6.0 ALTERNATIVES

PURPOSE

This section of the environmental impact report (EIR) provides a comparative impact assessment of
alternatives to the proposed project pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines, as amended.! According to the State CEQA Guidelines, the discussion of alternatives should
focus on alternatives to a project that can avoid or substantially reduce the significant effects of the
project. The State CEQA Guidelines indicate that the range of alternatives included in this discussion
should be sufficient to allow decision makers a reasoned choice between alternatives and a proposed
project. The alternatives discussion should provide decision makers with an understanding of the

environmental merits and disadvantages of various project alternatives.
6.1 INTRODUCTION

The State CEQA Guidelines set out the requirements for consideration and discussion of alternatives to a
proposed project:2
An EIR shall 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 impacts of the project, and evaluate the comparative
merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project.

Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster
informed decision making and public participation.

This section’s discussion and alternatives analysis includes the following: factors applied in selecting
alternatives for evaluation; an identification of the alternatives considered for evaluation and discussion
of the rationale for including or not including them in the detailed alternatives analysis; and a description
and evaluation of the environmental impacts associated with the selected project alternatives relative to
those resulting from the proposed project, including discussion of the ability of any environmentally
superior alternatives to meet the project objectives. The discussion of individual alternatives is followed
by a summary discussion that compares the overall impacts of each alternative to those of the proposed

project and identifies the environmentally superior alternative as required by CEQA.

1 california Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126(d).
2 California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a).
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6.2 SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES TO BE EVALUATED

The alternatives addressed in this section were selected in consideration of their ability to further one or

more of the following project objectives as set out in Section 3.0, Project Description.

Project Objectives

The objectives of the proposed project as stated by the project applicant are as follows:

e To develop the proposed project with a regional retail shopping center in conformance with the City
of Porterville General Plan and other applicable land use regulations;

e To provide a retail development which meets the current unmet demand of the consumers residing
within the City of Porterville and demand from planned future residential development in the City;

e To provide a commercial development that serves both the local and regional market area to attract
customers and new business including retailers into the City of Porterville;

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

The objectives of the proposed project as stated by the City of Porterville are as follows:

e To provide a commercial development that results in a net fiscal benefit to the City of Porterville by
providing new sales tax revenue and increased property tax revenues;

e To help reverse leakage of retail spending from Porterville to outlying retail centers;

e To provide commercial development that creates new jobs and opportunities for City residents in
furtherance of the goals and policies of the General Plan’s Economic Development Element;

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;

e 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.

Factors Applied to the Selection of Project Alternatives

The State CEQA Guidelines require a brief description of the rationale used in selecting the alternatives to

be discussed, identifying the alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as
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infeasible and explaining the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination.3 The range of potential
alternatives required under the State CEQA Guidelines, and those addressed in this EIR, were selected in

consideration of one or more of the following factors:
e The extent that the alternative would accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project;

e The extent to which the alternative would avoid or lessen any of the identified significant effect of the
project;

e The potential feasibility of the alternative, taking into account site suitability and parcel size, and
consistency with applicable public plans, policies and regulations;

e The appropriateness of the alternative in contributing to a “reasonable range” of alternatives
necessary to permit a reasonable choice.

Alternatives Considered

An EIR must briefly describe the rationale for the selection or rejection of alternatives. The lead agency
may make an initial determination as to which alternatives are feasible—and therefore merit in-depth
consideration—and which are infeasible. The alternatives considered include a range of potential projects
to meet the applicant’s objectives while eliminating or reducing significant environmental impacts
identified in Section 5.0, Environmental Analysis.

Alternatives considered include the following:

¢ No Project,

¢ Reduced Density,

e Mixed-Use, and

e Alternate Project Location
No Project Alternative

The State CEQA Guidelines* requires the analysis of a “no project” alternative. The guidelines stipulate
that in certain instances, the no project alternative means “no build” wherein the existing environmental
setting is maintained. However, where failure to proceed with the project will not result in preservation

of existing environmental conditions, the analysis should identify the practical results of the project’s

California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.2(c).
4 California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6.
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non-approval and not create and analyze a set of artificial assumptions that would be required to

preserve the existing physical environment.

The project site is designated as Retail Center on the land use map of the City General Plan, was zoned
PD(C)-2, Central Commercial Zone with a Planned Development Overlay, and is consistent with the
Riverwalk Marketplace Phase I development which is located on the adjacent property. That
development has installed and made existing road rights of way and other improvements. As discussed
in Section 5.6, Land Use (Urban Decay), there is an existing demand for retail goods and services not
currently being met in the City, and this site, which offers good visibility from the SR-190, is readily
accessible. Given these characteristics, it is assumed that the project site will likely be developed at some
time in the near future with a retail commercial center if the project is not approved. Therefore, the “no
project” alternative analyzes a “No Project/No Development” alternative as well as a “No Project/Future
Development” alternative in which a proposal for some other form of commercial development will

almost certainly be submitted in the foreseeable future.
Reduced Density Alternative

A reduced-density alternative was considered in which the approximately 21.8 acre project site would be
developed with a total of 179,172 square feet of retail space split among four building pads. The overall
site plan would be similar to that of the proposed project and building pads 12 through 14 would remain
unchanged in size and location. Outlot A would not be developed and would serve as a landscape buffer.
This alternative would include the removal of the grocery component of the Walmart anchor, resulting in
reduced building space for the Walmart store totaling 144,701 square feet (151,313 square feet with
outdoor garden center). The proposed features of this alternative would be the same as the proposed
project other than the removal of the grocery component and the corresponding reduction in

development density.
Mixed-Use Alternative

The Mixed-Use Alternative would develop the project site with a mixed-use development containing
residential and commercial uses. This alternative would develop 270 residential units and approximately
91,500 square feet of commercial uses. The commercial uses would include a Walmart totaling 61,500
square feet and several outlots totaling 30,000 square feet that could be used for small retail tenants or

restaurants.

The General Plan land use designation and the Zoning Ordinance limits the site to commercial uses. As
such, the Retail Center designation would be inconsistent with local plans, policies, and regulations.
Nevertheless, the Mixed-Use Alternative was included to illustrate how the approximately 21.8 acre site
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could be developed with a combination of residential and commercial uses. The Retail Center land use
designation allows a maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 2.0 and a maximum of 18 residential units per
gross acre.? It should be noted that the proposed FAR for this alternative is 0.35, considerably lower than
the maximum FAR of 2.0 allowed within the Retail Center land use designation. The lower FAR is
required to accommodate both structures and parking for the alternative, without the cost prohibitive use

of parking structures.
Alternative Project Location Alternative

The State CEQA Guidelines® requires an EIR 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 and of the significant effects of the project and to evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives. This alternative analyzes the development of an approximately
21.8 acre project site located approximately 1 mile southwest of the project site, at the northwest corner of

SR-65 and Scranton Avenue. This alternative would be the same size and design as the proposed project.

