ALTERNATIVES

CHAPTER 23

SEQRA requires that alternatives to the proposed project be identified and evaluated in an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) so that the decision-maker may consider whether alternatives exist that would minimize or avoid ad-
verse environmental effects. 6 NYCRR 617.9(b)(5). The EIS should consider a range of reasonable alternativgg®to the
project that have the potential to reduce or eliminate a proposed project’s impacts and that are feasible, igkring
the objectives and capabilities of the project sponsor. If the EIS identifies a feasible @}ternative that elj
duces significant adverse impacts, the lead agency may consider adopting that aIte?&as the prodbs J®Ct. In

some cases, this change may permit the agency to issue a negative declaration. In
sive plan for the redevelopment of an area, the lead agency may sometimes i

have either similar—or in some cases, greater—significant adverse environm i cts th
uc
clgi

may not address all of the goals and objectives of the proposed project ernativg€may serve as an analytical

tool that demonstrates the environmental consequences of the plann% ons being'ma

100. IDENTIFICATION OF ALTERNATIVES

The selection of alternatives to a proposed project is degermi y taking f t the nature of the specific pro-

ject, its stated purpose and need, potential impacts, and tRg feasibility of poteM§ial alternatives. There is no prescribed

number of alternatives that need to be examined. T% Iternatjy® T8 uired To be considered is the No-Action al-

ternative and the lead agency should exercise it@ remaining alternatives to be considered.
e

The following presents a nonexclusive list of? of alter ay be appropriate and the rationale used

to determine their reasonableness. Q

110. NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE
As required by SEQRA, the N- alternative_must be examined. The No-Action alternative demonstrates en-
vironmental conditions exist i§| thct were not implemented. This analysis is essentially equiva-

lent to the analysi t tPre without t el that is formulated to provide a baseline for the evaluation of

each type of pot imp associate@ proposed project.

120 ALTERNATN:E
Wher impa®ts of a pr t rel o the proposed use, consideration of different uses may form a reasonable
alterndtivl. Egr privately spONgored projects, the feasibility of an alternative use should be considered carefully in
) g @ cdpabilities of the sponsor. For city-sponsored projects, there may be more flexibil-
e use. The different use alternative is often considered when the proposed project
to an existing building. For example, an alternative use of an historic structure that better
and/or historic integrity of the resource may be considered for a project that proposes a
icantly and adversely impact the resource.

#ns with thg ph
use tha

130. ALTERN SIZE OR LESSER DENSITY

This alternative may be reasonable for projects for which the degree of potential impact is related to the size or
density of the project. In that event, a lesser size or density alternative with the potential to reduce the impacts of
a proposed project while, to some extent, still meeting the project’s stated purpose and need may be considered.
For example, because of the magnitude of activity generated, traffic and associated air quality impacts are often
related to the size of the project. An alternative that is smaller than the proposed project, but proposes the iden-
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tical use may result in less traffic generation and associated air quality impacts while meeting a portion of the ob-
jectives of the project. In fashioning an alternative size or lesser density alternative, the lead agency considers the
relationship of project size or scale to the objectives and capabilities of the sponsor, taking into account factors
that may affect the sponsor’s ability to implement a project at a reduced size or scale. However, the size or scale
of the project as defined by the proposed project should not be considered an essential objective of the project
sponsor precluding consideration of a smaller size or lesser density as a reasonable alternative. In some cases, the
detailed analysis of the alternative size or lesser density alternative in an EIS may demonstrate that it would not
significantly reduce the impacts of the proposed project, while failing to fully meet the objectives of the sponsor.

140. ALTERNATIVE DESIGN OR CONFIGURATION

An alternative design or configuration may be considered for projects that have p&ential adversegfhpacts ed
to the proposed project's bulk, visual character, contextual or direct effect g yc or oth onphentally
sensitive resources, effects on stormwater runoff or energy consumption, @r'i sical relatioNghi another
use, such as a power plant stack, a noise generator, or an area of soil coggam®§gtion. Some mplPs of design or

configuration alternatives include changing a building footprint to r rfereng® with aMeffstoric building;
changing the location, orientation, and height of a building in relafi ar?existin to reduce or eliminate a
potential air quality impact; altering design elements such gs sft Yy materiziemgnd stration to relate the

duce stormwater runoff or
ining contaminated soils or

building(s) to the surrounding area; incorporating sustaina
energy consumption; or configuring the site plan to a

archaeological resources.

150. ALTERNATIVE SITE \
The consideration of one or more alterpati it ect is appropriate when the objectives of
the proposed project are not site depen it is oftgM ™ d when the project is a site selection. In or-
der to consider an alternative site for evelopm8 dlapplicant must own or own a right to use the al-

ternative site. Projects for which alteMate %ite analyses ma appropriate include proposals for siting public fa-

cilities, such as a municipal gardg§, 0 jects where identified significant impacts may be reduced or eliminated

on a different site without c@o ising project obj&ctives. For example, if a project would result in significant
ty

impacts because of its proxiMNi a wetlan sing an alternative site that is not near any wetlands would
eliminate those im ts@

160. ALTERNATIVE TECHN GY
Alternative J8ghnology should @ ered when potential impacts of the proposed project may be reduced or
imi Y pting angalterndftechnology and/or when the alternative technology would be less costly
tely efficient todeet the objectives of the project. For example, if significant odor impacts are associ-
chnical pr, a particular project (e.g., allowing solid waste to be stored at a facility), an alter-
Pplying a differ hnique that is reasonably effective and reduces the identified impact might be ana-
izing and moving the waste out of the facility more quickly).

