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5.6.2 Thresholds of Significance 
According to Appendix G of  the CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a significant effect on the 
environment if  the project would result in: 

N-1 Generation of  a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity 
of  the project in excess of  standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of  other agencies. 

N-2 Generation of  excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. 

N-3 For a project located within the vicinity of  a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of  a public airport or public use airport, if  the 
project would expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels. 

5.6.2.1 CONSTRUCTION NOISE  

The City Municipal Code does not contain established noise limits for temporary construction activities. The 
FTA recommends a noise level limit of  80 dBA Leq for residential receptors. The FTA noise threshold is used 
in this analysis to assess construction noise impacts that occur in the daytime hours when people are less 
sensitive to noise. 

5.6.2.2 TRANSPORTATION NOISE  

A project will normally have a significant effect on the environment related to noise if  transportation noise 
would substantially increase the ambient noise levels for adjoining noise sensitive areas. Most people can detect 
changes in sound levels of  approximately 3 dBA under normal, quiet conditions, and changes of  1 dBA to 
3 dBA are detectable under quiet, controlled conditions. Changes of  less than 1 dBA are usually indiscernible. 
A change of  5 dBA is readily discernible to most people in an exterior environment. Based on this, the following 
thresholds of  significance similar to those recommended by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) are 
used to assess traffic noise impacts at sensitive receptor locations. A significant impact would occur if  project 
traffic noise increases would exceed: 

 1.5 dBA in ambient noise environments of  65 dBA CNEL and higher 

 3 dBA in ambient noise environments of  60 to 64 dBA CNEL 
 5 dBA in ambient noise environments of  less than 60 dBA CNEL 

A significant cumulative traffic noise impact occurs when the thresholds above are exceeded under cumulative 
conditions (with project) and the contribution of  the project to future traffic is calculated to be greater than 
1.5 dBA to 5 dBA CNEL, based on ambient noise levels.  

5.6.2.3 STATIONARY NOISE  

The City’s exterior noise standards are established in Section 7.25.010, Exterior Sound Level Limits, 
summarized in Table 5.6-3, Exterior Noise Standards. In addition, air-conditioning units shall be 55 dBA or less 
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at receiving residential property lines for units installed after January 1, 1980, per Section 7.25.010, of  the City’s 
Municipal Code.  

5.6.2.4 VIBRATION 

The City of  Riverside does not have an established vibration limit. Therefore, the FTA criteria for architectural 
damage to buildings is used. For engineered concrete and masonry (i.e., commercial/retail buildings), the FTA 
criterion is a maximum exposure of  0.3 in/sec PPV, for buildings with nonengineered timber and masonry (i.e., 
residential buildings), the FTA criterion is a maximum exposure of  0.2 in/sec PPV, and for historical structures 
the FTA criterion is a maximum exposure of  0.12 in/sec PPV. 

5.6.3 Environmental Impacts 
5.6.3.1 METHODOLOGY 

This section analyzes impacts related to short-term construction noise and vibration, as well as operational 
noise and vibration associated with operational buildout of  the proposed project. 

Construction Noise 

Construction noise includes two main sources: construction-related traffic (worker, vendor, and haul truck 
trips) and construction equipment (associated with actual construction activities on-site). Construction noise 
modeling is conducted using the FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM) with construction 
equipment mix based on CalEEMod defaults (FHWA 2006). Project vibration impacts are addressed using 
reference vibration levels for construction equipment published by FTA (FTA 2018). 

Operational Noise 

Assessment of  operational noise resulting from full buildout of  the project site considers two main noise 
components: noise associated with increased traffic to the project site, and noise associated with the operation 
of  the of  track and field events. Traffic noise increases along study roadway segments were estimated using the 
average daily segment volumes provided by Garland Associates (see Appendix 5.7-1). Existing With Project 
traffic volumes are compared to Existing No Project to estimate the proposed project’s traffic noise increase 
and similarly, Future With Project is compared to Future No Project to estimate cumulative traffic noise 
increases is compared to future buildout and cumulative data to generate the traffic noise increase. Track and 
field event noise were estimated based on previous noise analyses conducted for a similar use.  

5.6.3.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The applicable thresholds are identified in brackets after the impact statement.  
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Impact 5.6-1: Construction activities would result in temporary noise increases in the vicinity of the 
proposed project, but would not exceed applicable noise standards. [Threshold N-1] 

Two types of  short-term noise could occur: (1) mobile-source noise from transport of  workers, material 
deliveries, and debris and soil haul, and (2) stationary-source noise from construction equipment. Based on 
District-provided information, construction is anticipated to start in June 2025 and last approximately 12 
months. Equipment may include, but is not limited to, items such as graders, excavators, tractors, loaders, 
backhoes, forklifts, air compressors, dozers, and trucks.  

Construction Vehicles 

The transport of  workers and materials to and from the construction site would incrementally increase noise 
levels along roadways in the campus area. Individual construction vehicle pass-bys may create momentary noise 
levels of  up to approximately 85 dBA Lmax at 50 feet from worker and vendor vehicles and haul trucks. Most 
of  the haul trips would occur during asphalt demolition debris hauling. However, these occurrences would 
generally be infrequent and short lived.  

Construction vehicles would primarily access the project site via La Sierra Avenue. Existing average daily traffic 
(ADT) along the access roads ranging between 9,200 to 18,200 ADT (Garland 2024).2 Based on CalEEMod 
construction modeling, the estimated worker and vendor trips would be 50 daily trips during building 
construction, field installation, and track surfacing.3 The additional temporary construction trips would result 
in a temporary, incremental traffic noise level increase of  0.5 dBA CNEL along La Sierra Avenue. The existing 
traffic noise levels along La Sierra Avenue range from 62 dBA to 70 dBA CNEL, and therefore the worker and 
vendor trips would not result in a significant temporary increase that would exceed the 1.5 dBA threshold. 
Therefore, noise impacts from worker and vendor trips would be less than significant.  

Construction Equipment 

Noise generated by on-site construction equipment is based on the type of  equipment used, its location relative 
to sensitive receptors, and the timing and duration of  noise-generating activities. Each stage of  construction 
involves different kinds of  equipment and has distinct noise characteristics. Noise levels from construction 
activities are typically dominated by the loudest equipment. The dominant equipment noise source is typically 
the engine, although work-piece noise (such as dropping of  materials) can also be noticeable. 

The noise produced at each construction stage is determined by combining the Leq contributions from each 
piece of  equipment used at a given time, while accounting for the ongoing time-variations of  noise emissions. 
Heavy equipment, such as a dozer or a loader, can have maximum, short-duration noise levels of  up to 85 dBA 
at 50 feet. However, overall noise emissions vary considerably, depending on the specific activity performed at 
any given moment. Noise attenuation due to distance, the number and type of  equipment, and the load and 
power requirements to accomplish tasks at each construction phase would result in different noise levels from 
construction activities at a given receptor. Since noise from construction equipment is intermittent and 

 
2  Existing ADT was derived using PM peak-hour intersection traffic turn summary from the TIA (Garland 2024). 
3 CalEEmod air quality modeling outputs are in Appendix 5.2-1. 
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diminishes at a rate of  at least 6 dBA per doubling of  distance (conservatively disregarding other attenuation 
effects from air absorption, ground effects, and shielding effects), the average noise levels at noise-sensitive 
receptors could vary considerably, because mobile construction equipment would move around the site with 
different loads and power requirements.  