6.3 ALTERNATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

This subsection presents an analysis of the project alternatives and provides a comparison of the impacts
of these alternatives to those of the proposed project for the environmental issues addressed in this
document. In all cases, the comparison of impacts assumes that all feasible mitigation measures as
identified in this document would be implemented to address the proposed project’s resulting impacts.
Similarly, in all cases where it may safely assumed that there are feasible mitigation measures for impacts
caused by the alternative; it is assumed that those mitigation measures would be implemented. In
accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, the discussion of the environmental effects of the alternatives

may be less detailed than that provided for the proposed project.”

Alternative One — No Project Alternative

The State CEQA Guidelines® provides guidance on consideration of the No Project condition. When
examining a development project on a specific piece of property, the No Project Alternative is the
circumstance under which the project does not proceed. Here, the discussion compares the

environmental effects of the property remaining in its current state against the environmental effects that

City of Porterville, 2030 General Plan, “Land Use Element,” 29.
California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6.

California Public Resources Code, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines,
Section 15126.6(d).

8  California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e).
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would occur if the project were approved. However, if disapproval would cause predictable actions by
others, such as the proposal of some other project on the site, this second “no project” scenario must also

be discussed.
No Project/No Development Alternative
Description

Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, the project site would remain in its present condition.
Consequently, potential project-related impacts described throughout the impact analysis contained in
Section 5.0, Environmental Analysis, of the Draft EIR would not occur. The No Project/No Development
Alternative would not result in the construction of new commercial uses associated with the proposed
project; therefore, impacts to air quality, traffic and circulation, noise, service and utilities, economic, and
other impacts that are associated with construction and operation of the proposed land uses would be

avoided.

Implementation of the No Project/No Development Alternative would avoid the environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project and would be environmentally superior to the project for this
reason. However, this alternative is neither reasonable nor practicable because; (i) it is not consistent with
the existing land use designation, zoning, and general plan policies; (ii) the proposed project is
designated to join and accompany the second phase of the Riverwalk Marketplace development which is

located adjacent to the project site; and (iii) does not satisfy any of the project objectives.
Conclusion and Relationship to Project Objectives

Implementation of the No Project/No Development Alternative would not meet any of the objectives for

the proposed project.
No Project-Future Development Alternative
Description

Selection of the No Project/No Development Alternative would likely not preclude future development
actions on the property. The project site is designated as retail center by the Land Use Map of the
Porterville 2030 General Plan and was zoned PD(C)-2, Central Commercial Zone with a Planned
Development Overlay, and is served by existing water, sewer, natural gas, telephone, and cable lines that
are present within existing roadway rights-of-way. The site offers good visibility from SR-190, and is
readily accessible. Perhaps most importantly, there is an existing demand for retail goods and services
that is not being met in the City as evidenced by the existing retail sales leakage from the City discussed
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in Section 5.6, Land Use (Urban Decay), of this Draft EIR. In addition, the project site is considered the

second phase of the Riverwalk Marketplace development which is located adjacent to the project site.

Given the above characteristics, it can be assumed that the site will likely be developed at some time in
the future with a retail commercial center if the currently proposed project is not approved. The C-2 land
use designation establishes a FAR of 0.35.9 Therefore, the maximum development that could occur on the
approximately 21.8 acre project site would be an approximately 320,160-square-foot commercial

development.
Analysis of No Project/Future Development Alternative
Air Quality

All construction activities are subject to the regulations of the San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution
Control District (SJVUAPCD). During site construction activities, the project would not generate reactive
organic gas (ROG), nitrogen (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), or particulate matter smaller than 10 microns
in size (PMuo) in excess of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) thresholds.
Given that the Future Development Alternative would be subject to the same SJVUAPCD regulations,
would cover the same envelope, but would result in a 63 percent increase in floor space, emissions
generated by construction activities under the Future Development Alternative would be greater than

those of the project and less than significant after mitigation.

Implementation of this Alternative would increase daily traffic volumes by 4,033 average daily trips due
to the 63 percent increase in floor space compared to the project before pass-by credits and internal trip
capture assumptions are applied. Consequently, the volume of air emissions generated under this
alternative would be greater than those estimated for the project and would remain significant and

unavoidable.
Biological Resources

The entire project site is disturbed from previous grading activity and consists of non-native vegetation,
primarily weed species. Due to the disturbed nature of the site and the presence of adjacent urban uses,
including the existing Riverwalk Marketplace Phase I development, the site provides little foraging or
nesting habitat for wildlife. Both the proposed project and this alternative would convert land that has
been disturbed by grading activities conducted as part of Riverwalk Marketplace Phase I. Neither

development scenario would have a substantial adverse effect on a species identified as sensitive or

9 City of Porterville, 2030 General Plan, “Land Use Element,” 29.
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special status, nor any sensitive natural community. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, this

alternative would have a less than significant impact.
Cultural Resources

Information provided from the record search and field surveys indicates that no cultural or historic
resources exist on the project site. Therefore, site development under any development scenario would
result in a less than significant impact to historic and prehistoric resources. Consequently, neither the

project nor this alternative is considered environmentally superior with respect to cultural resources.
Geology and Soils

Soils in the City of Porterville that are highly susceptible to erosion are found in areas of steeply sloping
topography, particularly where vegetation and superficial material has been stripped for construction
purposes.10 The project site is an area that has a high susceptibility to erosion as identified in the
2030 General Plan.11 However, the project site’s flat topography coupled with the implementation of the
NPDES General Construction Permit would reduce impacts resulting from erosion to less than
significant. Therefore, site development under any development scenario would result in a less than

significant impact.

Upon completion of construction, under both the proposed project and this alternative, the project site
would be covered with structures, pavement and landscaping, and therefore no soil erosion would occur
during project operation. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, this alternative would have a less

than significant impact on geology and soils.
Hydrology and Water Quality

Urban runoff generated by site development would be collected and conveyed to the existing storm
drainage network. The volume of runoff that flows off the project site in a design-year storm event is
greater in the developed condition as compared to the undeveloped condition because more of the site is
covered with impervious surface in a developed condition. The Future Development Alternative would
increase the square footage on site and, therefore, the quantity of impervious surfaces. Consequently, the

amount of runoff from the site would be slightly increased compared to the proposed project.

