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Alternatives to the Proposed Project

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The purpose of an alternatives analysis pursuant to CEQA is to identify feasible options that would attain
most of the basic objectives of a proposed project while reducing its significant effects. Provisions of
CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6) that address the number of project alternatives required in an EIR
state the following:
The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason;” the EIR must evaluate
only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasonable choice. The alternatives shall be limited to
those that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of a proposed project while
meeting most of the underlying project objectives.

5.1

REQUIREMENTS FOR THE CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVES

An important aspect of EIR preparation is the identification and assessment of alternatives to the
proposed project that have the potential to avoid or substantially lessen potentially significant impacts. In
addition to mandating consideration of the no project alternative, CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6[e])
emphasize the selection of a reasonable range of feasible alternatives and adequate assessment, which
allows decision-makers to use a comparative analysis. CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6[a]) states:
An EIR shall describe a reasonable range of 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.
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines 15126.6, this EIR contains a comparative impact assessment of
alternatives to the proposed project. The primary purpose of this assessment is to provide decisionmakers and the public with a reasonable number of feasible project alternatives that could attain most of
the basic project objectives while avoiding or reducing any of the project’s significant adverse
environmental effects. Important considerations for these alternatives’ analyses are provided below:
•

An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project

•

An EIR should identify alternatives that were considered by the lead agency, but rejected as
infeasible during the scoping process

•

Reasons for rejecting an alternative include:
o

Failure to meet most of the basic project objectives

o

Infeasibility

o

Inability to avoid significant environmental effects
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No Project Alternative
CEQA Guidelines require that the alternatives be compared to the project’s environmental impacts and
that the “no project” alternative be considered (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[d][e]). Section
15126.6(d)(e)(1) states:
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.
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.

Consistency with Project Objectives
A project’s statement of objectives describes the purpose of the project and the reasons for undertaking
the project. To be considered for detailed analysis in the EIR, an alternative must meet most of the project
objectives. Among the suite of project objectives identified by the Applicant, the County as lead agency
has identified the following as the basic objectives for purposes of screening potential alternatives to the
proposed project:
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•

Comply with LAFCo policy to create a more logical service boundary and provide more effective
delivery of municipal services by annexing all existing unincorporated areas zoned for
development in the HCSD.

•

Ensure new residents receive the same level of service as current residents.

•

Ensure existing service levels to current County residents are not reduced in order to provide
services to the HCSD service area.

•

Promote economic vitality by maintaining and expanding small businesses and local services for
residents.

•

Assist the County in meeting housing needs to accommodate forecasted population growth.

•

Incorporate parks and open space, including trails, into the project design in a manner that would
provide community connectivity and would be aesthetically pleasing.

•

Promote economic growth through new capital investment for an expanded population and
increased tax base.

•

Provide a diversity of housing choices in one development that would cater to various segments
of the community, including low-cost, single-family homes.
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Feasibility
According to CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6[f][1]):
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.
Based on CEQA Guidelines, “feasible” is defined as, “capable of being accomplished in a successful
manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social,
and technological factors” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15364). CEQA does not require that an EIR
determine the ultimate feasibility of a selected alternative, but rather that an alternative be potentially
feasible.
For the screening analysis, the potential feasibility of potential alternatives was assessed using the
following considerations:
Technological Feasibility: Is the alternative feasible from a technical perspective, considering available
technology? Are there any construction, operation, or maintenance constraints that cannot be overcome?
Legal Feasibility: For example, do legal protections on lands or financing strategies preclude or
substantially limit the feasibility of constructing the alternative?
Economic Feasibility: Is the alternative so costly that its costs would prohibit its implementation?
In determining what alternatives should be considered in the EIR, it is important to acknowledge the
objectives of the project, the project’s significant effects, and unique project considerations. These factors
are crucial to the development of alternatives that meet the criteria specified in Section 15126.6(a).
Although, as noted above, an EIR must contain a discussion of “potentially feasible” alternatives, the
ultimate determination whether an alternative is feasible or infeasible is made by the lead agency’s
decision‐making body (See PRC Section 21081[a][3]).

Potential to Avoid or Lessen Significant Environmental Effects
CEQA requires that alternatives to a proposed project have the potential to avoid or substantially lessen
one or more significant effects of the project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). At the project and/or
cumulative level, the Draft EIR has identified the following environmental issues that may result in
significant impacts. This list only includes those impacts that were determined to be significant and
unavoidable.

Wildfire
•

Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors that exacerbate wildfire risks, project occupants
may be exposed to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a
wildfire.
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•

The proposed project would require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure
(such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment.

•

The proposed project would expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope
or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage
changes.