Average noise levels from project-related construction activities are calculated by modeling the three loudest 
pieces of  equipment per activity phase. Equipment for each construction phase with the exception of  building 
construction and architectural coating is modeled at spatially averaged distances (i.e., from the acoustical center 
of  the general construction site to the property line of  the nearest receptors) because the area around the center 
of  construction activities best represents the potential average construction-related noise levels at the various 
sensitive receptors for mobile equipment. Equipment for building construction and architectural coating is 
modeled from the edge of  the proposed building to the nearest sensitive receptors.  

Using information provided by the District, the proposed project’s expected construction equipment mix was 
categorized by construction activity using the FHWA RCNM. The associated, aggregate sound levels, grouped 
by construction activity, are summarized in Table 5.6-6, Project-Related Construction Noise Levels. Since the RCNM 
calculations do not account for shielding due to existing property line walls, intervening buildings and 
structures, ground effects, or air absorption, the results of  these calculations are conservative (that is, they 
represent a “worst-case” scenario). As shown in Table 5.6-6, construction-related noise levels are estimated to 
reach up to 80 dBA and would not exceed the 80 dBA Leq threshold at the nearest sensitive receptors. Therefore, 
project construction noise impacts would be less than significant. 

Table 5.6-6 Project-Related Construction Noise Levels  

Construction 
Activity Phase 

Noise Levels in dBA Leq 

RCNM Reference 
Noise Level 

Residential 
Receptors to North 

Collett Elementary 
School Receptor to 

North 
Residential 

Receptors to East 
Residential Receptor 

to South 
Distance in feet 50 300 435 870 860 

Demolition 85 69 66 60 60 
Site Prep 82 66 63 57 57 
Grading 85 69 66 60 60 
Track Surfacing  81 65 62 56 56 
Field Installation 82 66 63 57 57 
Finish/Landscaping 83 67 64 58 58 

Distance in feet 50 70 640 1,200 950 
Building 
Construction 

83 80 61 55 57 

Architectural 
Coating 

74 71 52 46 48 

Maximum dBA Leq 80 66 60 60 
Exceeds FTA’s 80 dBA Leq Threshold? No No No No 

Source: FHWA’s RCNM software. Distance measurements were taken using Google Earth (2020) from the acoustical center of the project site. 
dBA Leq = Energy-Average (Leq) Sound Levels. 

 

I I 

I I 
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On-Campus Receptors 

Students would remain on site during demolition and building construction. Construction activities could occur 
within 50 feet of  existing classroom buildings. As shown in Table 5.6-6, construction noise levels would range 
between 74 and 85 dBA Leq at 50 feet per the RCNM Reference Noise Level. Typical exterior-to-interior noise 
attenuation is 25 dBA with windows and doors closed. This would result in interior noise levels of  
approximately 49 to 60 dBA Leq. Speech interference is considered intolerable when background noise levels 
exceed 60 dBA. However, average construction noise levels are not expected to exceed 60 dBA Leq within 
adjacent classrooms based on typical exterior-to-interior noise attenuation. In addition, to avoid classroom 
disruption, some work would be done during instructional breaks when students are off  campus. Additionally, 
construction would occur throughout the project site and thereby would be further than 50 feet at times, which 
would reduce interior noise levels. Therefore, on-campus construction noise impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Level of  Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant impact 

Impact 5.6-2 Long-term operation of the proposed project would result in a significant increase in noise. 
[Threshold N-1] 

Project Track and Field Noise Analysis 

The proposed project would entail the renovation of  the existing track and field with the addition of  field 
lighting, public address (PA) system, scoreboard, field house, and bleachers to accommodate the La Sierra 
sports activities. The track and field noise analysis assumes full capacity of  the stadium (2,800 spectators), which 
is a worst-case scenario expected to occur a few times per year between 6:30 pm and 10:30 pm during varsity 
football games. 

General Track and Field Bleacher Noise 

Operations of  the renovated track and field would generate a new noise source associated with crowds and 
amplified sound and speech from the proposed PA system. Noise is highly variable during a stadium event and 
depends on the type and level of  activity in the bleachers and on the field, for example: 

 PA systems create higher sound levels than does typical crowd reactions. PA noise (commentary, 
announcements, etc.) occurs far more often than crowd cheers. 

 Cheering is highly variable, depending on the particular moment-to-moment activity (a ‘good’ play versus 
a score), on whether the home team or visitor scores, and on the number of  the home or visitor attendees. 

 Cheerleaders on portable PA systems and special half-time shows (e.g., the use of  fireworks or other special 
effects) can generate above-average noise levels. 

 Foot-stomping on aluminum bleachers can generate substantial noise. 

 Other noise sources during a stadium event include referee whistles, horns, and bells. 
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Track and Field Operations 

Operations of  the stadium would generate noise associated with crowds and amplified sound and speech from 
the proposed PA system. Recent studies at other high schools conducted by PlaceWorks included football 
stadiums with bleacher and PA noise modeled using SoundPLAN, a three-dimensional noise modeling software 
program, that are considered similar to this proposed project. These two example projects were used to establish 
a conservative bleacher and crowd noise level for the proposed project. 

William Workman High School Football Stadium Noise Technical Study, Hacienda La Puente Unified 
School District (PlaceWorks, April 2019): Sports field noise modeling was conducted for residential locations 
closest to the mostly flat project site, which are similar conditions to the proposed project. The modeling 
assumed full capacity of  the bleachers accommodating up to 1,000 spectators (700 home and 300 visitors). The 
field modeled speakers as individual point sources, 45 feet above finished grade angled in the proposed 
direction, mounted on four poles with a total of  six speakers, two poles located on the north and two on the 
south of  the football field. On the home side, the modeling assumed two speakers mounted on each pole with 
one directed toward the top of  the bleachers and one speaker directed toward the bottom of  the bleachers and 
field. Visitor side speakers were modeled as directed toward the bleachers. Both bleachers were modeled as area 
sources. SoundPLAN modeling indicated that future operational noise levels from a varsity football game in 
full attendance are predicted to range from 55 dBA to 75 dBA Leq at adjacent residential uses. While multiple 
factors such as crowd size, type of  game, type of  amplified or live marching band, and shielding (such as 
intervening buildings) may affect overall noise levels from event to event at each residential receptor, a 
conservative noise level of  75 dBA Leq is applied at adjacent residential property lines.  