With respect to water quality, the proposed project and this alternative are subject to the requirements of

the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program which would ensure best

10 City of Porterville, 2030 General Plan, “Public Health and Safety Element,” 153.
11 Ibid., Figure 3.8-1, “Geologic Hazards and Mineral Resources.”
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management practices (BMPs) are implemented to treat runoff from the project site. Therefore, similar to

the proposed project, impacts would be less than significant.
Land Use/Urban Decay

The Future Development Alternative would develop a 63 percent larger commercial center as compared
to the proposed project. Therefore, the potential for urban decay in existing commercial areas would be
increased because this alternative would increase the interim oversupply of retail space compared to the
proposed project. For this reason, this alternative would create greater impacts resulting from urban

decay.
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 the Future Development Alternative would occur in a larger development footprint as
more building space would be constructed on site. 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. Overall, construction noise related impacts

would be greater than with the 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 exceed the thresholds provided by the Porterville Noise Ordinance
at adjacent single family residential units. With regard to mobile source noise, more trips would occur
with this alternative due to the increase in overall retail space, and more motor vehicle noise would be
generated by this alternative. However, it takes a doubling of traffic volumes to create an audible increase
in noise levels along a roadway.12 Since implementation of either the project or this alternative would not
double traffic volumes along studied roadway segments, neither development scenario would cause an
audible noise increase in roadway noise. For the reasons identified above, this alternative is inferior with

regard to operational noise impacts.
Fire Protection

Both the project and the Future Development 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, training,

12 ys. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Highway Noise Fundamentals, (Springfield,

Virginia: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, September 1980).
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or the construction of new facilities. This alternative is within the development projections of the general
plan. In order to meet the service demand of greater population, approximate locations and sizes of new
fire stations are proposed by the 2030 General Plan, and would be built as needed to meet demand.!3
Furthermore, all construction activity in the City must comply with the development standards set forth
by the California 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 the Future Development Alternative would generate calls for service that would
increase staffing needs in the Department. However, this alternative would result in a 63 percent increase
in retail space, which would result in more 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 the construction of new facilities not already programmed by the
general plan. 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

The Future Development Alternative would result in a 63 percent increase in floor space compared to the
proposed project; thereby increasing the total average daily trips (ADT) generated at buildout. As shown
in Table 6.0-1, under the proposed project, operation of future commercial uses would generate
11,722 daily trips before pass-by credits and internal trip capture assumptions are applied. In comparison,
the Future Development Alternative would generate approximately 15,755 daily trips, or an increase of

4,033 average daily vehicle trips compared to the proposed project.

13 City of Porterville, 2030 General Plan, “Public Health and Safety Element,” 179.
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Table 6.0-1
Project vs. Future Development Alternative
Trip Generation Comparison

Peak Hour

Development Type ADT AM PM
Proposed Project! 7,902
Free Standing Discount 3,819
Shopping Center 11,722

362 1,096

Future Development?
Shopping Center 15,755 589 1,239

1 Ruettgers & Schuler May 2009
2 ITE Land Use Code 813

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 the Future Development Alternative on transit, pedestrian

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

Due to the increased size of this alternative, traffic impacts related to construction employee trips and
parking, demolition material exportation, and construction material importation would be greater than
those of the proposed project. Overall, the Future Development Alternative would create greater impacts
than the proposed project with regards to operational and construction traffic due to the increased size of
the development. 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.
Water Supply

The proposed project’s components (Walmart store, building pads and outlot) 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.
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Under the Future Development Alternative, an increase in water demand would be expected compared
to the project since this alternative would increase the building space. Considering this alternative is
63 percent larger than the proposed project, for purposes of this analysis it is assumed that the water
usage would also be increased by 63 percent to a total of 25,434 gallons per day. However, this increase is
only a small fraction of the City’s projected water demand for 2010 and would not substantially affect the
water basin’s condition of overdraft or the City’s groundwater recharge efforts. As under the proposed
project, uses constructed under this alternative are required to meet standard water conservation
requirements, and pay City water connection fees. Due to the increased water requirements of this

alternative, the proposed project is considered superior with respect to water supply.
Sanitary Sewer

The proposed project would generate 4,822 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 an existing line located in Springville Road. 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.

The amount of wastewater generated is directly proportional to the amount and density of the proposed
land uses. The Future Development Alternative would result in a 63 percent increase in development
density, resulting in more effluent that would be generated as compared to the proposed project.
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 the proposed project would generate approximately 2,640 pounds
per day or 482 tons per year of solid waste. The amount of waste generated is directly proportional to the
amount and density of the proposed land uses. The Future Development Alterative would result in a
63 percent increase in development density, so more solid waste would be generated compared to the
project. Under either development scenario, the Teapot Dome Landfill would have sufficient capacity to
accommodate the generated 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 Woodyville or Visalia landfills.
Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be less than significant but greater than the proposed

project.
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Energy

The proposed project would consume energy for interior and exterior lighting, heating/ventilating/air
conditioning (HVAC), refrigeration, home electronics systems and appliances, and security systems,

among other things.

Under the proposed project, the energy usage would equal 21.6 billion BTUs per year after adding energy

and natural gas usage

The Future Development Alternative would consume 4,162,080 kWh per year of electricity and
118,459 thm per year of natural gas. Table 6.0-2 details the electrical and natural gas usage for this
alternative, which would total approximately 26.1 billion BTU per year.

Table 6.0-2
Future Development Alternative Electrical and Natural Gas Usage

Square Energy Usage
Land Use Footage Generation Rate per Year BTUs per Year
Electricity
Commercial Center 320,160 13 kWh/sf/year 4,162,080 kWh 14.2 billion
Natural Gas
Commercial Center 320,160 0.37 thm/sf/year 118,459 thm 11.9 billion
Total BTUs 26.1 billion

Source: Impact Sciences, Inc., 2010.

This equals a total increase of 4.5 billion BTUs per year. Therefore, the Future Development Alternative

would require more energy than the proposed project and would not be environmentally superior.
Conclusion and Relationship to Project Objectives

Implementation of the Future Development Alternative would meet all the objectives of the proposed
project but would also create greater impacts regarding Air Quality, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land
Use (Urban Decay), Noise, Traffic, Water Supply, and Energy due to the increased size of the alternative.

