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(c) _Mitigation Measures Related to Greenhouse Gas Emissions.

Consistent with section 15126.4(a), lead agencies shall consider feasible means, supported by
substantial evidence and subject to monitoring or reporting, of mitigating the significant effects
of greenhouse gas emissions. Measures to mitigate the significant effects of greenhouse gas
emissions may include, among others:

(1) Measures in an existing plan or mitigation program for the reduction of emissions that are
required as part of the lead agency’s decision:

(20 Reductions in_emissions resulting from a project through implementation of project
features, project design, or other measures, such as those described in Appendix F;

(3) Off-site measures, including offsets that are not otherwise required, to mitigate a project’s
emissions;

(4) Measures that sequester greenhouse gases:;

(5) _In the case of the adoption of a plan, such as a general plan, long range development plan,
or _plans for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, mitigation may include the
identification of specific measures that may be implemented on a project-by-project basis.
Mitigation may also include the incorporation of specific measures or policies found in an
adopted ordinance or requlation that reduces the cumulative effect of emissions.

Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083, 21083.05, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sections
5020.5, 21002, 21003, 21083.05, 21100 and 21084.1, Public Resources Code; Citizens of Goleta
Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553; Laurel Heights Improvement Association v.
Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376; Gentry v. City of Murrieta (1995) 36
Cal.App.4th 1359; Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of
California (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112; and-Sacramento Old City Assn. v. City Council of Sacramento
(1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City & Co. of San
Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656; Ass 'n of Irritated Residents v. County of Madera (2003)
107 Cal.App.4th 1383; Environmental Council of Sacramento v. City of Sacramento (2006) 147
Cal.App.4th 1018.

15126.6 CONSIDERATION AND DISCUSSION OF ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED
PROJECT.

@ Alternatives to the Proposed Project. 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 effects 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. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. The lead
agency is responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and must
publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives. There is no ironclad rule
governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason.
(Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553 and Laurel Heights
Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376).

() Purpose. Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a
project may have on the environment (Public Resources Code Section 21002.1), the discussion
of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of
avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these
alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be
more costly.
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Selection of a range of reasonable alternatives. The range of potential alternatives to the
proposed project shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives
of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. The
EIR should briefly describe the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be discussed. The EIR
should also identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected
as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead
agency’s determination. Additional information explaining the choice of alternatives may be
included in the administrative record. Among the factors that may be used to eliminate
alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are:() failure to meet most of the basic
project objectives, (i) infeasibility, or (i) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts.

Evaluation of alternatives. The EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative
to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. A matrix
displaying the major characteristics and significant environmental effects of each alternative
may be used to summarize the comparison. If an alternative would cause one or more
significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the
significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant
effects of the project as proposed. (County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1981) 124
Cal.App.3d 1).

“No project” alternative.

(1) The specific alternative of “no project” shall also be evaluated along with its impact. The
purpose of describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow decision makers to
compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not approving
the proposed project. The no project alternative analysis is not the baseline for determining
whether the proposed project’s environmental impacts may be significant, unless it is
identical to the existing environmental setting analysis which does establish that baseline
(see Section 15125).

20 The “no project” analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the notice of
preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time
environmental analysis is commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected to
occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and
consistent with available infrastructure and community services. If the environmentally
superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify an
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.

3) A discussion of the “no project” alternative will usually proceed along one of two lines:

(& When the project is the revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan, policy or
ongoing operation, the “no project” alternative will be the continuation of the existing
plan, policy or operation into the future. Typically this is a situation where other
projects initiated under the existing plan will continue while the new plan is developed.
Thus, the projected impacts of the proposed plan or alternative plans would be
compared to the impacts that would occur under the existing plan.

@®) If the project is other than a land use or regulatory plan, for example a development
project on identifiable property, the “no project” alternative is the circumstance under
which the project does not proceed. Here the discussion would compare the
environmental effects of the property remaining in its existing state against
environmental effects which would occur if the project is approved. If disapproval of
the project under consideration would result in predictable actions by others, such as
the proposal of some other project, this “no project” consequence should be discussed.
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
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should identify the practical result of the project’s non-approval and not create and
analyze a set of artificial assumptions that would be required to preserve the existing
physical environment.