•

The proposed project would cause a cumulatively considerable impact relative to wildfires.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
•

The proposed project would generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have
a significant impact on the environment.

•

The proposed project would conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs.

5.2

METHODOLOGY AND SCREENING CRITERIA

A range of potential alternatives was developed and subjected to the screening criteria. Several
representative alternatives were considered. There was no attempt to include every conceivable
alternative. The following criteria were used to screen potential alternatives:
•

Does the alternative meet most of the project objectives?

•

Is the alternative potentially feasible?

•

Would the alternative substantially reduce one or more of the significant impacts associated with
the project?

5.3

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND REJECTED FROM FURTHER
CONSIDERATION

As described above, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) provides that the range of potential
alternatives for the 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. Alternatives
that fail to meet the fundamental project purpose need not be addressed in detail in an EIR. (In re BayDelta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143,
1165-1167.)
In determining what alternatives should be considered in the EIR, it is important to acknowledge the
objectives of the project, the project’s significant effects, and unique project considerations. These factors
are crucial to the development of alternatives that meet the criteria specified in Section 15126.6(a).
Although, as noted above, EIRs must contain a discussion of “potentially feasible” alternatives, the
ultimate determination as to whether an alternative is feasible or infeasible is made by lead agency
decision-makers. (See PRC Section 21081[a][3].) At the time of action on the project, the decisionmakers may consider evidence beyond that found in this EIR in addressing such determinations. The
decision-makers, for example, may conclude that a particular alternative is infeasible (i.e., undesirable)
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from a policy standpoint, and may reject an alternative on that basis provided that: (1) the decisionmakers adopt a finding, supported by substantial evidence, to that effect, and (2) such a finding reflects a
reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and other considerations
supported by substantial evidence. (City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego [1982] 133 Cal.App.3d 401, 417;
California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz [2009] 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 998.)
The EIR should also identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected
during the planning or scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s
determination. The following alternatives were considered by the County but are not evaluated further in
this Draft EIR for the reasons discussed below.

Alternative Location
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2) sets forth considerations in evaluating an alternative location as
part of the CEQA alternatives analysis. The section indicates that EIRs should only discuss alternative
locations if they can avoid or substantially lessen significant project impacts. In addition, the section
establishes that if a lead agency determines that no feasible alternative locations exist, it should explain
its reasoning for this conclusion.
In consultation with the County, three alternative locations were considered. All three are located
southwest of the project site, all are zoned for Residential Low Density (RL). Some parcels have a
Planned Unit Development (P), Agriculture General, Greenway and Open Space (GO), and/or Open
Space, combining zones. Two of the sites are 320 acres to 360 acres, and a third site is 72 acres.
Theoretically, all the sites are large enough to accommodate the proposed project. However, all three
sites are heavily timbered and constrained with streams and gulches, limiting usable areas.
If the above sites were developed with a project similar to that of the proposed project, similar significant
impacts on air quality, transportation, aesthetics, hydrology and water quality, biological resources, and
GHGs would occur. The alternative sites would also require an amendment to the County General Plan
and Zoning to accommodate residential and commercial uses. Therefore, relocating the proposed project
to any of these sites would result in similar impacts and would not contribute to minimizing, reducing, or
avoiding significant impacts of the proposed project. In summary, an alternative location would not meet
the CEQA Guidelines’ objective of avoiding or substantially lessening the proposed project’s significant
effects and, therefore, has been rejected from further consideration.

No Project (Existing Land Use Designations Alternative)
For projects that involve a General Plan Amendment, a common alternative is to evaluate a hypothetical
development project that could occur under the existing land use designations.
In this case, the Humboldt County General Plan designates the proposed development site as Residential
Low Density (RL) 1-7 units/acre and the water storage tank site as Timberland (T). The existing zoning for
the proposed development parcels is Residential One-Family (R-1), with combining zones indicating
Planned Unit Development (P), Recreation (R), and Greenway and Open Space (GO). The water storage
tank location is zoned as a TPZ. No change would occur to the water storage tank site as a water tank is
a permitted use under the TPZ zoning. The RL-1-7 land use designation would allow for development of 7
dwelling units per acre. The project site is 81 acres; therefore, this would allow for a development of 567
dwelling units under the current land use designation, which would result in greater impacts. In addition,
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no multi-family dwelling units would be provided under this alternative. The current land use designation
would not allow for any commercial uses and would not meet the objectives of the proposed project. As
such, evaluating a development project that could occur under the existing General Plan land use
designations would potentially result in greater impacts due to larger development. Additionally, this
alternative would not meet the project objective of promoting economic vitality by maintaining and
expanding small businesses and local services for residents and creating an economic base for the
County. For these reasons, the Existing Land Use Designations Alternative has been rejected from
further consideration.