Impact Sciences, Inc. 6.0-13 Riverwalk Marketplace II Revised Draft EIR
0550.003 February 2011



6.0 Alternatives

Alternative Two — Reduced Density Alternative
Description

Under the Reduced Density Alternative, the approximately 21.8 acre project site would be developed
with a total of 179,172 square feet of retail space split among four building pads. This represents a 12
percent reduction in floor area compared to the proposed project. Under this alternative, the grocery
component of the Walmart anchor would be removed for a revised building space of 144,701 square feet
of gross area along with a 6,612-square-foot outdoor seasonal garden center for a total of 151,313 square
feet. The overall site plan and vehicular access would be similar to that of the proposed project. Building
Pads 12 through 14 would remain unchanged in size and location: fronting along Vandalia Avenue.
However, under this alternative, Outlot A would not be developed and would serve as a landscape

buffer for residential uses located to the west of the project site.
Analysis of Reduced Density Alternative
Air Quality

All construction activities are subject to the regulations of the San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution
Control District (SJVUAPCD). During site construction activities, the proposed project would not
generate reactive organic gas (ROG), nitrogen (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), or particulate matter
smaller than 10 microns in size (PMuio) in excess of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
(SJVAPCD) thresholds. Given that the Reduced Density Alternative would be subject to the same
SJVUAPCD regulations, would cover the same envelope, but would result in a 12 percent reduction in
floor space, emissions generated by construction activities under the Reduced Density Alternative would

be less than those of the project and less than significant after mitigation.

Implementation of this Alternative would reduce daily traffic volumes by 2,796 average daily trips due to
the 12 percent reduction in floor space compared to the project before pass-by credits and internal trip
capture assumptions are applied. Removal of the grocery component from Walmart would also reduce
delivery truck trips and curtail the need for Transport Refrigeration Units (TRUs) and TRU generator sets
used on trailers to keep perishable goods at proper temperature. Consequently, the volume of air
emissions generated under this alternative would be less than those estimated for the project they would

remain significant and unavoidable.
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Biological Resources

The entire project site is disturbed from previous grading activity and consists of non-native vegetation,
primarily weed species. Due to the disturbed nature of the site and the presence of adjacent urban uses,
including the existing Riverwalk Marketplace Phase I development, the site provides little foraging or
nesting habitat for wildlife. Both the proposed project and this alternative would convert land that has
been disturbed by grading activities conducted as part of Riverwalk Marketplace Phase I. Neither
development scenario would have a substantial adverse effect on a species identified as sensitive or
special status, nor any sensitive natural community. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, this

alternative would have a less than significant impact,
Cultural Resources

Information provided from the record search and field surveys indicates that no cultural or historic
resources exist on the project site. Therefore, site development under any development scenario would
result in a less than significant impact to historic and prehistoric resources. Consequently, neither the

project nor this alternative is considered environmentally superior with respect to cultural resources.
Geology and Soils

Soils in the City of Porterville that are highly susceptible to erosion are found in areas of steeply sloping
topography, particularly where vegetation and superficial material has been stripped for construction
purposes.l14 The project site is an area that has a high susceptibility to erosion as identified in the
2030 General Plan.15 However, the project site’s flat topography coupled with the implementation of the
NPDES General Construction Permit would reduce impacts resulting from erosion to less than
significant. Therefore, site development under any development scenario would result in a less than

significant impact.

Upon completion of construction, under both the proposed project and this alternative, the project site
would be covered with structures, pavement and landscaping, and therefore no soil erosion would occur
during project operation. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, this alternative would have a less

than significant impact on geology and soils.

14 City of Porterville, 2030 General Plan, “Public Health and Safety Element,” 153.
15 Ibid., Figure 3.8-1, “Geologic Hazards and Mineral Resources.”
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Hydrology and Water Quality

Urban runoff generated by site development would be collected and conveyed to the existing storm
drainage network. The volume of runoff that flows off the project site in a design-year storm event is
greater in the developed condition as compared to the undeveloped condition because more of the site is
covered with impervious surface in a developed condition. Because this alternative would not include
development on Outlot A, it would reduce the amount of impervious surface on the site when compared
to the project. Consequently, the amount of runoff from the site would be slightly reduced compared to

the proposed project.

With respect to water quality, the proposed project and this alternative are subject to the requirements of
the NPDES permit program, which would ensure BMPs are implemented to treat runoff from the project

site. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, impacts would be less than significant.
Land Use/Urban Decay

Selection of the Reduced Density Alternative would remove the grocery component of the Walmart and
reduce overall retail space by 12 percent compared to the project. These reductions would lessen the
potential for urban decay in existing commercial areas because this alternative would reduce the interim
oversupply of retail space compared to the proposed project. Specifically this alternative would eliminate
the impact due to oversupply of grocery stores projected to occur under the proposed project. For this

reason, this alternative is considered superior with respect to urban decay.
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 the Reduced Density Alternative would occur in a slightly smaller development footprint
and less building space would be constructed on site. In addition, this alternative would place
construction activity further away from homes located along Indiana Street. 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. Overall,

construction noise-related impacts would be less than with the 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 exceed the thresholds provided by the Porterville Noise Ordinance
at adjacent single family residential units. However, by eliminating Outlot A, this alternative would

remove noise sources from the residences located along Indiana Street, reducing impacts. With regard to
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mobile source noise, fewer trips would occur with this alternative due to the reduction in overall retail
space including the grocery portion of the Walmart, so less motor vehicle noise would be generated by
this development alternative. However, it takes a doubling of traffic volumes to create an audible
increase in noise levels along a roadway.1® Since implementation of either the project or this alternative
would not double traffic volumes along studied roadway segments, neither development scenario would
cause an audible noise increase in roadway noise. For the reasons identified above, this alternative is

superior with regard to operational noise impacts.
Fire Protection

Both the project and the Reduced Density 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. Furthermore, all construction activity in the City must comply with the development standards
set forth by the California Fire Code and City of Porterville, including those pertaining to access, fire
flow, and signage. No new fire protection facilities are needed to accommodate the proposed project or
this alternative. 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 the Reduced Density Alternative would generate calls for service that would
increase staffing needs in the Department. However, this alternative would result in 12 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 or training regardless of the development scenario. No new fire protection facilities are
needed to accommodate the proposed project or this alternative. 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.