Costa Mesa High School Athletic Facilities IS/MND, Newport-Mesa Unified School District 
(PlaceWorks, December 2016). Noise levels observed during a football game with approximately 3,000 
attendees ranged from roughly 57 to 58 dBA Leq and from 68 to 71 dBA Lmax (all at 350 feet from the side of  
the field). Adjusting for distance, crowd and speaker noise resulted in sound levels between 74 and 75 dBA Leq 
at 50 feet.  

Reference Noise Level: Based on the two aforementioned noise studies, the conservative assumed reference 
noise level applied to the proposed project is 75 dBA Leq at 50 feet from the track and field boundary. This 
noise level is applied to this analysis as a conservative, worst case scenario for crowd and speaker noise 
combined. 

Based on the projected crowd and speaker noise levels and the measured ambient noise levels, projected noise 
levels at the residences to the north would be up to 75 dBA Leq, 50 dBA Leq at residential uses to the west across 
La Sierra Avenue, 52 dBA Leq at residential uses to the east, and 49 dBA at residential uses to the south, not 
accounting for additional shielding due to existing on-site buildings. Residential uses to the north of  the 
proposed track and field renovations would experience a substantial temporary (20 dBA+) increase in ambient 
noise level during capacity-level events.  

The existing wall along the northern property line of  the project site would reduce noise from the crowd and 
field activities by approximately 5 dBA at a first floor (ground-level) elevation. This would be a noticeable 
reduction in crowd and field noise, but noise levels would still exceed the City’s 55 dBA Leq standard at some 
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locations. Rooms on the second story of  two-story homes would not benefit from the eight-foot wall. The wall 
along the northern property boundary would decrease the severity of  the noise increase; however, it would not 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. The District is exempt from complying with the City’s 
Municipal Code; however, because the proposed project would result in a temporary, periodic significant 
increase in track and field noise, this impact would be considered significant.  

Operation of  track and field events would exceed the daytime 55 dBA Leq noise standard and could exceed the 
nighttime 45 dBA Leq noise standard if  events go past 10:00 pm and generate a substantial temporary increase 
in ambient noise levels at adjacent residential uses. The District is exempt from complying with the City’s 
Municipal Code; however, because the proposed project could result in a temporary, periodic significant 
increase in stationary noise, this impact would be considered significant.  

Parking Lot and Tennis Courts Noise 

Noise associated with parking lot movements would decrease with implementation of  the proposed project 
due to the reduction of  63 parking spaces. Noise from tennis courts activity would remain the same as existing 
noise on the site with implementation of  the proposed project. The tennis courts would be relocated, but not 
substantially. Therefore, parking lot and tennis courts noise impacts would be less than significant. 

Mechanical Equipment  

Though Section 7.25.010, Exterior sound level limits, of  the Riverside Municipal Code exempts air condition 
and noise from similar equipment, this is only exempt when associated with residential uses. Therefore, noise 
from potential heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment associated with the new field house 
is analyzed. Typical HVAC equipment generates noise levels ranging up to 72 dBA at a distance of  3 feet. To 
be conservative it is assumed that HVAC equipment would be installed at the nearest edge of  the proposed 
field house to sensitive receptors. The nearest residential property line to the proposed field house is 
approximately 50 feet to the north along the northern project boundary. At this distance, noise levels would 
attenuate to 48 dBA. HVAC noise levels would potentially exceed the City’s nighttime noise standards of  45 
dBA for stationary noise sources. Therefore, impacts would be potentially significant.  

Traffic Noise 

Future development and activities under the proposed project are expected to affect the community noise 
environment mainly by generating traffic on project area roadways due to home games. Implementation of  the 
proposed project would not generate new vehicle trips, but rather trips would be diverted from currently used 
off-site football fields to the project area roadways. Transportation-source noise levels were calculated using the 
FHWA Highway Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108) with traffic counts provided by Garland 
Associates (Garland 2024). Modeled traffic volumes were derived from traffic turning movements at study 
intersections within the traffic report. The traffic noise model calculates the average noise level at specific 
locations based on traffic volumes, average speeds, roadway geometry, and site environmental conditions. The 
average vehicle noise rates (energy rates) used in the FHWA model have been modified to reflect average vehicle 
noise rates identified for California by Caltrans. Table 5.6-7, Project-Related Increases in Traffic Noise, summarizes 
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project-related traffic-noise increases by study roadway segment. Cumulative traffic noise impacts are discussed 
in Section 5.6.4, Cumulative Impacts. 

Table 5.6-7 Project-Related Increases in Traffic Noise 

Roadway 
Segments 

Average Daily Traffic Volumes Traffic Noise Increase 

Existing 
No Project 

Existing 
With 

Project 

Future 
No 

Project 

Future 
With 

Project 

Existing 
No 

Project 

Existing 
with 

Proposed 
Project 

Existing 
Change 

Operating 
Year 2026 
With No 
Project 

Operating 
Year 2026 

With 
Proposed 

Project 
2026 

Change 

Exceed 
Applicable 
Standard 

La Sierra Avenue 
North of Collett 
Avenue 9,200 10,600 13,130 13,530 67.2 68.7 1.5 67.8 68.9 1.1 No 

Collett Avenue to 
Spaulding Road 12,500 12,990 17,950 18,440 62.5 64.0 1.6 62.6 64.2 1.5 No 

Spaulding Road 
to Cochran 
Avenue 

12,500 12,990 15,360 15,850 62.5 63.4 0.9 62.6 63.5 0.9 No 

Cochran Avenue 
to Magnolia 
Avenue 

13,100 13,620 13,940 14,460 68.7 69.0 0.3 68.9 69.1 0.3 No 

South of 
Magnolia Avenue 18,200 18,920 18,200 18,920 70.1 70.1 <0.1 70.3 70.3 <0.1 No 

Collett Avenue 
La Sierra Avenue 
to Jones Avenue 8,300 8,630 9,980 10,310 65.5 66.3 0.8 65.6 66.4 0.8 No 

East of Jones 
Avenue 8,700 9,040 10,380 10,720 65.7 66.4 0.8 65.8 66.6 0.7 No 

Cochran Avenue 
La Sierra Avenue 
to Jones Avenue 1,600 1,650 3,190 3,240 53.4 56.4 3.0 53.5 56.5 2.9 No 

East of Jones 
Avenue 1,600 1,650 2,850 2,900 53.4 55.9 2.5 53.5 56.0 2.4 No 

Source: Traffic data provided by Garland Associates 2024. See Appendix 5.7-1. 
Notes: 
Bold = Significant Traffic Noise Increase 
 

As shown in Table 5.6-7, project-related traffic noise increases would not exceed the standard of  1.5 dBA for 
ambient noise environments of  65 dBA CNEL, 3 dBA for ambient noise environments of  60 to 64 CNEL, 
and 5 dBA for ambient noise environments of  less than 60 dBA CNEL. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Level of  Significance Before Mitigation: Potentially significant. 