5.4

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126 requires an EIR to identify and discuss a no project alternative, as well
as a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project that would feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the proposed project, and would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
environmental impacts.
Alternatives to the proposed project considered for analysis in this EIR are:
•

No Project

•

Site Plan Redesign (Impacts addressed: Wildfire)

•

Reduced Density (Impacts addressed: GHG and Wildfire)

Alternative 1 – No Project
Under the No Project alternative, the project site would remain in its existing condition and no new
development would occur.
Impact Analysis
The project site would remain as it currently exists, and no changes would occur. The timber harvesting
may continue to occur through 2023 under the currently approved Timber Harvest Plan. No annexation to
the HCSD would occur. Under the No Project alternative, all of the proposed project’s significant impacts
would be avoided, and its potentially significant impacts that cannot be mitigated to a level of less than
significant would not occur.
Conclusion
The No Project alternative would avoid all of the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable impacts.
However, this alternative would not advance any of the project objectives, promote economic vitality,
assist County in meeting housing needs, increase the tax base, and provide a diversity of housing
choices.

5-6

North McKay Ranch Subdivision Project
Draft EIR

Alternatives to the Proposed Project

Alternative 2 – Site Plan Redesign
The Site Plan Redesign alternative was developed to reduce potential impacts from wildfire risk by
increasing the size of lots located along the project boundary adjacent to the North McKay Forest, as
shown in Figure 5-1. The large lots would provide the 100-foot defensible space as required by CAL
FIRE, CWPPP, and Humboldt Bay FPD. This alternative would result in reduction of 10 single-family
dwelling units and 14 small lot single-family dwelling units. The number of multi-family dwelling units
would remain at 174, and the 22,000 square feet of commercial development would also remain
unchanged. This alternative would require extending Redwood Street and Arbutus Street, which would
require drainage crossings similar to the proposed project. In addition, with the site redesign proposed
under this alternative, it is expected that there would be adequate buffer from the PG&E high voltage
power line.
The purpose of the Site Plan Redesign alternative is to reduce significant and unavoidable impacts from
wildfires by providing 100-foot defensible space. Furthermore, this alternative is anticipated to reduce trip
generation, air emissions, noise, and demands on public services and utility providers as a result of the
net decrease in development potential relative to the proposed project.
Impact Analysis

Aesthetics
The Site Plan Redesign alternative would result in a fewer number of residential dwelling units to provide
the 100-foot defensible space, as the number of homes would be reduced to 296 units. The proposed
project’s impacts to aesthetics were found to be less than significant after the implementation of mitigation
measures in the form of compliance with design guidelines that include maintenance of the natural
features of the site, circulation and parking considerations, architectural considerations, landscaping, and
setbacks from adjacent land uses. The Site Plan Redesign alternative would be subject to the same
mitigation measures and regulations concerning aesthetics. However, with fewer homes, this alternative
would have less of an impact on aesthetics compared to the proposed project.

Agricultural and Forestry Resources
The proposed project did not identify any significant impact on loss of forest land as the project site was
already zoned for development under the approved Eureka Community Plan, and a timber conversion
permit was approved as part of that process. The Site Plan Redesign alternative would require a 100-foot
defensible space that could include a combination of clear space and vegetation management. In
addition, this alternative would result in fewer units. Therefore, this alternative would potentially result in
removal of fewer trees than the proposed project. The Site Plan Redesign alternative would have less of
an impact on agricultural and forestry resources compared to the proposed project.
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Air Quality
This alternative would result in 296 units as compared to the proposed project’s 320 units. The proposed
project was found to have less than significant impacts associated with air quality for operations and less
than significant impacts with mitigation for construction impacts. This alternative would potentially result in
reduced grading and fewer air quality impacts from construction. In addition, this alternative would result
in fewer operational trips corresponding to fewer operational emissions. Therefore, this alternative would
have fewer impacts related to air quality than the proposed project.

Biological Resources
The Site Plan Redesign alternative would result in a similar impact on the two drainage crossings, as the
only logical access to the project site is through Redwood Street and Arbutus Street. The proposed
project was found to have significant impacts on special-status species, riparian habitat, and wetlands.
Mitigation was proposed to address all of these impacts and would fully mitigate these issues to a less
than significant level. Because this alternative would result in fewer units, it can be reasonably expected
that impacts to habitat would be less than that of the proposed project. The Site Plan Redesign alternative
would have less of an impact on biological resources compared to the proposed project.

Cultural Resources
The Site Plan Redesign alternative would result in the same amount of development. The anticipated
ground disturbance would be similar to that of the proposed project; therefore, potential impacts to
cultural and paleontological resources would be similar to the proposed project. As a result, the same
cultural resource mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would be required to be
implemented under this alternative. This alternative would have similar impacts on cultural resources
compared to the proposed project.