16 ys. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Highway Noise Fundamentals, (Springfield,
Virginia: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, September 1980).
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Traffic and Circulation

The Reduced Density Alternative would result in a 12 percent reduction in floor space compared to the
proposed project; thereby reducing the total average daily trips (ADT) generated at buildout. As shown
in Table 6.0-3, under the proposed project, operation of future commercial uses would generate
11,722 daily trips before pass-by credits and internal trip capture assumptions are applied. In comparison,
the Reduced Density Alternative would generate approximately 8,926 daily trips, or a reduction of

2,796 average daily vehicle trips compared to the proposed project.

Table 6.0-3
Project vs. Future Development Alternative
Trip Generation Comparison

Peak Hour
Development Type ADT AM PM
Proposed Project!
7,902
Free Standing Discount Super Store 3819
Shopping Center
pPPing 11,722
362 1,096
Reduced Density (Alt 2) 2 7,446
Free Standing Discount Super Store 1,480 314 715
Shopping Center 8,926

1 Ruettgers & Schuler May 2009
2 ITE Land Use Code 813 and 820

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 the Reduced Density Alternative on transit, pedestrian or

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

Implementation of the Reduced Density Alternative would create traffic impacts related to construction
employee trips and parking, demolition material exportation, and construction material importation.
These impacts are similar to those of the proposed project, and payment of applicable fees would reduce
these impacts to a less than significant level. Less parking would be required for the Reduced Density

Alternative and all the parking required by the City could be accommodated on site.

Overall, the Reduced Density Alternative would create fewer impacts than the proposed project with

regards to operational and construction traffic due to the reduced size of the development. Similar to the
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proposed project this alternative would be required to pay all applicable traffic fees and/or, a fair-share

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

The proposed project’s components (Walmart store, building pads and outlot) are expected to require a
combined total of 17,786 gallons per day for domestic water use and irrigation. This is a very 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.

Under the Reduced Density Alternative, a reduction in water demand would be expected compared to
the project since this alternative would reduce building space by over 23,682 square feet or 12 percent.
Considering this alternative is 12 percent smaller than the proposed project, for purposes of this analysis
it is assumed that the water usage would also be decreased to a total of 14,407 gallons per day. As under
the proposed project, uses constructed under this alternative are required to meet standard water
conservation requirements, and pay water connection fees. Due to the reduced water demand, this

alternative is considered superior with respect to water supply.
Sanitary Sewer

The proposed project would generate 4,822 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 an existing line located in Springville Road. 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.

The amount of wastewater generated is directly proportional to the amount and density of the proposed
land uses. The Reduced Density Alternative would result in a 12 percent decrease in development
density, resulting in less effluent that would be generated as compared to the proposed project. 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.
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Solid Waste

Occupancy of uses constructed under the proposed project would generate approximately 2,640 pounds
per day or 482 tons per year of solid waste. The amount of waste generated is directly proportional to the
amount and density of the proposed land uses. This alternative would result in a 12 percent decrease in
development density, so less solid waste would be generated compared to the project. Solid waste would
be deposited in the Teapot Dome landfill. Beyond the Teapot Dome landfill’s closure date of 2012, the
County anticipates setting up a transfer facility to divert waste to either the Woodpville or Visalia landfills.
Under either development scenario, the Walmart would maintain existing sustainability practices
including those related to solid waste disposal and recycling. This alternative would result in a lesser

impact with regards to solid waste.
Energy

The proposed project would consume energy for interior and exterior lighting, heating/ventilating/air
conditioning (HVAC), refrigeration, home electronics systems and appliances, and security systems,

among other things.

The proposed project would result in a total annual consumption of 21.6 billion BTUs per year. The
Reduced Density Alternative would consume 4,630,219 kWh per year of electricity and 41,890 thm per
year of natural gas. Table 6.0-4 details the electrical and natural gas usage for this alternative, which

would total approximately 20 billion BTU per year.

Table 6.0-4
Reduced Density Alternative Electrical and Natural Gas Usage
Square Energy Usage
Land Use Footage Generation Rate per Year BTUs per Year
Electricity

Walmart 144,701 348,508 kWh/month 4,182,096 kWh 14.3 billion
Outlots 34,471 13 kWh/sf/year 448,123 KkWh 1.5 billion
Total Electrical 179,172 - 4,630,219 kWh 15.8 billion

Natural Gas
Walmart 144,701 2,428 thm/month 29,136 thm 2.9 billion
Outlots 34,471 0.37 thm/sf/year 12,754 thm 1.3 billion
Total Natural Gas 179,172 - 41,890 thm 4.2 billion

Total BTUs 20.0 billion

Source: Impact Sciences, Inc., 2010.
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As shown, this alternative would result in a reduction of 1.6 billion BTUs per year. Therefore, the
Reduced Density Alternative would require less energy and would be superior to the proposed project in

this regard.
Conclusion and Relationship to Project Objectives

Implementation of the Reduced Density Alternative would not go as far toward meeting the objectives
for the proposed project but would result in reduced impacts regarding Air Quality, Hydrology and
Water Quality, Land Use (Urban Decay), Noise, Traffic, Water Supply, and Energy. Due to the reduced
size of this alternative, objectives related to maximizing the commercial uses on the project site, and
increasing the overall commercial potential of Porterville, would not be met as completely as under the

proposed project. Project objectives not met or partially obtained include the following:

e To provide a retail development which meets the current unmet demand of the consumers residing
within the City of Porterville and demand from planned future residential development in the City;

¢ 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 help reverse leakage of retail spending from Porterville to outlying retail centers;

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;

e 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.

Alternative Three — Mixed-Use Alternative
Description

The General Plan land use designation and the Zoning Ordinance limit the site to commercial uses. The
Retail Center designation would be inconsistent with local plans, policies, and regulations. Nevertheless,
the Mixed-Use Alternative was included to illustrate how the approximately 21.8 acre site could be
developed with a combination of residential and commercial uses. The Retail Center land use designation

allows a maximum floor area ration (FAR) of 2.0 and a maximum of 18 residential units per gross acre.l”

17 City of Porterville, 2030 General Plan, “Land Use Element,” 29.
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Therefore, this alternative would develop 270 residential units and approximately 91,500 square feet of
commercial uses. The commercial uses would include a Walmart totaling 61,500 square feet and several
outlots totaling 30,000 square feet that could be used for small retail tenants or restaurants. It should be
noted that the proposed FAR for this alternative is 0.35, considerably lower than the maximum FAR of
2.0 allowed within the Retail Center land use designation. The lower FAR is required to accommodate

both structures and parking for the alternative, without the cost prohibitive use of parking structures.
Analysis of the Mixed-Use Alternative
Air Quality

All construction activities are subject to the regulations of the San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution
Control District (SJVUAPCD). During site construction activities, the project would not generate reactive
organic gas (ROG), nitrogen (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), or particulate matter smaller than 10 microns
in size (PMuo) in excess of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) thresholds.
Given that the Mixed-Use Alternative would be subject to the same SJVUAPCD regulations, and would
cover the same development envelope, emissions generated by construction activities under the this

alternative would be similar to those of the project.

