source noise levels generated by this alternative would be typical of that
occurring in a retail center and would not be expected to exceed the City’s Land Use Compatibility
Guidelines or Noise Ordinance. However, as this alternative site is surrounded by agricultural lands,
sensitive receptors are located at a greater distance when compared to the proposed project. With regard
to mobile source noise, the same number of trips would occur with this alternative, so similar motor
vehicle noise would be generated by this development alternative. Since implementation of either the
project or this alternative would not significantly increase noise levels along studied roadway segments,
neither development scenario would cause an audible noise increase in roadway noise. For the reasons

identified above, neither development scenario is superior with regard to operational noise impacts.

Fire Protection

Both the project and this alternative would generate calls for service that would increase staffing needs in
the Fire Department. However, these future calls for service would be typical of those presently occurring

throughout the City and could be handled without special equipment or training. No new facilities
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6.0 Alternatives

would be required. Furthermore, all construction activity in the City must comply with the development
standards set forth by the Uniform Fire Code and City of Porterville, including those pertaining to access,
fire flow, and signage. Future development would generate revenue in the form of property and sales
taxes, a portion of which would be available from the City General Fund for allocation to fire protection
as the need arises. Consequently, neither the proposed project nor this alternative is considered superior

with respect to fire protection service.

Police Protection

Both the project and this alternative would generate calls for service that would increase staffing needs in
the Department. However, this alternative would result in 19 percent less retail space, which would result
in fewer service calls than those for the proposed project. The types of calls for service would be typical of
those presently occurring throughout the City and could be handled without special equipment, training,
or new facilities. Furthermore, future development would generate revenue in the form of property and
sales taxes, a portion of which would be available from the City General Fund for allocation to law
enforcement as the need arises. Consequently, neither the proposed project nor this alternative is

considered superior with respect to police protection service.

Traffic and Circulation

Under the proposed project, operation of future commercial uses would generate 13,060 daily trips before
pass-by credits and internal trip capture assumptions are applied. In comparison, this alternative would
be of the same size and design as the proposed project and would generate the same number of trips.
However, due to the alternate location of this project the distribution of daily trips would be different
from the proposed project and would result in different roadway and intersection impacts. Similar to the
proposed project, this alternative would be required to pay all applicable traffic fees and/or fair-share

contribution to construct traffic improvement required to mitigate impacts to less than significant.

Like the proposed project, the project applicant for this alternative would construct necessary sidewalks,
walkways, bicycle parking, and other amenities in compliance with adopted City policies, plans and
programs. Therefore, the potential impacts of this alternative on transit, pedestrian, or bicycle facilities

would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project.

Implementation of this alternative would create traffic impacts related to construction employee trips and
parking, demolition material exportation, and construction material importation. Similar to the proposed
project, this alternative would be required to pay all applicable traffic fees and/or fair-share contribution

to construct traffic improvement required to mitigate impacts to less than significant.
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Water Supply

The proposed project are expected to require a combined total of 17,786 gallons per day for domestic
water use and irrigation. This is a small fraction of the City’s projected total demand for 2010. Sufficient
water supplies are available to accommodate the proposed project’s demand without significant impact.
All commercial uses would be required to meet standard water conservation requirements with regard to
potable water, ensure adequate water flow, and pay water connection fees which are used for the
construction of improvements to the water distribution system as necessary to meet the demands

generated by the project.

As this alternative would be of the same size and design as the proposed project, the water demand
would be the same. As under the proposed project, uses constructed under this alternative are required to
meet standard water conservation requirements, and pay for construction of needed improvements to the
water distribution system. For these reasons, neither the project nor this alternative is considered superior

with respect to water supply.

Sanitary Sewer

Both the proposed project and this alternative would generate 5,464 gallons per day (mgd) of wastewater
requiring collection and treatment. Under either development scenario, the applicant is required to
construct a sanitary sewer system that would connect with existing lines. The applicant is also required to
pay connection fees to fund improvements needed to serve the project under either development
scenario. The Water Treatment Plant presently has sufficient capacity to accommodate project-generated
effluent, but the plant must undergo an expansion to accommodate effluent generated at buildout of the
2030 General Plan. However, since sufficient capacity exists in the collection system and treatment plant
to treat this effluent, neither the project nor this alternative is considered superior with respect to sewer

service.