Energy
Under this alternative, the proposed dwelling units and commercial spaces would comply with the same
energy efficiency standards as the proposed project. However, since fewer homes would be built, energy
consumption would be less. Therefore, impacts to energy would be less than that of the proposed project.

Geology and Soils
This alternative would result in development of fewer units and include 100-foot setbacks as defensible
space from the project boundary. The proposed project was found to have significant impacts on seismic
hazards, erosion, and unstable geologic units and soils. Mitigation was proposed to address all of these
impacts and would fully mitigate these issues to a less than significant level. Because this alternative
would result in fewer units, it would lessen the severity of its impacts. Therefore, this alternative would
have fewer impacts related to geology and soils compared to the proposed project.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change
This alternative would result in less construction activity as the amount of development would be reduced,
in turn reducing construction emissions. The proposed project was found to have significant and
unavoidable impacts to operational GHG with mitigation. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative
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would implement mitigation to reduce GHG emissions. With a reduction of 24 dwelling units, this
alternative would result in fewer operational GHGs. Therefore, this alternative would have fewer impacts
to GHG compared to the proposed project, but impacts would still remain significant and unavoidable.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Under the Site Plan Redesign alternative, the amount of development would be reduced. The proposed
project was found to have significant impacts associated with hazardous materials from potential for risk
of upset. Mitigation was proposed to address all of these impacts and would fully mitigate these issues to
a less than significant level. This alternative would require the same mitigation measures. Therefore, this
alternative would have fewer impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials compared to the
proposed project.

Hydrology and Water Quality
The Site Plan Redesign alternative would result in less ground disturbance than the proposed project as
the number of dwelling units would be reduced to 296. The proposed project was found to have
significant impacts on short-term water quality, long-term water quality, drainage, and soil erosion that
were determined to be less than significant with mitigation and regulatory compliance. Similarly, with
respect to water quality, this alternative would also comply with the statewide General Permit and would
be subject to the requirements of the County MS4 Permit for municipal stormwater. Similar to the
proposed project, this alternative would be required to implement the same mitigation measures to ensure
that short-term surface water quality impacts would be less than significant. Because this alternative
would result in fewer units, this alternative would have fewer impacts on hydrology and water quality
compared to the proposed project.

Land Use and Planning
The Site Plan Redesign alternative, like the proposed project, would require a General Plan Amendment,
rezone, tentative map, and other discretionary approvals. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative
would be consistent with the Humboldt County General Plan and the County Code. However, with the
reduction of wildfire risk, this alternative would be more consistent with the County Wildfire Protection
Plan. Therefore, this alternative would have fewer impacts relative to land use and planning compared to
the proposed project.

Noise
This alternative would result in approximately 296 dwelling units and 22,000 square feet of commercial
uses. The proposed project’s noise impacts from construction, onsite roadways, and stationary sources
were found to be less than significant after the implementation of mitigation. Construction and operation
noise associated with development under this alternative would result in similar impacts to surrounding
sensitive receptors and would require the same mitigation measures as the proposed project. Due to the
reduction in development as compared to the proposed project, construction activities would potentially
cause fewer mobile noise impacts resulting from movement of equipment and workers along access
routes to and from the site. The alternative’s construction-related vibration impacts would also be similar
to the proposed project and would be less than significant with mitigation. Because this alternative would
disturb less acreage, develop fewer dwelling units, and would generate fewer vehicle trips than the
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proposed project, the severity of these impacts would be decreased. Therefore, this alternative would
have fewer noise impacts compared to the proposed project.

Population and Housing
This alternative would develop 296 dwelling units and increase the County’s population by 718 persons,
while the proposed project would increase the population by 778 persons. The proposed project’s
population growth was found to be less than significant because it was within the forecasted population
growth level; therefore, this alternative would yield a similar conclusion. However, this alternative would
result in fewer housing units and would be less effective in meeting the housing needs under the Regional
Housing Needs Allocation Program. Therefore, this alternative would have greater adverse impacts on
population and housing compared to the proposed project.

Public Services
This alternative would result in reduced development, and, therefore, would result in a proportional
reduction in all public service needs. With respect to schools, this alternative would result in a smaller
increase in public school student population as compared to the proposed project. As discussed in
Section 3.14, Public Services, the schools serving the project site have been experiencing declining
enrollment. This alternative would still create an increase in demand for public services and would require
implementation of mitigation similar to the proposed project for impacts on schools. Because this
alternative would develop fewer dwelling units than the proposed project, it would reduce demands on
public services and would lessen the severity of these impacts. Therefore, this alternative would have
fewer impacts on public services compared to the proposed project.