Implementation of this alternative would reduce emissions generated by Transport Refrigeration Units
(TRUs) and TRU generator sets used on trailers to keep perishable goods at proper temperature. The total
number of motor vehicle trips also would be reduced compared to the project, with the Mixed-Use
Alternative creating 5,594 fewer vehicle trips using assumptions from the ITE Trip Generation Manual
before pass-by credits and internal trip capture assumptions are applied. Consequently, the volume of air

emissions generated under this alternative would be less than those estimated for the proposed project.
Biological Resources

Due to the disturbed nature of the site and the presence of adjacent urban uses, the site provides little
foraging or nesting habitat for wildlife. Both the proposed project and the Mixed-Use Alternative would
convert land that has been heavily disturbed by grading activities conducted as part of Riverwalk
Marketplace Phase I. Neither development scenario would have a substantial adverse effect on a species
identified as sensitive or special status, nor any sensitive natural community. For this reason, neither the

proposed project nor this alternative are superior with respect to biological resources.
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Cultural Resources

Information provided from the record search and field surveys indicates that no cultural or historic
resources exist on the project site. Therefore, site development under any development scenario would
result in a less than significant impact to historic and prehistoric resources. Consequently, neither the
project nor the Mixed-Use Alternative is considered environmentally superior with respect to cultural

resources.
Geology and Soils

Soils in the City of Porterville that are highly susceptible to erosion are found in areas of steeply sloping
topography, particularly where vegetation and superficial material has been stripped for construction
purposes.18 The project site is an area that has a high susceptibility to erosion as identified in the
2030 General Plan.1? However, the project site’s flat topography coupled with the implementation of the
NPDES General Construction Permit would reduce impacts resulting from erosion to less than
significant. Therefore, site development under any development scenario would result in a less than

significant impact.

Upon completion of construction, under both the proposed project and this alternative, the project site
would be covered with structures, pavement and landscaping, and therefore no soil erosion would occur
during project operation. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, this alternative would have a less

than significant impact on geology and soils.
Hydrology and Water Quality

Urban runoff generated by site development would be collected and conveyed to the existing storm
drainage network. The volume of runoff that flows off the project site in a design-year storm event is
greater in the developed condition than it would be in an undeveloped condition because more of the site
is covered with impervious surface in a developed condition. Residential developments typically include
greater amounts of landscaping than commercial developments. Therefore, the Mixed-Use Alternative
would result in reduced flows as compared to the proposed project. This alternative would be
environmentally superior with respect to runoff volume in a design-year storm. With respect to water
quality, the proposed project and this alternative are subject to the requirements of the NPDES permit

program, which would ensure that water quality impacts were mitigated through implementation of Best

18 City of Porterville, 2030 General Plan, “Public Health and Safety Element,” 153.
19 Ibid., Figure 3.8-1, “Geologic Hazards and Mineral Resources.”

Impact Sciences, Inc. 6.0-23 Riverwalk Marketplace II Revised Draft EIR
0550.003 February 2011



6.0 Alternatives

Management Practices (BMP). Therefore, with respect to water quality, neither this alternative nor the

proposed project is considered environmentally superior.
Land Use/Urban Decay

Selection of the Mixed-Use Alternative would reduce the potential for urban decay to set upon existing
commercial areas, because of the reduced commercial space proposed under this alternative. The project
site is currently designated Retail Center under the General Plan and is zoned C-2, Central Commercial
Zone. Therefore, the development of this alternative would not be consistent with the current land use
zoning and land use designations of the project site and would require changes to the land use
designations on the project site. The proposed project would be superior to this alternative with regard to

urban decay.
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 would occur in the same development footprint and would be subject to the requirements of the
Municipal Code that limit the hours of construction activity. Overall, construction noise related impacts

would be similar to those associated with the project.

Point source noise levels generated by the Mixed-Use Alternative would be typical of that occurring in a
residential neighborhood and include noise sources such as lawn mowers, dogs barking, car alarms, etc.
that would not be expected to exceed the City’s Land Use Compatibility Guidelines or Noise Ordinance.
In addition, as the commercial component of this alternative is substantially smaller than the proposed
project, there would be a reduction in the number of delivery trucks and general commercial operations,
which would reduce major on-site noise sources. However, this alternative would place residential units
and commercial uses within close proximity to each other which provides increased potential for
sensitive receptors to be exposed to noise levels that exceed the Porterville Noise Ordinance thresholds.
Implementation of this alternative would reduce average daily traffic volumes along studied roadway
segments by 6,932 trips, and would result in audibly lower noise levels than that generated by the
proposed project. For these reasons, the Mixed-Use Alternative is superior to the project 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 Department. However, these future calls for service would be typical of those presently occurring
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throughout the City and could be handled without special equipment or training, however, as this
alternative would require a change in land use designation not accounted for by the general plan, there is
the potential that new facilities could be required that have not been programmed in the general plan. All
construction activity in the City must comply with the development standards set forth by the California
Fire Code and City of Porterville, including those pertaining to access, fire flow, and signage.
Consequently, as this alternative may require new facilities, the proposed project is considered superior

with regards to fire services.
Police Protection

Both the project and this alternative would generate calls for service that would increase staffing needs in
the Department. The types of calls for service would be typical of those presently occurring throughout
the City and could be handled without special equipment or training regardless of the development
scenario. However, as this alternative would require a change in land use designation not accounted for
by the general plan, there is the potential that new facilities could be required that have not been
programmed in the general plan. Consequently, as this alternative may require new facilities, the

proposed project is considered superior with regards to police services.
Transportation, Circulation, and Parking

Under the proposed project, operation of future commercial uses would generate 11,722 daily trips before
pass-by credits and internal trip capture assumptions are applied. As shown in Table 6.0-5, the
Mixed-Use Alternative would generate approximately 6,128 daily trips, or a reduction of 5,594 average
daily vehicle trips compared to the project. However, the AM peak hour trips is close to the number of
trips estimated by the proposed project and therefore, this alternative would likely cause similar impacts

during this peak hour.

Like the proposed project, 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 the Mixed-Use Alternative on transit, pedestrian or bicycle facilities would be less

than significant, similar to the proposed project.