(©) After defining the no project alternative using one of these approaches, the lead agency
should proceed to analyze the impacts of the no project alternative by projecting what
would reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not
approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and
community services.

() Rule of reason. The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason”
that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.
The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the
ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the
project. The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster
meaningful public participation and informed decision making.

(1) Feasibility. 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, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional
boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should consider the regional
context), and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have
access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent). No one of
these factors establishes a fixed limit on the scope of reasonable alternatives. (Citizens of
Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553; see Save Our Residential
Environment v. City of West Hollywood (1992) 9 Cal.App.4th 1745, 1753, fn. 1).

(2) Alternative locations.

(») Key question. The key question and first step in analysis is whether any of the
significant effects of the project would be avoided or substantially lessened by putting
the project in another location. Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen
any of the significant effects of the project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR.

®) None feasible. If the lead agency concludes that no feasible alternative locations exist,
it must disclose the reasons for this conclusion, and should include the reasons in the
EIR. For example, in some cases there may be no feasible alternative locations for a
geothermal plant or mining project which must be in close proximity to natural
resources at a given location.

(©) Limited new analysis required. Where a previous document has sufficiently analyzed a
range of reasonable alternative locations and environmental impacts for projects with
the same basic purpose, the lead agency should review the previous document. The EIR
may rely on the previous document to help it assess the feasibility of potential project
alternatives to the extent the circumstances remain substantially the same as they relate
to the alternative. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d
553, 573).

) An EIR need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and
whose implementation is remote and speculative. (Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Committee v.
Board of Trustees (1979) 89 Cal. App.3d 274).

Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sections 21002,
21002.1, 21003, and 21100, Public Resources Code; Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of
Supervisors, (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553; Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the
University of California, (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376; Gentry v. City of Murrieta (1995) 36 Cal.App.4th
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1359; and Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California
(1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112.

15127. LIMITATIONS ON DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

The information required by Section 15126.2(c) concerning irreversible changes, need be included
only in EIRs prepared in connection with any of the following activities:

@ The adoption, amendment, or enactment of a plan, policy, or ordinance of a public agency;

() The adoption by a Local Agency Formation Commission of a resolution making
determinations; or

¢ A project which will be subject to the requirement for preparing an environmental impact
statement pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 42
U.S.C. 4321-4347.

Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code; Reference: Section 21100.1, Public
Resources Code.

15128. EFFECTS NOT FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT

An EIR shall contain a statement briefly indicating the reasons that various possible significant
effects of a project were determined not to be significant and were therefore not discussed in detail
in the EIR. Such a statement may be contained in an attached copy of an Initial Study.

Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code; Reference: Section 21100, Public
Resources Code.

15129. ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS CONSULTED

The EIR shall identify all federal, state, or local agencies, other organizations, and private
individuals consulted in preparing the draft EIR, and the persons, firm, or agency preparing the
draft EIR, by contract or other authorization.

Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code; Reference: Sections 21104 and
21153, Public Resources Code.

15130. DISCUSSION OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

@ An EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect is
cumulatively considerable, as defined in section 15065 )@a)3). Where a lead agency is
examining a project with an incremental effect that is not “cumulatively considerable,” a lead
agency need not consider that effect significant, but shall briefly describe its basis for
concluding that the incremental effect is not cumulatively considerable.

(1) As defined in Section 15355, a cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as
a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects
causing related impacts. An EIR should not discuss impacts which do not result in part
from the project evaluated in the EIR.

2 When the combined cumulative impact associated with the project’s incremental effect and
the effects of other projects is not significant, the EIR shall briefly indicate why the
cumulative impact is not significant and is not discussed in further detail in the EIR. A lead
agency shall identify facts and analysis supporting the lead agency’s conclusion that the
cumulative impact is less than significant.

() An EIR may determine that a project’s contribution to a significant cumulative impact will
be rendered less than cumulatively considerable and thus is not significant. A project’s
contribution is less than cumulatively considerable if the project is required to implement
or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or measures designed to alleviate the
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