Recreation
The Site Plan Redesign alternative would be anticipated to increase the population by approximately 718
persons. Similar to the proposed project, 21.73 acres of undeveloped forest land would be dedicated to
the County and trail connections would be provided. Therefore, this alternative would result in fewer
impacts with regard to recreation.

Transportation
The Site Plan Redesign alternative would result in 2,757 daily trips, slightly fewer than the proposed
project’s 2,879 daily trips. Under this alternative, there would be less traffic compared to the proposed
project, and payment of fair-share fees for intersection improvements at intersections noted in Section
3.16, Transportation, to facilitate future traffic growth under the cumulative conditions would still be
required. The reduction in vehicle trips associated with the reduced dwelling units would not be enough to
reduce potential traffic impacts, because it would still contribute additional vehicle trips to intersections
that are projected to operate at unacceptable levels; and mitigation would be required to reduce impacts
to a less than significant level. Therefore, impacts related to transportation would be similar to the
proposed project.

Tribal Cultural Resources
The Site Plan Redesign alternative would result in the development of fewer dwelling units. The proposed
project is not anticipated to have an impact on any known or potential TCRs. However, mitigation is
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required for inadvertent discoveries. Although the anticipated ground disturbance would be less than that
of the proposed project, potential impacts to TCRs would be similar, as the potential for unearthing
cultural resources during development would be same as the proposed project.

Utilities and Service Systems
The reduced development square footage and population under the Site Plan Redesign alternative would
have a corresponding reduced demand for potable water and wastewater disposal and treatment, as
compared to the proposed project. This alternative would still require annexation into the HCSD and
construction of the off-site water storage tank. This alternative would result in less construction and
operational solid waste generation due to the reduction in the number of dwelling units, and, similar to the
proposed project, this alternative would be required to implement waste reduction measures. Therefore,
this alternative would have fewer impacts on utility systems compared to the proposed project.

Wildfire
The Site Plan Redesign alternative would provide a 100-foot defensible space by eliminating 10 singlefamily dwelling units and 14 small lot single-family dwelling units. The proposed project was determined to
have a significant and unavoidable impact on wildfires, even with implementation of mitigation. Under this
alternative, the impact would be less than significant with site redesign to incorporate the 100-foot
defensible space and implementation of the mitigation measures. Accordingly, the Site Plan Redesign
alternative would have fewer impacts to wildfire compared to the proposed project.
Conclusion
The Site Plan Redesign alternative would result in a less than significant impact relative to wildfires when
compared to the significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project. In addition, this alternative
would lessen the severity of other impacts, including those associated with agriculture and forestry
resources; air quality; geology and soils; hazards and hazardous materials; hydrology and water quality;
noise; and transportation. This alternative would also advance all of the proposed project objectives.

Alternative 3 – Reduced Density
The Reduced Density alternative was developed to reduce potential significant and unavoidable impacts
from both GHG emissions and wildfire risk. To address both considerations, the following modifications
have been made to the proposed project site plan: (1) the elimination of specific lots that would prohibit
the existing site plan’s ability to include a 100-foot defensible space buffer, and (2) a reduction in the total
amount of single-family and multi-family residential units to reduce operational mobile source GHG
emissions. The redesign would result in a smaller development, with 22,000 square feet of commercial
space (limited by the number of trips evaluated in the traffic study for an office use), 150 multi-family low
rise apartments, and 130 single-family homes. The requirement for on-site, 100-foot defensible space is
anticipated to eliminate single-family lots 3 through 16, 21, 27 through 29, 35 through 50, 54 through 57,
79 and 80 for a total of 39 lots as shown in Figure 5-2. The GHG modeling determined that reduction in
26 multi-family and 14 single-family units would reduce operational GHGs. While redesign could result in
any development layout, for purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that reduction of 40 units would
consist of elimination of the 39 single-family lots, of which 15 lots would be accommodated on-site by
reducing lot sizes. In addition, 26 of the multi-family units would be eliminated on Lot 88 to avoid steep
slopes based on the geotechnical report.
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This alternative would require extending Redwood Street and Arbutus Street, which would require
drainage crossings similar to the proposed project. In addition, with the site redesign, it is expected that
there would be adequate buffer from the PG&E high voltage power line.
The purpose of the Reduced Density alternative is to reduce significant and unavoidable impacts from
wildfires by providing 100-foot defensible space, avoiding steep slopes in the northern portion of the
project site, and reducing GHG emissions to less than significant levels. Furthermore, this alternative is
anticipated to reduce trip generation, air emissions, noise, and demands on public services and utility
providers as a result of the net decrease in development potential relative to the proposed project.
Impact Analysis