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

construct traffic improvements required to mitigate impacts to less than significant. Overall, the
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transportation, circulation, and parking impacts of this alternative would be less than those of the

proposed project.

Table 6.0-5
Project vs. Alternative 3
Trip Generation Comparison

Peak Hour
Development Type ADT AM PM
Proposed Project!
7,902
Free Standing Discount Super Store 3819
Shopping Center !
PPINg 11,722
362 1,096
Mixed-Use Alternative 2
270 Multi-Family Units 1,8143,026 149 181
Free Standing Discount Super Store (61,500 sf) 1,288 195 248
Shopping Center (30,000 sf) 6,128 31 113
375 542

1 Ruettgers & Schuler May 2009
2 ITE Land Use Code

Water

The proposed project’s components (Walmart store, building pads and outlot) 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 shown in Table 6.0-6, using the City of Porterville Water System Master Plan water consumption
rates, this alternative would create a demand for potable water estimated at 50,549 gpd. This represents a
substantial increase in water demand compared to that of the proposed project. However, this increase is
only a small fraction of the City’s projected water demand for 2010 and would not substantially affect the
water basin’s condition of overdraft or the City’s groundwater recharge efforts. Sufficient water supplies
are available to accommodate this alternative’s demand without significant impact. All uses would be

required to meet standard water conservation requirements with regard to potable water, ensure
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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 demand. Overall, the water supply impacts of this

alternative would be greater than those of the proposed project

Table 6.0-6
Mixed-Use Alternative Water Demand

Land Use Units Generation Rate! Total (gpd)
Medium Density Residential 270 du (15 acres) 3,168 gpd/acre 47,520
Commercial 91,500 sf 33.1/1,000 sf 3,029
50,549

Source: Impact Sciences, Inc., 2010.
Notes: sf = square feet; du = dwelling unit; gpd = gallons per day.
1 City of Porterville Water System Master Plan, February 2001. Table 3.4.

Sewer

The proposed project would generate 4,822 gallons per day (gpd) of wastewater requiring collection and
treatment. Under either development scenario, the applicant is required to construct a sanitary sewer
system that would connect with an existing line located in Springville Road. 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.

As shown in Table 6.0-7, using the City of Porterville Sewer Master Plan generation rates this alternative
would create approximately 32,852 gpd of effluent requiring conveyance and treatment. This represents a
substantial increase in effluent compared to that of the proposed project. Uses constructed under this
alternative, as with the proposed project, must pay connection fees to fund improvements needed to
serve the project. Nonetheless, impacts of the proposed project are substantially less than those of this

alternative.
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Table 6.0-7
Mixed-Use Alternative Wastewater Generation

Land Use Units Generation Rate! Total (gpd)
Medium Density Residential 270 du (15 acres) 2,059 gpd/acre 30,885
Commercial 91,500 sf 21.5/1,000 sf 1,967
32,852

Source: Impact Sciences, Inc., 2010.
Notes: sf = square feet; du = dwelling unit; gpd = gallons per day.
1 City of Porterville Sewer System Master Plan, February 2001.

Solid Waste

Occupancy of uses constructed under the proposed project would generate approximately 2,640 pounds
per day or 482 tons per year of solid waste. As shown in Table 6.0-8, this alternative would generate
341.1 tons per year of solid waste. This alternative would result in a reduction of 140.9 tons per year of
solid waste as compared to the proposed project. Therefore, the impacts of this alternative are

significantly less than the proposed project.

Table 6.0-8
Mixed-Use Alternative Solid Waste Generation

Land Use Units Generation Rate! Total (tons/year)
Medium Density Residential 270 du 0.46 ton/units/year 124.2
Commercial 91,500 sf 2.37 tons/1,000 sf/year 216.9
341.1

Source: Impact Sciences, Inc., 2010.

Notes: sf = square feet; du = dwelling unit; gpd = gallons per day.

I California Integrated Waste Management Board, Solidwaste Characterization Database, Residential Waste Disposal
Rates, August 2009. http://www.ciwmb.ca.goo/WASTECHAR/ResDisp.htm.

Energy

The proposed project would consume energy for interior and exterior lighting, heating/ventilating/air
conditioning (HVAC), refrigeration, home electronics systems and appliances, and security systems,
among other uses. The proposed project would result in a total annual consumption of 21.6 billion BTUs

per year.
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The Mixed-Use Alternative would consume 3,068,700 kWh per year of electricity and 51,864 thm per year
of natural gas. Table 6.0-9, Mixed-Use Alternative Electrical and Natural Gas Usage, details the

electrical and natural gas usage for this alternative which would total approximately 15.7 billion BTU per

year.
Table 6.0-9
Mixed-Use Alternative Electrical and Natural Gas Usage
Energy Usage
Land Use Units Generation Rate! per Year BTUs per Year
Electricity
Residential Units 270du 580 kWh/du/month 1,879,200 kWh 6.4 billion
Commercial 91,500 sf 13 kWh/sf/year 1,189,500 kWh 4.1 billion
Natural Gas
Residential Units 270du  66.7 thm/du/month? 18,009 thm 1.8 billion
Commercial 91,500 sf 0.37 thm/sf/year 33,855 thm 3.4 billion
Total BTUs 15.7 billion

Source: Impact Sciences, Inc., 2010.

Notes: sf = square feet; du = dwelling unit; gpd = gallons per day, kWh = kilowatt hours, thm = therms

1 Energy Information Agency, U.S. Monthly Energy Bill by Sector and State 2007.

2 South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-11-A, 1993.

As shown, this alternative would result in a reduction of electricity and natural gas equaling a total
reduction of 5.9 billion BTUs per year. Therefore, this alternative would require less energy than the

proposed project and would be environmentally superior.
Conclusion and Relationship to Project Objectives

The Mixed-Use Alternative would result in reduced impacts with regards to Air Quality, Land Use
(Urban decay), Traffic, Sanitary Sewer, Solid Waste, and Energy; but would create greater impacts with
regards to Noise, Fire Services, Police Services, and Water Supply. Implementation of this alternative
would satisfy some of the project objectives but to a lesser degree due to the reduced size of the
commercial component. As the Mixed-Use Alternative would require land use designation and zone
changes, this alternative would not be consistent with the Porterville General Plan. Project objectives

partially or entirely not met include the following:

e To develop the proposed project with a regional retail shopping center in conformance with the City
of Porterville General Plan and other applicable land use regulations;
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e To provide a retail development which meets the current unmet demand of the consumers residing
within the City of Porterville and demand from planned future residential development in the City;

e To provide a commercial development that serves both the local and regional market area to attract
customers and new business including retailers into the City of Porterville;

¢ 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 provide a commercial development that results in a net fiscal benefit to the City of Porterville by
providing new sales tax revenue and increased property tax revenues;

e To help reverse leakage of retail spending from Porterville to outlying retail centers;

e To provide commercial development that creates new jobs and opportunities for City residents in
furtherance of the goals and policies of the General Plan’s Economic Development Element;

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.