I I I I I I I I I I I 
I I 

I I I I I I I I I I I 

I I I I I I I I I I I 
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Impact 5.6-3: The proposed project would not result in significant short-term groundborne vibration and 
groundborne noise. [Threshold N-2] 

Temporary Construction Vibration 

Construction can generate varying degrees of  ground vibration, depending on the construction procedures and 
equipment. The use of  construction equipment generates vibrations that spread through the ground and 
diminish with distance from the source. The effect on buildings in the vicinity of  the construction site varies 
depending on soil type, ground strata, and receptor-building construction. The effects from vibration can range 
from no perceptible effects at the lowest vibration levels, to low rumbling sounds and perceptible vibrations at 
moderate levels, to slight structural damage at the highest levels. Vibration from construction activities rarely 
reaches the levels that can damage structures. Table 5.6-8, Vibration Levels for Typical Construction Equipment and 
Screening Distances, summarizes vibration levels for typical construction equipment at a reference distance of  25 
feet and the vibration impact screening distances (minimum distance needed for no potential vibration impact 
to occur) for different FTA building categories. 

Table 5.6-8 Vibration Levels for Typical Construction Equipment and Screening Distances 

Equipment 

FTA Reference Vibration 
Levels in PPV (in/sec)  

at 25 feet 

Commercial Structures 
Screening Distance to  

0.3 PPV in/sec 

Residential Structures 
Screening Distance to  

0.2 PPV in/sec 

Historical Structures 
Screening Distance to  

0.12 PPV in/sec 

Vibratory Roller 0.21 in/sec 20 feet 26 feet 37 feet 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 in/sec 12 feet 15 feet 21 feet 

Loaded Trucks 0.076 in/sec 11 feet 14 feet 19 feet 

Jackhammer 0.035 in/sec 6 feet 8 feet >11 feet 

Small Bulldozer 0.003 in/sec 2 feet 2 feet >3 feet 

Source: FTA 2018.  

 

Vibration Damage 

Off-Site Structures 

Damage from vibrational energy is typically a one-time event and is most likely to occur when the source and 
receptor are very close. The threshold for architectural damage is 0.2 in/sec PPV for nonengineered timber 
and masonry buildings (applicable to the surrounding residential structures) and 0.3 in/sec PPV for engineered 
concrete and masonry (applicable to Collett Elementary School). Table 5.6-9, Typical Construction Equipment 
Vibration Levels, summarizes vibration levels for typical construction equipment at the nearest sensitive 
receptors.  
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Table 5.6-9 Typical Construction Equipment Vibration Levels 

Equipment 

FTA Reference PPV 
(in/sec) at 25 Feet 

Residences to 
Northwest PPV 

(in/sec) at 50 Feet 

Collett Elementary 
School to North PPV 
(in/sec) at 250 Feet 

Residences to the 
South PPV (in/sec) at 

500 Feet 

Residences to the 
East PPV (in/sec) at 

550 Feet 

Vibratory Roller 0.21 0.074 0.007 0.002 0.002 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 0.031 0.003 0.001 0.001 

Loaded Trucks 0.076 0.027 0.002 0.001 0.001 

Jackhammer 0.035 0.012 0.001 <0.001 <0.001 

Small Bulldozer 0.003 0.001 0.000 <0.001 <0.001 

Source: FTA 2018. 

 

At 25 feet, typical construction equipment produces vibration levels of  up to 0.07 in/sec PPV; at a distance 
greater than 30 feet, even vibratory roller vibration levels would attenuate to less than the 0.2 in/sec PPV. The 
nearest off-campus structures to construction activities are residences approximately 50 feet to the north and 
approximately 250 feet north (Collett Elementary School) from the project site boundary to the respective 
residential property lines. At that distance, vibration levels would attenuate to approximately 0.07 in/sec PPV 
or less. This is below the 0.2 in/sec PPV and the 0.3 in/sec PPV thresholds. Therefore, vibration impacts to 
off-site receptors would be less than significant.  

Operational Vibration 

Typically, land uses that result in vibration impacts are industrial businesses that use heavy machinery or 
operation of  large trucks over uneven surfaces. The operation of  the proposed project would not include any 
substantial long-term vibration sources. No vibration impacts from operation sources would occur. 

Level of  Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant impact  

Impact 5.6-4: The project site is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport. [Threshold N-3] 

The closest airport to the school is Riverside Airport, approximately 2.8 miles to the northwest (AirNav 2022). 
At that distance, the proposed project would not expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels, and no impact would occur. 

Level of  Significance Before Mitigation: No impact. 

5.6.4 Cumulative Impacts 
Noise and vibration are localized occurrences; they decrease rapidly in magnitude as the distance from the 
source to the receptor increases. Therefore, only those related projects that are in the direct vicinity of the 
project site would have the potential to be considered in a cumulative context with the project’s contribution. 
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No major stationary sources of noise, construction noise, or groundborne vibration sources have been 
identified in the project area.  
Construction 

Cumulative impacts would only occur if  other projects are being constructed in the vicinity of  the project site 
at the same time as the proposed project. The general area around the project site is built out. Project 
construction noise would not combine with other planned and approved construction projects to create 
cumulatively considerable impacts. Therefore, cumulative construction noise and vibration impacts would be 
less than significant. 

Because mass grading of  the site would be completed before the construction of  the stadium, cumulative 
construction noise would be less than significant. 

Operation 

Operation of  the proposed project would exceed the City’s noise standards at residential uses located along the 
northern project boundary. Noise sources associated with proposed HVAC equipment for the field house 
would be reduced at the source (by means of  appropriately locating the HVAC equipment) and would not result 
in a cumulative noise impact. Noise associated with track and field events would be reduced to the extent 
feasible with implementation Mitigation Measures N-1 through N-5, however, a significant increase over 
ambient noise level would occur during track and field event. Therefore, impacts would be cumulatively 
significant. 

There are no other nearby sources of  stationary noise in the project area that would significantly contribute to 
the ambient noise environment during games and events near the project site. However, the addition of  new 
HVAC systems 50 feet from the residences north of  the project site would require mitigation to be less than 
the City noise threshold for residential areas (see Mitigation Measure N-6).  

A significant cumulative traffic noise increase would be identified if  project traffic were calculated to contribute 
1 dBA or more under Cumulative Plus Project conditions to a significant traffic noise increase over existing 
conditions. That is, if  a cumulative traffic noise increase greater than 1.5 dBA, 3 dBA, or 5 dBA relative to the 
existing environment significance threshold (less than 60 CNEL dBA, 60 to 65 CNEL dBA, greater than 65 
CNEL dBA, respectively) is calculated, and the relative contribution from project traffic is calculated to 
contribute 1 dBA or more to this cumulative impact, it would be considered cumulatively considerable. As 
shown in Table 5.6-7, the cumulative increase would be less than the most stringent significance threshold of  
1.5 dBA for ambient noise environments of  65 dBA CNEL, 3 dBA for ambient noise environments of  60 to 
64 CNEL, and 5 dBA for ambient noise environments of  less than 60 dBA CNEL. Therefore, cumulative 
traffic noise impacts would be less than significant.  