Aesthetics
The Reduced Density alternative would result in a fewer number of residential dwelling units and
potentially a more compact development due to the creation of 100-foot defensible space, as a number of
homes would be reduced to 280 units. The proposed project’s impacts to aesthetics were found to be less
than significant after the implementation of mitigation measures in the form of design guidelines that
include maintenance of the natural features of the site, circulation and parking considerations,
architectural considerations, landscaping, and setbacks from adjacent land uses. The Reduced Density
alternative would be subject to the same mitigation measures and regulations concerning aesthetics.
However, with fewer homes, this alternative would reduce the severity of impacts on aesthetics compared
to the proposed project.

Agricultural and Forestry Resources
The proposed project did not identify any significant impact on loss of forest land as the project site was
already zoned for development under the approved Eureka Community Plan, and a timber conversion
permit was approved as part of that process. The Reduced Density alternative would require a 100-foot
defensible space that could include a combination of clear space and vegetation management. In
addition, this alternative would result in a compact development and fewer units. Therefore, this
alternative would potentially result in removal of fewer trees than the proposed project. The Reduced
Density alternative would have less of an impact on agricultural and forestry resources compared to the
proposed project.

Air Quality
This alternative would result in a smaller development on 81 acres. The proposed project was found to
have less than significant impacts associated with air quality for operations and less than significant
impacts with mitigation for construction impacts. This alternative would avoid steep slopes and potentially
result in reduced grading and fewer air quality impacts from construction. In addition, this alternative
would result in fewer operational trips corresponding to fewer operational emissions. Therefore, this
alternative would have fewer impacts related to air quality than the proposed project.
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Biological Resources
The Reduced Density alternative would result in a similar impact on the two drainage crossings as the
only logical access to the project site is through Redwood Street and Arbutus Street. The proposed
project was found to have significant impacts on special-status species, riparian habitat, and wetlands.
Mitigation was proposed to address all of these impacts and would fully mitigate these issues to a level of
less than significant. Because this alternative would result in a smaller development, it can be reasonably
expected that impacts to habitat would be less than that of the proposed project. The Reduced Density
alternative would have less of an impact on biological resources compared to the proposed project.

Cultural Resources
The Reduced Density alternative would result in the same amount of development. The anticipated
ground disturbance would be similar to that of the proposed project; therefore, potential impacts to
cultural and paleontological resources would be similar to the proposed project. As a result, similar
cultural resource mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would be required to be
implemented under this alternative. This alternative would have equivalent impacts on cultural resources
compared to the proposed project.

Energy
Under this alternative, the proposed dwelling units and commercial spaces would comply with the same
energy efficiency standards as the proposed project. However, since fewer homes would be built, energy
consumption would be less. Therefore, impacts to energy would be less compared to the proposed
project.

Geology and Soils
This alternative would result in a smaller and more compact development that would avoid steeper
slopes. The proposed project was found to have significant impacts on seismic hazards, erosion, and
unstable geologic units and soils. Mitigation was proposed to address all of these impacts and would fully
mitigate these issues to a level of less than significant. Because this alternative would avoid steep slopes,
it would lessen the severity of its impacts. Therefore, this alternative would have less impacts relative to
geology and soils compared to the proposed project.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change
This alternative would result in less construction activity as the amount of development would be reduced,
in turn reducing construction emissions. The proposed project was found to have significant and
unavoidable impacts to operational GHG with mitigation. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative
would implement mitigation to reduce GHG emissions. With a reduction of 40 dwelling units, this
alternative would result in operational GHGs below the SMAQMD thresholds; as such, a less than
significant impact would occur. Therefore, this alternative would result in fewer GHG emissions and have
fewer impacts compared to the proposed project.
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Under the Reduced Density alternative, the amount of development would be reduced. The proposed
project was found to have significant impacts associated with hazardous materials from potential for risk
of upset. Mitigation was proposed to address all of these impacts and would fully mitigate these issues to
a level of less than significant. This alternative would require the same mitigation measures. Therefore,
this alternative would have fewer impacts relative to hazards and hazardous materials compared to the
proposed project.

Hydrology and Water Quality
The Reduced Density alternative would avoid steep slopes resulting in less ground disturbance than the
proposed project. The proposed project was found to have significant impacts on short-term water quality,
long-term water quality, drainage, and soil erosion that were determined to be less than significant with
mitigation and regulatory compliance. Similarly, with respect to water quality, this alternative would also
comply with the statewide General Permit and would be subject to the requirements of the County MS4
Permit for municipal stormwater. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would be required to
implement the same mitigation measures to ensure that short-term surface water quality impacts
regarding water quality would be less than significant. Because this alternative would avoid steep slopes,
it would lessen the severity of its impacts. Therefore, this alternative would have fewer impacts on
hydrology and water quality compared to the proposed project.