Alternative Four — Alternative Project Location Alternative
Description

This alternative analyzes the development of an approximately 21.8 acre project site located
approximately 1 mile southwest of the project site, at the northwest corner of SR-65 and Scranton
Avenue. Figure 6.0-1, Local Setting — Alternative Project Site, shows the location of the project site.
Through consultation with the City of Porterville, this site was chosen due to its size, location in
relationship to SR-190 and SR-65, as well as its relative distance from sensitive uses (i.e., residential uses).
This alternative would be the same size and design as the proposed project which would consist of a
202,854-square-foot commercial development including a 161,602-square-foot Walmart and 4 outlots

totaling 41,252 square feet.

Impact Sciences, Inc. 6.0-30 Riverwalk Marketplace II Revised Draft EIR
0550.003 February 2011



L

Proposed
Riverwalk
Marketplace
1

Existing
Riverwalk
Marketplace

Alternative
Slte
Riverwalk
Marketplace
1]

SOURCE: Google Earth - 2008, Impact Sciences, Inc. — September 2009

FIGURE 6.0_1

Local Setting - Alternative Project Site

550-003-09/10



6.0 Alternatives

Analysis of the Alternative Project Location Alternative
Air Quality

All construction activities are subject to the regulations of the San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution
Control District (SJVUAPCD). During site construction activities, the project would not generate reactive
organic gas (ROG), nitrogen (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), or particulate matter smaller than 10 microns
in size (PMuo) in excess of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) thresholds. As
this alternative would be of the same size and design of the proposed project, air quality impacts

resulting from construction of the proposed project would be the same.

As this alternative would be of the same size and design as the proposed project, the volume of air
emissions generated would be the same of those estimated for the project and would remain significant

and unavoidable.
Biological Resources

The alternative project site is currently entirely covered in agricultural uses. Therefore, the site provides
little foraging or nesting habitat for wildlife. Neither development scenario would have a substantial
adverse effect on a species identified as sensitive or special status, nor any sensitive natural community as
none exist on wither site. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, this alternative would have a less

than significant impact.
Cultural Resources

Information provided from the record search and field surveys indicates that no cultural or historic
resources exist on the project site. A similar record search and field survey for the alternative project site
is beyond the scope of this alternatives analysis. However, it is unlikely that significant cultural resources
exist on the site as the alternative site has been disturbed by agricultural uses. Grading and excavations
associated with the development of this alternative could uncover cultural resources on the site, but with
the implementation of the mitigation measures for the proposed project, impacts would be mitigated to

less than significant. Therefore, impacts would be similar to those of the proposed project.
Geology and Soils

Soils in the City of Porterville that are highly susceptible to erosion are found in areas of steeply sloping
topography, particularly where vegetation and superficial material has been stripped for construction

purposes.20 The project site is an area that has a high susceptibility to erosion as identified in the

20 City of Porterville, 2030 General Plan, “Public Health and Safety Element,” 153.
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2030 General Plan.21 Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would also be located on a site that
has a high susceptibility to erosion as identified in the 2030 General Plan.22 Both the project site and the
alternative site’s flat topography coupled with the implementation of the NPDES General Construction
Permit would reduce impacts resulting from erosion to less than significant. Therefore, site development

under any development scenario would result in a less than significant impact.

Upon completion of construction, under both the proposed project and this alternative, the project site
would be covered with structures, pavement and landscaping, and therefore no soil erosion would occur
during project operation. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, this alternative would have a less

than significant impact on geology and soils.
Hydrology and Water Quality

Urban runoff generated by site development would be collected and conveyed to the existing storm
drainage network. However, the alternative site is located in an agricultural area that would require
drainage system upgrades to accommodate the proposed project. The volume of runoff that flows off the
project site in a design-year storm event is greater in the developed condition as compared to the
undeveloped condition because more of the site is covered with impervious surface in a developed
condition. Because this alternative would be of similar design and size as the proposed project, quantities
of runoff from the site would be similar. Due to the required drainage upgrades for this alternative,

impacts would be greater under this alternative but would remain less than significant.

With respect to water quality, the proposed project and this alternative are subject to the requirements of
the NPDES permit program, which would ensure BMPs are implemented to treat runoff from the project

site. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, impacts would be less than significant.
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 Ordinance.

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.

21 Ibid., Figure 3.8-1, “Geologic Hazards and Mineral Resources.”
22 Ibid., Figure 3.8-1, “Geologic Hazards and Mineral Resources.”
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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. However, as this alternative site is surrounded by agricultural lands, sensitive
receptors are located at a greater distance when compared to the proposed project and would avoid
significant impacts of 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
would be required. Furthermore, all construction activity in the City must comply with the development
standards set forth by the California 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. 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
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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 11,722 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.
Water Supply

The proposed project is 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.
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Sanitary Sewer

Both the proposed project and this alternative would generate 4,822 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 2,640 pounds per day or 482 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.
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.
The proposed project would result in a total annual consumption of 21.6 billion BTUs per year.

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,

Impact Sciences, Inc. 6.0-36 Riverwalk Marketplace II Revised Draft EIR
0550.003 February 2011



6.0 Alternatives

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:

e 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;

e 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.

In addition, this alternative would be infeasible for the following reasons:

e Itis inconsistent with plans and regulatory limitations. The City’s 2030 General Plan does not identify
this property for commercial uses

e Ownership/ability to acquire the site. Neither the project applicant nor the City owns this property.
Therefore, the ability for the project applicant to acquire this site is not at all certain.

e Site Suitability and Availability of Infrastructure. Due to the primarily agricultural nature of
surrounding uses, it is unlikely that sufficient infrastructure exists within the project vicinity to
accommodate a commercial development of this size. The required extension of required
infrastructure may not be prohibitively expensive.

e Failure to Meet Basic Project Objectives. As described above, this alternative would fail 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. Failure to meet
this important project objective would eliminate a key component of this project.

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
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other alternatives.23 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 air quality
impacts and 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 Alternative 2 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.

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