5.6.5 Level of Significance Before Mitigation 
Upon implementation of  regulatory requirements and standard conditions of  approval, the following impacts 
would be less than significant: 5.6-1, 5.6-3, and 5.6-4. 
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Without mitigation, the following impacts would be potentially significant: 

 Impact 5.6-2: Project implementation would generate a substantial increase in noise near existing 
residences during operational activities. 

5.6.6 Mitigation Measures 
Impact 5.6-2 

N-1 The Alvord Unified School District shall program the PA system to restrict any activities to 
no later than 10:30 pm, with the exception of  special events that occur periodically throughout 
the year (e.g., homecoming, graduation).  

N-2 Three months prior to holding the first spectator event, the Alvord Unified School District 
shall have hired a construction manager to prepare a cost estimate per impacted home along 
Arrowwood Drive to fund installation of  upgraded windows to provide additional noise 
attenuation. The impacted homes have initially been determined to be the residences extending 
from 10900 to 11012 Arrowwood Drive; however, all applicable residences shall be 
determined once plans have been finalized. Additional acoustic investigations shall be 
conducted to define the windows of  habitable rooms that exceed an interior noise level of  
45 dBA and shall require installation of  upgraded windows (e.g., existing double-paned 
windows would not warrant replacement). Working with qualified contractor(s), the District 
shall complete cost estimates for each house, and deposit such funds in an escrow account. 
Homeowners will be responsible for contracting with qualified contractors and funds not 
exceeding the mitigation payment shall be released by the escrow company upon receipt of  a 
signed improvement contract. The District shall pay an amount of  up to $4,000 per impacted 
house at the time project improvements are proposed. 

N-3 Prior to operational activities, the District shall develop and enforce a good-neighbor policy 
for sports field events. Signs shall be erected at entry points that State-prohibited activities 
during an event (e.g., use of  air horns, unapproved audio amplification systems, bleacher foot-
stomping, loud activity in parking lots upon exiting the field), and events shall be monitored 
by the District staff  to ensure the good-neighbor policy is implemented. 

N-4 During subsequent design phases of  the bleachers and PA system, the District’s sound system 
contractor shall create a Stadium Sound System Design Plan. The project’s sound system 
design goal shall aim at incorporating as many directional low-power speakers as practical that 
are located as close to the event attendees as practical while ensuring that the speakers are not 
projecting to the residences towards the north. The design shall include design specifications 
that optimize the stadium sound system for speaker placement, speaker dispersion pattern, 
and speaker acoustic output as well as minimized spill-over sound levels into the adjacent 
residential areas. 



L A  S I E R R A  H I G H  S C H O O L  T R A C K  A N D  F I E L D  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R  
A L V O R D  U N I F I E D  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T  

5. Environmental Analysis 
NOISE 

Page 5.6-24 PlaceWorks 

N-5 During the final design stage, the proposed bleachers shall incorporate solid backing and 
vertical panels to enclose foot wells to provide track and field noise shielding to adjacent 
residential uses. 

N-6 During a second, future design phase, locate HVAC units on the southern side of  the proposed 
field house, at least 75 feet from the residential property line to the north of  the project site. 

5.6.7 Level of Significance After Mitigation 
Impact 5.6-2 

Implementation of  Mitigation Measure N-1 would restrict the use of  the PA system to no later than 10:30 pm, 
with the exception of  special events, and Mitigation Measure N-2 would provide funding for upgraded windows 
to homeowners of  residences that are impacted by the noise increases. 

Implementation of  Mitigation Measures N-3 through N-5 would result in reductions in track and field event 
noise at adjacent residential uses; however, even with a state-of-the-art equipment and design, it is possible that 
the daytime 55 dBA Leq and the nighttime 45 dBA Leq noise standards at the adjacent residences would not be 
achievable. Furthermore, at locations where the PA noise can be reasonably limited to 55 dBA Leq, noise from 
the crowd would still exceed 55 dBA Leq. Therefore, the resulting noise levels would exceed the adopted 
thresholds and the proposed project’s impact related to an increase in ambient noise levels at adjacent residential 
sensitive receptors during field activities would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Implementation of  Mitigation Measure N-6 would minimize potential HVAC noise impacts through site design, 
by locating the HVAC unit at least 75 feet from the project boundary and siting the unit on the south side of  
the proposed field house to benefit from structural shielding. Therefore, HVAC noise impacts would be reduced 
to a level of  less than significant. 
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Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 

La Sierra Avenue, Collett Avenue, Spaulding Road, Cochran Avenue, Magnolia Avenue, and Jones Avenue 
have sidewalks along both sides of  the street. Painted crosswalks exist at each of  the intersections in the study 
area. La Sierra Avenue, Collett Avenue, and Magnolia Avenue have bicycle lanes. The intersections at La Sierra 
Avenue and Collett Avenue, La Sierra Avenue and Cochran Avenue, La Sierra Avenue and Spaulding Road, 
and La Sierra Avenue and Magnolia Avenue have pedestrian signals and pedestrian push buttons to activate 
the signals. Additionally, bike racks are provided at the campus. 

Public Transit 

The Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) operates Route 15 adjacent to the campus on La Sierra Avenue. Bus 
stops for this route are located on the east side of  the following intersections: La Sierra Avenue and Collett 
Avenue and La Sierra Avenue and Cochran Avenue. RTA also operates Route 1 on Magnolia Avenue south of  
the school site. Bus stops for this route are located on both sides of  Magnolia Avenue at La Sierra Avenue. 
Additionally, the La Sierra Metrolink Station is approximately 0.75 miles south of  the campus.  

Parking 

The existing parking lot on the project site consists of  430 parking spaces, including 11 ADA parking spaces. 
Additionally, the existing parking lot in the southwestern portion of  the campus consists of  44 parking 
spaces, including 2 ADA parking spaces, and the existing southern parking lot consists of  115 parking spaces, 
including 5 ADA parking spaces.  

5.7.2 Thresholds of Significance 
According to Appendix G of  the CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a significant effect on the 
environment if  the project would: 

T-1 Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including 
transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. 

T-2 Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3, subdivision (b). 

T-3 Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment). 

T-4 Result in inadequate emergency access. 

T-5 Result in inadequate parking capacity (this threshold was removed from the CEQA Guidelines in 
2010 but is included in this DEIR because it may indirectly result in other impacts). 
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5.7.3 Environmental Impacts 
5.7.3.1 METHODOLOGY 

The methodology for the TIA included the following steps: 

1. Establishing the existing baseline traffic conditions on the streets that provide access to the campus. 

2. Projecting the future baseline traffic conditions for the target year of  completion for the proposed 
project (year 2026). 

3. Estimating the levels of  traffic that would be generated by the stadium for a capacity-level event. 

4. Conducting a comparative analysis of  traffic conditions with and without the stadium. 

5. Evaluating the parking supply and demand during a stadium event. 

Additionally, the stadium analysis was based on Friday evening traffic conditions on the streets and 
intersections in the proposed project vicinity. 