Land Use and Planning
The Reduced Density alternative, like the proposed project, would require a General Plan Amendment,
rezone, tentative map, and other discretionary approvals. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative
would be consistent with the Humboldt County General Plan and the County Code. However, with the
reduction of wildfire risk and GHG emissions, this alternative would be more consistent with the County
Wildfire Protection Plan and County General Plan policies for GHGs. Therefore, this alternative would
have fewer impacts relative to land use and planning compared to the proposed project.

Noise
This alternative would result in approximately 280 dwelling units and 22,000 square feet of commercial
uses. The proposed project’s construction, onsite roadway, and stationary noise impacts were found to be
less than significant after the implementation of mitigation. Construction and operation noise associated
with the development under this alternative would result in similar impacts to surrounding sensitive
receptors and would require the same mitigation measures as the proposed project. Due to the reduction
in development as compared to the proposed project, construction activities would potentially cause less
mobile noise resulting from movement of equipment and workers along access routes to and from the
site. The alternative’s construction-related vibration impacts would also be similar to the proposed project
and would be less than significant with mitigation. Because this alternative would disturb less acreage,
develop fewer dwelling units, and would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project, it would
lessen the severity of all of these impacts. Therefore, this alternative would have fewer noise impacts
compared to the proposed project.
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Population and Housing
This alternative would develop 280 dwelling units and increase the County’s population by 680 persons,
while the proposed project would increase the population by 778 persons. The proposed project’s
population growth was found to be less than significant because it was within the population growth
forecasted level; therefore, this alternative would yield a similar conclusion. However, this alternative
would result in fewer housing units and would be less effective in meeting the housing needs under the
Regional Housing Needs Allocation Program. Therefore, this alternative would have greater adverse
impacts on population and housing compared to the proposed project.

Public Services
This alternative would result in reduced development and, therefore, would result in a proportional
reduction in all public service needs. With respect to schools, this alternative would result in a smaller
increase in public school student population as compared to the proposed project. As discussed in
Section 3.14, Public Services, the schools serving the project site have been experiencing declining
enrollment. This alternative would increase demands for public services and would implement mitigation
similar to the proposed project for impacts on schools. Because this alternative would develop fewer
dwelling units than the proposed project, it would reduce demands on public services and would lessen
the severity of its impacts. Therefore, this alternative would have fewer impacts on public services
compared to the proposed project.

Recreation
The Reduced Density alternative would be anticipated to increase the population by approximately 680
persons. Similar to the proposed project, 21.73 acres of undeveloped forest land would be dedicated to
the County and trail connections would be provided. Therefore, this alternative would result in fewer
impacts with regard to recreation.

Transportation
The Reduced Density alternative would result in 2,552 daily trips, slightly fewer than the proposed
project’s 2,879 daily trips. Under this alternative, there would be less traffic compared to the proposed
project, and payment of fair-share fees for intersection improvements at intersections noted in Section
3.16, Transportation, to facilitate future traffic growth under the cumulative conditions would still be
required. The reduction in vehicle trips associated with the reduced dwelling units would not be enough to
reduce potential traffic impacts, because it would still contribute additional vehicle trips to intersections
that are projected to operate at unacceptable levels; and mitigation would be required to reduce impacts
to a level of less than significant. Therefore, impacts related to transportation would be equivalent to the
proposed project.

Tribal Cultural Resources
The Reduced Density alternative would result in the development of fewer dwelling units. The proposed
project is not anticipated to have an impact on any known or potential TCRs. However, mitigation is
required for inadvertent discoveries. Although the anticipated ground disturbance would be less than that
of the proposed project, potential impacts to TCRs would be similar, as the potential for unearthing
cultural resources during development would be same as the proposed project.
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Utilities and Service Systems
The reduced development square footage and population under the Reduced Density alternative would
have corresponding reduced demand for potable water and wastewater disposal and treatment relative to
the proposed project. This alternative would still require annexation into the HCSD and construction of the
off-site water storage tank. This alternative would result in less construction and operational solid waste
due to the reduction in the number of dwelling units and, similar to the proposed project, would be
required to implement waste reduction measures. Therefore, this alternative would have fewer impacts on
utility systems compared to the proposed project.

