


6.0 ALTERNATIVES

6.1 INTRODUCTION
CEQA REQUIREMENTS

The purpose of this alternatives analysis is to describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the
proposed General Plan Update. This analysis evaluates alternatives that would obtain most of
the basic objectives of the project and the comparative merits of those alternatives (State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[a]). In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR does
not need to consider every conceivable alternative to a project, nor is it required to consider
alternatives that are clearly infeasible. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b) states that an
alternafives analysis shall focus on those alternatives that are capable of avoiding or
substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if they impede to some degree
the attainment of the project objectives or would be more costly.

CEQA requires an EIR to identify project alternatives and to indicate the manner in which a
project’s significant effects may be mitigated or avoided, but does not mandate that the EIR
itself contain an analysis of the feasibility of the various project alternatives or mitigation
measures it identifies (Public Resources Code, §§ 21002.1, subd. (a); 21100, subd. (b)(4); Sierrd
Club v. County of Napa (2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 1490, 1503, citing San Franciscans Upholding the
Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656, 689-690). As the
lead agency, Mendocino County bears the responsibility for the decisions that must be made
before a project can go forward, including determinations of feasibility and whether the benefits
of a project outweigh the significant effects the project will have on the environment (Public
Resources Code §§ 21002.1, subds. (b) & (c), 21081). In addition, CEQA specifically provides that
in making these determinations, the County shall base its findings on substantial evidence in the
record, a provision reflecting an understanding that the Board of Supervisors will not limit its
review to matters set forth in the EIR, but will base its decision on evidence found anywhere in
the record (Sierra Club v. County of Napa, 121 Cal.App.4h at p. 1503; citing Public Resources
Code, §§ 21081.5).

According to State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR need only examine in detail those alternatives that
could feasibly meet most of the basic objectives of the project. When addressing feasibility,
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 states that “among the factors that may be taken into
account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability,
availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the
applicant can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to alternative sites.” The
State CEQA Guidelines also specify that the alternatives discussion should not be remote or
speculative. However, discussion of alternatives need not be presented in the same level of
detail as the assessment of the proposed project.

State CEQA Guidelines indicate that several factors need to be considered in determining the
range of alternatives to be analyzed in an EIR and the level of analytical detail that should be
provided for each alternative. These factors include (1) the nature of the significant impacts to
the proposed project; (2) the ability of alternatives to avoid or lessen the significant impacts
associated with the project; (3) the ability of the alternatives to meet the objectives of the
project; and (4) the feasibility of the alternatives. These factors are unique for each project.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT SELECTED FOR ANALYSIS

A number of alternatives and ideas that could have been considered as components of an
alternative were considered during preparation of the Draft EIR but where not selected for in-
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depth analysis. These alternatives and alternative-components are described below, along with
reasons they were withdrawn from further consideration.

Off-Site Alternative

Given the nature of the project (adoption of a General Plan Update for the County), it would
not be pertinent to address another area outside of the County boundaries. Further, this
dlternative would not meet the basic project objectives identified in Section 3.0, Project
Description. For these reasons, an off-site alternative is considered infeasible pursuant to State
CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(c).

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

In accordance with the provisions of State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the following
alternatives fo the proposed project are evaluated. Based on the environmental analysis in
Section 4.0 of this DEIR, the project’s alternatives were developed to provide decision-makers
with a reasonable range of alternatives to which to compare to the proposed project.

e Alternatfive 1 —No Projec’r‘— Existing General Plan Alternative

e Alternative 2 — Board of Supervisors EIR Alternative (This alternative is not considered an
alternative under the State CEQA Guidelines, but was directed by the Board of
Supervisors for analysis as an alternative.)

e Alternative 3 - Existing Land Use Map/Proposed General Plan Update Policies Alternative

The environmental effects of each of these alternatives are identified and compared with the
environmental impacts resulting from the proposed General Plan Update that are identified in
issue areas in Sections 4.1 through 4.14 of this DEIR. Table 6.0-1 at the end of this section provides
a comparison of the environmental benefits and detriments of each alternative.  Also, an
“environmentally superior” alternative is identified.

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) provides details regarding the consideration of ranges
of alternatives. The following alternatives analysis provides an adequate range or alternatives
for consideration under the requirements of CEQA.

6.2 ALTERNATIVE 1: NO PROJECT — EXISTING GENERAL PLAN ALTERNATIVE
CHARACTERISTICS

Under Alternative 1, the proposed Mendocino County General Plan and its associated Land Use
Policy Map would not be adopted. The existing 1981 Mendocino County General Plan policy
document and Land Use Map would remain in effect (see Figure 6.0-1). The County would
utilize its existing zoning and other regulations regarding development within the County's
jurisdiction. Existing General Plan objectives and policies would continue to be in affect. Any
future development would be required to adhere to the policies in the existing 1981 General
Plan. The growth projections for the existing General Plan were determined by utilizing the
historic growth rate of 1 percent in the unincorporated county as discussed in this EIR. Based on
this growth projection for the planning horizon to 2030, there would still be a total of 6,785
housing units created with a 77,160 fotal population, an increase of 15,170 persons over existing
2008 conditions. Anticipated growth by 2030 would be the same as the proposed General Plan
Update as there are no policy provisions, existing or proposed, that dictate the rate of growth.
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