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Employees and patrons of the retail and office uses under the proposed project would likely utilize 
public services in the city, however it is less likely that these groups will represent a new user popu-
lation that will increase demand beyond existing levels.  It is expected that these groups either al-
ready use the city’s public services or would rely upon the services of neighboring municipalities 
where they currently reside.  As a result, the Alternate Use Alternative would result in an insub-
stantial deterioration in relation to the proposed project.  
 
m. Transportation 
The Alternate Use Alternative would result in less retail and office space when compared to the 
proposed project, but it would include 225 residential units.  It is anticipated that new vehicle trips 
generated by residents would increase the degree of overall traffic impacts when compared with the 
proposed project.  It is anticipated that like the proposed project, the Alternate Use Alternative 
would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to the capacities of Highway 101 and 
the Lakeville Street/Caulfield Lane intersection since both are expected to be operating at a LOS of 
F without any additional development.  With appropriate site design, this alternative would be able 
to mitigate the same impacts that the proposed project can mitigate, so it would not be anticipated 
to create any new impacts.  As a result, the Alternate Use Alternative would result in an insubstan-
tial deterioration when compared to the proposed project.  
 
n. Utilities 
As with the proposed project, the Alternate Use Alternative would generate an increased demand 
for water, sewer and solid waste disposal.  However, with the inclusion of 225 housing units, this 
alternative would generate an increased demand overall on utility systems.  As a result, this alterna-
tive is considered to be an insubstantial deterioration in relation to the proposed project.  
 
3. Ability to Meet Project Objectives 
The Alternate Use Alternative would achieve many project objectives.  However, this alternative 
would be well short of providing the 380,000 square feet of retail and office space stated among the 
objectives.  The substantial reduction in retail uses, especially, could adversely affect the project’s 
capacity to address the City’s goal of reducing retail leakage.  As a result, this alternative would be a 
substantial deterioration in regards to meeting objectives when compared to the proposed project. 
 
4. Reasons for Not Selecting This Alternative 
The Alternate Use Alternative has not been selected because it does not present a viable develop-
ment alternative, whereas one currently exists under the proposed project.  An applicant does not 
exist in support of this alternative, and it is therefore less likely that the City would achieve its cur-
rent General Plan policies related to infill and redevelopment under this alternative.   
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D. Environmentally-Superior Alternative 

CEQA Guidelines require that the environmentally-superior alternative be designated.  If the alter-
native with the least environmental impact is the No Project Alternative, then this document must 
also designate the next most environmentally preferable alternative. 
 
In this case, as shown in Table 5-1, the No Project Alternative would be environmentally superior.  
The next most environmentally superior is the Mitigated Alternative.  
 
As identified in this EIR analysis, the proposed project would have significant and unavoidable im-
pacts in relation to air quality and traffic.  While the Mitigated Alternative would not avoid the 
impacts to traffic, it would lessen the degree of those impacts and it would prevent a project ex-
ceedance of the BAAQMD threshold of 80 pounds/day for Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) and 
Nitrogen Oxides, reducing this impact to a less-than-significant level.    
 
The Alternate Use Alternative would be the next most preferable alternative.   
 
 
E. Alternatives Considered and Rejected 

As part of the environmental process to determine the appropriate range of alternatives to include 
into this EIR, several alternatives were identified and later rejected.     
 