Project-Generated Traffic 

The traffic volumes that would be generated by the stadium for a capacity-level event (2,800 spectators) were 
used to estimate the impacts of  the proposed project on the study area streets and intersections. The trip 
generation rates and the anticipated traffic volumes that would be generated by the stadium are shown in 
Table 5.7-5, Project Generated Traffic, for a capacity-level event. 

The trip generation rates shown in Table 5.7-5 reflect the assumption that the stadium would generate a 
demand of  one vehicle for every four seats (for vehicles that remain parked at the site) and that an additional 
10 percent of  the vehicles arriving at the stadium would drop passengers off  and then leave. The rate of  one 
vehicle for every four seats is based on the parking requirements in the City of  Riverside Municipal Code 
Section 19.580.060. The Municipal Code indicates that the parking requirement for stadiums is one space per 
four fixed seats. 

Table 5.7-5 Projected Generated Traffic 
Facility Evening Hour – Pre-Event Daily Traffic Inbound Outbound Total 

Trip Generation Rates 
Stadium 
(vehicle trips per spectator) 0.275 0.025 0.30 0.60 

Generated Traffic Volumes 
Stadium at Capacity 
(2,800 spectators) 770 70 840 1,680 

Stadium - Average Game  
(1,000 spectators) 275 25 300 600 

Source: Garland 2024 (Appendix 5.7-1). 
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Table 5.7-5 indicates that a capacity-level event with 2,800 spectators would generate an estimated 840 vehicle 
trips during the peak hour (770 inbound and 70 outbound) and 1,680 daily trips. A capacity-level event would 
occur only a few times each year for football games and special events, such as a homecoming football game, 
a graduation ceremony, and a band/color guard major competition. The stadium would generate fewer 
vehicle trips for non-capacity football games, track and field events, soccer matches, etc. A game with an 
average attendance of  1,000 spectators would generate an estimated 300 peak hour trips and 600 daily trips. 
The TIA is based on a capacity-level event to represent the worst-case scenario.  

To quantify the increase in traffic at each intersection resulting from a capacity-level event at the project site, 
the project generated traffic shown in Table 5.7-5 was geographically distributed onto the street network 
using the directional percentages. This distribution assumption is based on the layout of  the existing street 
network, the school attendance boundaries, and the anticipated geographical distribution of  the event 
patrons. The site-generated traffic volumes that would be added to each study area intersection by a capacity-
level event at the 2,800-seat stadium are shown in Table 5.7-6, Project Generated Traffic: Friday Evening Peak Hour. 

Table 5.7-6 Project-Generated Traffic: Friday Evening Peak Hour 
Intersection Traffic Volumes 

Collett Avenue and La Sierra Avenue 545 
La Sierra Avenue/Spaulding Road/School Driveway 840 
La Sierra Avenue and Cochran Avenue 286 
La Sierra Avenue and Magnolia Avenue 84 
Collett Avenue and Jones Avenue 168 
Jones Avenue and Cochran Avenue 159 
Source: Garland 2024 (Appendix 5.7-1). 

 

The traffic volumes for the existing conditions scenario plus the project generated traffic are shown in Table 
5.7-7, Existing Plus Project Traffic Volumes.  

Table 5.7-7 Existing Plus Project Traffic Volumes 
Intersection Traffic Volumes 

Collett Avenue and La Sierra Avenue 2,595 
La Sierra Avenue/Spaulding Road/School Driveway 2,140 
La Sierra Avenue and Cochran Avenue 1,701 
La Sierra Avenue and Magnolia Avenue 3,704 
Collett Avenue and Jones Avenue 1,078 
Jones Avenue and Cochran Avenue 389 
Source: Garland 2024 (Appendix 5.7-1). 

 

The traffic volumes projected for the year 2026 scenario with the proposed stadium are shown in Table 5.7-8, 
2026 Traffic Volumes with Project. These projected traffic volumes are for the Friday evening pre-event peak 
hour. 
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Table 5.7-8 2026 Traffic Volumes with Project 
Intersection Traffic Volumes 

Collett Avenue and La Sierra Avenue 2,676 
La Sierra Avenue/Spaulding Road/School Driveway 2,191 
La Sierra Avenue and Cochran Avenue 1,756 
La Sierra Avenue and Magnolia Avenue 3,849 
Collett Avenue and Jones Avenue 1,114 
Jones Avenue and Cochran Avenue 395 
Source: Garland 2024 (Appendix 5.7-1). 

 

5.7.3.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The applicable thresholds are identified in brackets after the impact statement.  

Impact 5.7-1: The proposed project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian 
facilities. [Threshold T-1] 

Non-motorized Transportation 

The proposed project would generate a demand for non-motorized travel because some event spectators and 
participants would travel to and from the school as pedestrians or on bicycles.  

The proposed project would be consistent with policies supporting alternative transportation because busing 
would typically be provided from the opposing schools during football games, bicycle lanes are in place 
adjacent to the school, and bike racks are currently provided at the school. All streets adjacent to the school 
have sidewalks along both sides of  the street. Additionally, three bus stops along RTA Route 15 are located 
along La Sierra Avenue and provide public transportation to the campus. RTA also operates Route 1 on 
Magnolia Avenue that provides access to the campus. 

Intersection Impact Analysis (Non-CEQA) 

While SB 743 has shifted the determination of  CEQA impacts from LOS to VMT, LOS is still used by the 
City as outlined in the City’s Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines for Vehicle Miles Traveled and Level of  
Service Assessment. Therefore, an LOS evaluation has been included for informational purposes. 

The impact analysis for the six study area intersections was conducted by comparing the delay values and 
LOS for the “Without Project” and “With Project” scenarios. For the existing conditions scenario, the 
analysis compares the existing conditions to the conditions with the proposed project. Similarly, for the year 
2026 scenario, the analysis compares the year 2026 baseline conditions without the proposed project to the 
year 2026 scenario with the proposed project. The year 2026 was used as the target year for future conditions 
because that is anticipated to be the year that the proposed project would be completed. The peak hour for 
the analysis represents the time period during which the project site would generate the heaviest traffic 
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volumes (typically between 6:00 and 7:00 pm), which does not coincide with the peak period for the ambient 
traffic volumes, which generally occurs between 4:00 and 6:00 pm. 

The comparative levels of  service at the study area intersections for the existing conditions scenario are 
summarized in Table 5.7-9, Project Impact on Intersection Levels of  Service, for the Friday evening peak hour. Table 
5.7-9 shows the before and after delay values and the levels of  service that would occur at each study area 
intersection. Also shown are the increases in the delay values that would occur as a result of  the proposed 
project. The last column in Table 5.7-9 indicates if  the intersections would be significantly affected by the 
project-generated traffic. 

Table 5.7-9 indicates that none of  the study area intersections would be significantly impacted by the traffic 
that would be generated by the proposed project for a capacity-level event for the existing conditions baseline 
scenario. 