Wildfire
The Reduced Density alternative would provide 100-foot defensible space by eliminating 39 single-family
lots. In addition, this alternative would avoid steep slopes by eliminating 26 multi-family units on Lot 88
and provide a buffer from the PG&E high voltage power line. The proposed project was determined to
have a significant and unavoidable impact on wildfires with implementation of mitigation. Under this
alternative, the impact would be less than significant with site redesign to incorporate the 100-foot
defensible space, avoidance of steep slopes, buffer from the PG&E power line, and implementation of the
mitigation measures. Accordingly, the Reduced Density alternative would have fewer impacts to wildfire
compared to the proposed project.
Conclusion
The Reduced Density alternative would result in a less than significant impact relative to wildfires and
GHG emissions when compared to the significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project. In
addition, this alternative would lessen the severity of other impacts, including those associated with
agriculture and forestry resources; air quality; geology and soils; hazards and hazardous materials;
hydrology and water quality; noise; and transportation. This alternative would advance all of the proposed
project objectives.

5.5

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires an EIR to identify an “environmentally superior
alternative.” If the No Project alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, the EIR must also
identify an environmentally superior alternative from among the other alternatives. Note that CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126(e)(3)(B) defines the “No Project Alternative” as the circumstance in which the
project site remains in its existing state.
The qualitative environmental effects of each alternative in relation to the proposed project are
summarized in Table 5-1. To quantitatively identify an environmentally superior alternative, a value has
been applied to each environmental effect. Additionally, Table 5-2 provides a comparison of the
alternatives with the proposed project objectives. Accordingly, the alternative with the fewest amount of
impacts and the ability to achieve the most project objectives is the environmentally superior alternative.
Table 5-1 compares how each alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the proposed project’s
significant unavoidable impacts. Overall, the Reduced Density alternative achieves a substantial
decrease in wildfire and GHG impacts to a less than significant level. As such, it would lessen the severity
of the proposed project’s significant unavoidable GHG impacts by the greatest degree. All other resource
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areas would be less than significant or less than significant with mitigation. The Reduced Density
alternative would also meet all of the proposed project objectives and would be more consistent with the
County CWPP and County General Plan policies. Therefore, the Reduced Density alternative is the
environmentally superior alternative.

Table 5-1: Summary of Alternatives
Site Plan Redesign Reduced Density
Alternative
Alternative

Proposed
Project

No Project
Alternative

LTS/M

L

L

L (-)

LTS

L

L

L (-)

Air Quality

LTS/M

L

L

L (-)

Biological Resources

LTS/M

L

L

L

Cultural Resources

LTS/M

L

E

E

LTS

L

L

L (-)

Geology and Soils

LTS/M

L

L

L (-)

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and
Climate Change

SU/M

L

L

L (-)

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

LTS/M

L

L

L (-)

Hydrology and Water Quality

LTS/M

L

L

L (-)

LTS

L

L

L (-)

LTS/M

L

L

L

LTS

L

G

G (+)

Public Services

LTS/M

L

L

L (-)

Recreation

LTS/M

L

L

L (-)

Transportation

LTS/M

L

E

E

Tribal Cultural Resources

LTS/M

L

E

E

SU

L

L

L (-)

SU/M

L

L

L

Environmental Topic Area
Aesthetics
Agricultural and Forestry Resources

Energy

Land Use and Planning
Noise
Population and Housing

Utilities and Service Systems
Wildfire
Notes:
LTS = Less than Significant Impact
LTS/M = Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable
L = Less impact than the proposed project
E = Equivalent impact to the proposed project
G = Greater impact than the proposed project

(-) = Fewer impacts than the proposed project and the Site Plan Redesign Alternative
(+) = Greater impacts than the proposed project and the Site Plan Redesign Alternative

5-22

North McKay Ranch Subdivision Project
Draft EIR

Alternatives to the Proposed Project

Table 5-2: Alternatives Comparison with Project Objectives
Proposed
Project

No Project
Alternative

Site Plan
Redesign
Alternative

Reduced
Density
Alternative

Comply with the Humboldt County Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCo) policy to create a
more logical service boundary and provide more
effective delivery of municipal services by annexing
all existing unincorporated islands zoned for
development in the HCSD.

X

-

X

X

Ensure new residents receive the same level of
service as current residents.

X

-

X

X

Ensure existing service levels to current County
residents are not reduced in order to provide services
to the HCSD service area.

X

-

X

X

Promote economic vitality by maintaining and
expanding small businesses and local services for
residents.

X

-

X

X

Assist County in meeting housing needs to
accommodate forecasted population growth.

X

-

X

X

Incorporate parks and open space, including trails,
into the project design in a manner that would provide
community connectivity and is aesthetically pleasing.

X

-

X

X

Promote economic growth through new capital
investment for an expanded population and increased
tax base.

X

-

X

X

Provide a diversity of housing choices in one
development that would cater to various segments of
the community including low-cost single-family
homes.

X

-

X

X

Project Objectives
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