Solid Waste

Occupancy of uses constructed under both this alternative and the proposed project would generate
approximately 3,933 pounds per day or 717 tons per year of solid waste. The amount of waste generated
is directly proportional to the amount and density of the proposed land uses. Under either development
scenario, the Walmart would maintain existing sustainability practices including those related to solid
waste disposal and recycling, and adequate capacity would exist at the Teapot Dome Landfill to receive
project solid waste. Beyond Teapot Dome landfill’s closure date of 2012, the County anticipates setting up
a transfer facility to divert waste to either the Woodville or Visalia landfills. Therefore, impacts of this

alternative would be similar to the proposed projects less than significant impact.

Impact Sciences, Inc. 6.0-36 Riverwalk Marketplace II Draft EIR
0550.002 March 2010



6.0 Alternatives

Energy

The proposed project would consume energy for interior and exterior lighting, HVAC, refrigeration,

home electronics systems and appliances, and security systems, among other things.

Under the proposed project, the total electrical usage would total 5,197,724 kWh per year, which is
equivalent to approximately 19.1 billion BTUs per year.2> Under the proposed project, the total natural
gas usage would total 48,781 thm per year, which is equivalent to approximately 4.9 billion BTUs per

year26

As this alternative would be of the same size and design as the proposed project, the same quantity of
electricity and natural gas would be consumed. However, as the alternative project site is located further
from higher density urban uses in Porterville, this alternative would result in additional gasoline usage as
compared to the proposed project. Therefore, this alternative would result in slightly increased impacts as

compared with the proposed project.

Conclusion and Relationship to Project Objectives

Implementation of the Alternative Project Site Alternative would satisfy most of the project objectives.
This alternative contains a similar commercial development that would be consistent with the Porterville
General Plan, and would help to alleviate the demand for additional retail uses within the City. However,
project objectives pertaining to the location of the proposed project site at the confluence of SR-190 and
SR-65 and the Jaye Street Corridor would not be met. In addition, this alternative would not complement
the Riverwalk Marketplace Phase I project to create a larger retail center. This alternative would also
create added impacts due to the loss of agricultural lands. Project objectives partially or not at all met

include the following:

¢ To maximize the retail opportunity presented by a site located along the Jaye Street Corridor and
immediately adjacent to SR-190, a significant transportation corridor.

e To take maximum advantage of transportation improvements already built along the Jaye Street
Corridor and intended to accommodate additional commercial land uses complimentary to those
already in existence;

¢ To maximize opportunity to provide commercial development of sufficient scale to serve a regional
market area in locations in close proximity to the intersection of SR-65 and SR-190 to help establish
this area as a retail shopping destination, as envisioned in the City general Plan;

e To provide commercial development that will maximize the opportunity for Riverwalk Marketplace
Phase I to serve as a well-designed retail center that will capture out of town sales tax revenue.

25 1 KkWh=3413 BTU
26 1 Therm = 100,000 BTU
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6.4 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

Based on the information in this section, the No Project/No Development Alternative is considered
environmentally superior. However, the No Project/No Development Alternative is not consistent with

goals and policies of the City’s General Plan nor does it achieve any of the applicant’s objectives.

As specified in the State CEQA Guidelines, if the No Project/No Development Alternative is
environmentally superior, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the
other alternatives2’ Of the other alternatives considered, the Reduced Density Alternative would be
superior to the proposed project. The benefits of providing a less intensive development (i.e., less vehicle
trips,) under the Reduced Density Alternative would lessen the contribution towards an unavoidably
significant air quality impacts, lessen potential for urban decay to occur in other commercial centers,

while attaining most of the basic project objectives.

Table 6.0-10
Alternatives Impact Comparison Matrix

Alternative 1

No Alternative 4
No Project/No Project/Future Alternative2  Alternative 3  Alternative
Environmental Topic Development Development Reduced Density Mixed-Use Location
Air Quality L G L L
Biological Resources L S S S S
Cultural Resources L S S S S
Geology and Soils L S S S S
Hydrology and Water Quality L G L S G
Land Use (Urban Decay) L G L L S
Noise L G L G L
Fire Protection L S S G S
Police Protection L S S G S
Traffic and Circulation L G L L S
Water Supply L G L G S
Sanitary Sewer L S S L G
Solid Waste L S S L S
Energy L G L L S
KEY (Level of Impact in Comparison to the Proposed Project):
G= Alternative Produces Greater Level of Impact.
S= Alternative Produces Similar Level of Impact.
L= Alternative Produces Lesser Level of Impact.

27 California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.2(d)(2).
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