170. PHASI

tives are most often considered when a project is proposed in phases, is of large magnitude, is of
g, or contains several components with impacts related to the timing of their implementation. For
example, an environmental assessment may assume that the commercial component, scheduled for early com-
pletion, of a large-scale residential and commercial development would create a traffic impact on a nearby con-
gested intersection for which public improvements are planned, but not yet implemented. A project phasing al-
ternative that schedules construction of the commercial component after implementation of the street improve-
ments is appropriate to consider in this case, to the extent that it meets the project's objectives. Finally, for large
projects where construction of the second phase would take place during operation of the first phase, it may be

CEQR TECHNICAL MANUAL 23-2 DECEMBER 2021 EDITION



ALTERNATIVES [SE

appropriate to consider altering the phasing to reduce a traffic and air quality impact of combined construction
and operation.

180. NO UNMITIGATED IMPACT ALTERNATIVE

When a project would result in significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated, it is often CEQR practice to

include an assessment of an alternative to the project that would result in no unmitigated impacts. Often, this re-

sults in a smaller project, but may also result in a change of the proposed use or a change in site design. For ex-

ample, if the proposed project would result in significant adverse impacts on a local subway station because of

the new users that it would send to the station during rush hour, and physical conditions at that station

igation of this impact impracticable, the no unmitigated impact alternative shouI%iader a project s
e

to avoid that impact. This alternative demonstrates those measures that would to be take
of the project's unmitigated impacts. While this alternative may not be feasife' W tion to eclves and
capabilities of the project sponsor, it may nevertheless serve as an analytiggl't (hat demonsMgt ere is no
alternative that could meet the goals of the proposed project without resgtin®in unmitigategimpalts.

200. ASSESSMENT METHODS

Evaluation of alternatives comprises three steps: (i) framing an SC g the alffe
sessing impacts of alternatives; and (iii) comparing the effe f geWlternativag t
discussed below.

210. FRAMING AND DESCRIBING ALTERNATIVES @\
ti

y each mu @ cribed adequately so that its impacts may
s e Lyfe of alternative and the impacts to be as-

assessment area and is summarized in the alter-

es for consideration; (ii) as-
of the proposed project, as

Once the alternatives to be considered are i
be assessed. The level of detail in the degc
sessed. The No-Action alternative is d i In each
natives section. Other alternatives t@oposed projec .
such information as program e uare footages, site plans, bulk drawings, elevations, axonometric draw-
ings, and any other informati inent to their comgrison with the proposed project.

220. ASSESSING IMPAC

o) NATIVES \g >
In general, imp alte™atives do n be assessed at the same level of detail as those of the proposed
project. In areas whe o signifigmmg.i @ of the proposed project was identified, a qualitative assessment is
sufficient. ever, where a si @ impact of the proposed project has been identified, it is usually appropri-
ate to i e impactgef theWgltg#hative so that a comparison may be meaningful. Quantification is accom-
plishell bylapplying the san€metholology used for assessment of the proposed project. Sometimes it is possible

a e differenge™mgtMgen the alternative and the proposed project by applying a ratio. This technique is
efl impacts are @ y proportional to the size of the project, such as trip generation and transportation

alfwi®’ When t Iternative would create impacts in different technical areas from those of the proposed pro-
suchasas ignpact caused by a residential alternative to a proposed commercial project), the assess-
en

t shg owehe techniques set forth in the appropriate technical guidance, Chapters 4 through 22. The

impact native are assessed for the same build year used to analyze the impacts of the proposed pro-
ject. If ect would be built in phases and the other technical areas consider interim build years for those
phases, it May be appropriate to consider those interim years for the alternative as well.

230. COMPARING THE EFFECTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES TO THOSE OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The environmental effects of each alternative, including the No-Action alternative, are compared to the proposed
project without mitigation. Consider the following example:
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1. The analysis of the proposed project shows that it would have significant traffic impacts at five intersec-
tions;

2. The analysis of the No-Action alternative shows that three of those five intersections would have mod-
erately congested traffic conditions;

3. The analysis of the lesser-density alternative shows that it would result in significant traffic impacts at
four of the five intersections.

In this example, quantitative information should be presented for each alternative, including the No-Action alter-
native. More specifically, for each alternative, the volume-to-capacity ratios or levels of service at each he five

intersections should be compared with those of the proposed project. After addressing relative impa hoyt
mitigation, the comparison should consider the types, availabilities, and levels itigation re t ce
the significant impacts under each alternative, and compare these with mitiga er the oject. If
the same mitigation is needed to address the impacts that would occur [ternative dfyu the pro-

posed project, then the difference in level of impact between the proposgd ect and theNlterndlive may be of

less significance to the decision-maker. If, however, more mitigatio ed for ghe pro project com-
pared with an alternative, that difference may be of greater relevanc®to tMe decisigf-WNyaker.
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