Table 5.7-9 Project Impact on Intersection Levels of Service Existing Conditions as Baseline 

Intersections 
Delay Value and Level of Service Increase in 

Delay Value Significant Impact Existing Conditions Existing plus Project 
La Sierra Avenue/Collett Avenue 16.5 – B 24.6 – C 8.1 No 
La Sierra Avenue/Spaulding Road/School 
Driveway 5.8 – A 14.6 – B 8.8 No 

La Sierra Avenue/Cochran Avenue 8.5 – A 10.8 – B 2.3 No 
La Sierra Avenue/Magnolia Avenue 24.2 – C 24.6 – C 0.4 No 
Collett Avenue/Jones Avenue 12.5 – B 13.3 – B 0.8 No 
Cochran Avenue/Jones Avenue 7.5 – A 8.2 - A 0.7 No 
Source: Garland 2024 (Appendix 5.7-1). 

 

Additionally, the comparative levels of  service for the year 2026 analysis scenario are shown in Table 5.7-10, 
Project Impact of  Intersection Levels of  Services Year 2026 as Baseline. Table 5.7-10 indicates that none of  the study 
area intersections would be significantly impacted by the traffic that would be generated by the proposed 
project for a capacity-level event for the year 2026 baseline scenario. 

Table 5.7-10 Project Impact on Intersection Levels of Service Year 2026 as Baseline 

Intersections 

Delay Value and Level of Service 
Increase in 
Delay Value Significant Impact Existing Conditions Existing plus Project 

La Sierra Avenue/Collett Avenue 16.8 – B 25.5 – C 8.7 No 
La Sierra Avenue/Spaulding Road/School 
Driveway 

5.8 – A 14.8 – B 9.0 No 

La Sierra Avenue/Cochran Avenue 8.6 – A 10.9 – B 2.3 No 
La Sierra Avenue/Magnolia Avenue 25.4 – C 25.8 – C 0.4 No 
Collett Avenue/Jones Avenue 12.8 – B 13.6 – B 0.8 No 
Cochran Avenue/Jones Avenue 7.5 – A 8.2 - A 0.7 No 
Source: Garland 2024 (Appendix 5.7-1). 

 



L A  S I E R R A  H I G H  S C H O O L  T R A C K  A N D  F I E L D  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R  
A L V O R D  U N I F I E D  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T  

5. Environmental Analysis 
TRANSPORTATION 

February 2025 Page 5.7-13 

Table 5.7-9 and Table 5.7-10 indicate that the proposed project would not have a significant impact at any of  
the study area intersections during the evening peak hour based on the significance criteria presented 
previously because the intersections would continue to operate at LOS C or better during a capacity-level 
event such as a homecoming football game. As the analysis indicates that a capacity-level event with 2,800 
spectators would not result in a significant traffic impact, it is concluded that a football game with an average 
attendance of  1,000 spectators and a soccer match or a track and field event with an attendance of  200 
spectators would likewise not result in a significant traffic impact. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant.  

Summary 

The proposed project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation 
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities and would not have a significant impact on 
LOS on the study area intersections. The Circulation and Community Mobility Element of  the City of  
Riverside General Plan includes various policies that outline the objective of  building and maintaining a 
transportation system that combines a mix of  transportation modes and transportation system management 
techniques, such as Policy CCM-8.1, which calls for regular meeting with local school districts to identify safe 
routes to all schools, enabling better school access by cyclists and pedestrians and support the establishment 
of  safe drop-off  and pick-up zones around schools during the morning and afternoon peak hours. Therefore, 
the proposed project is consistent with the policies presented in the Circulation and Community Mobility 
Element and would not conflict with any goals or programs of  the General Plan. Therefore, impacts would 
be considered less than significant. 

Level of  Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant impact. 

Impact 5.7-2: The proposed project would not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.3, subdivision (b). [Threshold T-2] 

According to LCI and the California Department of  Transportation (Caltrans), projects that generate or 
attract fewer than 110 trips per day generally may be assumed to cause a less-than-significant transportation 
impact and can be screened from a CEQA VMT analysis because they fall into the small project category 
(Garland 2024). 

While a football game at the stadium would result in substantially higher site-generated trip levels than the 
CEQA threshold of  110 trips per day, the proposed project can be screened from a VMT analysis because the 
project would result in a decrease in the distance traveled to the events. The CEQA Guidelines state that 
projects that decrease VMT in the project area compared to existing conditions should be presumed to have a 
less than significant transportation impact. The major events and activities that would occur at the project site 
are currently held at Norte Vista High School, which is approximately 2.5 miles north of  the campus and 
outside the attendance area of  La Sierra HS. Since vehicle trips to attend games and practices would occur 
regardless of  the proposed project, the proposed project would not result in any new vehicle trips to the local 
roadway network during operation. 
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The proposed project is within the attendance area of  La Sierra HS. As such, the proposed project would 
result in shorter travel distances for most of  the La Sierra HS students and patrons who would be attending 
games, practices, events, and other activities at the project site. Major events at the project site would, 
therefore, result in a reduction in total vehicle miles traveled and would have no adverse impacts relative to 
VMT. 

In addition, the City’s TIA Guidelines state that a project can be screened from requiring a CEQA VMT 
analysis if  the project is a local-serving type of  land use. The guidelines specifically state that a local-serving 
K-12 school falls into this category, and the proposed project can be screened from any further VMT analysis. 

Therefore, the project can be screened from any further CEQA VMT analysis and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Level of  Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant impact. 

Impact 5.7-3: The proposed project would not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment). [Threshold T-3] 

Access to the campus would be provided by three existing driveways at La Sierra HS located on La Sierra 
Avenue. While the proposed project would result in increased levels of  vehicular and non-motorized traffic, 
these impacts would not be significant because the streets, intersections, and driveways are designed to 
accommodate the anticipated levels of  vehicular and pedestrian activity and have historically been 
accommodating school-related traffic on a daily basis. The proposed project would be compatible with the 
design and operation of  a high school. Additionally, the proposed project would not result in any major 
modifications to the existing access or circulation features at the school. 

The study area intersections in the TIA have sidewalks on both sides of  the street. The intersections along La 
Sierra Avenue have painted crosswalks and traffic signals with pedestrian crossing phases. These intersections 
include La Sierra Avenue and Collett Avenue, La Sierra Avenue and Cochran Avenue, La Sierra Avenue and 
Spaulding Road, and La Sierra Avenue and Magnolia Avenue and have enhanced pedestrian safety that 
facilitates pedestrian access to the school. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially increase 
hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible uses. 

Level of  Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant impact. 

Impact 5.7-4: The proposed project would not result in inadequate emergency access. [Threshold T-4] 

Emergency access to the campus is provided by the three driveways on La Sierra Avenue and a gated 
maintenance/emergency access driveway at the intersection of  Jones Avenue and Cass Street. The existing 
access and circulation features at the school, including the driveways, three parking lots, on-site roadways, and 
fire lanes, would continue to accommodate emergency ingress and egress by fire trucks, police units, and 
ambulance/paramedic vehicles. In addition, the proposed project would be designed to accommodate 
emergency access to the stadium. Any modifications to the access features are subject to and must satisfy the 
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District design requirements and would be subject to approval by the Riverside Fire Department and 
California Division of  the State Architect. Emergency vehicles could easily access the stadium and all other 
areas of  the school via on-site travel corridors. The proposed project would not result in inadequate 
emergency access and impacts would be less than significant. 

Level of  Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant impact. 

Impact 5.7-5: The proposed project would result in inadequate parking capacity during construction, but 
would not result in inadequate parking during operations. [Threshold T-5] 

In 2010, the CEQA guidelines removed the impact threshold pertaining to parking capacity because it was 
determined that the inconvenience of parking is a social issue, not an environmental issue. Nonetheless, an 
analysis of the proposed project’s parking capacity has been included as it may indirectly result in other 
impacts. This analysis is meant for informational purposes only and does not impact any of the required 
CEQA determinations found in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Parking During Construction 

The primary impact to parking that would occur during construction would occur as a result of  the increased 
parking demand associated with the construction vehicles, including workers’ vehicles, trucks, and equipment. 
In order to ensure that construction parking, including vehicles and equipment, does not impact the public 
right-of-way and results in a minimal impact to the school parking lots, the District and construction 
contractor would be required to provide an onsite construction staging area within the school property. This 
would ensure no impacts would occur to roadway operations and would minimize impacts to parking during 
construction. Therefore, impacts as a result of  construction parking would be less than significant.  

Parking During Stadium Events 

The City of  Riverside Municipal Code has a stadium parking requirement of  one parking space per four fixed 
seats. As the bleachers would have a total of  2,800 seats, the parking requirement would be 700 spaces for a 
capacity-level event. However, it is anticipated that the average attendance at a football game would be 1,500 
spectators and would require 250 parking spaces.  

The project proposes to reduce the number of  existing parking spaces from 430 to 294, including a reduction 
of  ADA parking spaces from 11 to 9 spaces, in the parking lot at the northwestern corner of  the campus. 
Therefore, the proposed project would be able to accommodate an average event generating 250 vehicles 
using the on-site parking lot. However, a capacity-level event would generate 700 vehicles, and an additional 
406 parking spaces would be needed; capacity-level events are expected to occur one to two times a year 
throughout the year during events such as graduation or a homecoming game. The anticipated deficiency in 
parking during capacity-level events would be accommodated by using the parking lots at Collett Elementary 
School, which is owned and operated by the District, the two other parking lots in the southwestern and 
southern portions of  the campus, and the soccer field in the northwestern part of  the campus (which would 
be accessed via Cass Street). Collectively, these parking areas would provide enough parking for capacity 
events. Overall, parking impacts during a capacity-level stadium event are not considered significant because 
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capacity-level events would occur one to two times throughout the school year and there would be sufficient 
parking to accommodate vehicles during a capacity-level event. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Level of  Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant impact.  

5.7.4 Cumulative Impacts 
The proposed project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation 
system and would be consistent with the policies of  the Circulation and Community Mobility Element of  the 
City of  Riverside General Plan. Other development projects in the City would be required to ensure 
consistency with applicable plans and policies, including the City’s General Plan. Development projects’ 
consistency with applicable plans and policies would be separately reviewed by the applicable lead agency.  

Cumulative changes in VMT can be caused by other development, roadway, and transit infrastructure projects 
in the region, separate from the proposed project. Because the proposed project is a local-serving land use, 
the project is screened from requiring a CEQA VMT analysis.  

Each development project would be designed to minimize design hazards and incompatible uses, and the 
design of  each development project would be individually evaluated by the lead agency, including in 
coordination with applicable departments that review transportation and safety (e.g., building and safety, fire 
department, etc.). This review process would minimize potential impacts from hazardous design features and 
incompatible uses. Overall, cumulative transportation impacts would be less than significant. 

5.7.5 Level of Significance Before Mitigation 
Upon implementation of  regulatory requirements, and standard conditions of  approval, the following 
impacts would be less than significant: 5.7-1, 5.7-2, 5.7-3, 5.7-4, and 5.7-5. 

5.7.6 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required.  

5.7.7 Level of Significance After Mitigation 
All impacts with respect to transportation are less than significant.  

5.7.8 References 
Garland Associates (Garland). 2024, March. Traffic Impact Analysis for the Proposed La Sierra High School 

Track and Field Project: Riverside. Appendix 5.7-1.  

Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC). 2019, December. Riverside County Long Range 
Transportation Study. https://www.rctc.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/RCTC-Draft-LRTS 
-120119-GV22.pdf. 
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Southern California Association of  Governments (SCAG). 2024, April 4. Connect SoCal. 
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/23-2987-connect-socal-2024-final-complete 
-040424.pdf?1714175547. 
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5.8 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 
This section of  the Draft Environmental Report (DEIR) evaluates the potential for implementation of  the La 
Sierra High School Track and Field Project (proposed project) to impact Tribal Cultural Resources (TCR). 
TCRs include landscapes, sacred places, or objects with a cultural value to a California Native American tribe. 
Potential impacts to other cultural resources (i.e., historic, archaeological, and disturbance of  human remains) 
are evaluated in Section 5.3, Cultural and Paleontological Resources. 

This DEIR analyzes the scope of  both phases of  the proposed project, which would include renovating the 
track and field; adding field lighting, PA system, scoreboard, and bleachers to accommodate 2,800 spectators; 
constructing a 5,500-square-foot field house; and repaving and restriping the 134,000-square-foot parking lot. 
The tennis courts would be relocated approximately 10 feet south, a new access from the parking lot to the 
bleachers would be constructed, and the number of  parking spaces would be reduced by 136 parking stalls. 
However, until funding for Phase 2 is available, the District will move forward with the construction of  Phase 1, 
which would include renovating the track and field; and adding field lights, PA system, scoreboard, and bleachers 
to accommodate 1,200 spectators. 

5.8.1 Environmental Setting 
5.8.1.1 REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

Federal Regulations 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act 

The Archaeological Resources Protection Act (United States Code, Title 16, Sections 470aa–mm) became law 
on October 31, 1979, and has been amended four times. It regulates the protection of  archaeological resources 
and sites that are on federal and Indian lands.  

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (United States Code, Title 25, Sections 3001 et 
seq.) is a federal law passed in 1990 that provides a process for museums and federal agencies to return certain 
Native American cultural items––such as human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of  cultural 
patrimony––to lineal descendants and culturally affiliated Indian tribes.  

State Regulations 
California Public Resources Code Sections 5097.9-5097.991 

Archaeological resources are protected pursuant to a wide variety of  state policies and regulations enumerated 
under the California Public Resources Code (PRC). In addition, cultural resources are recognized as a 
nonrenewable resource and therefore receive protection under the California PRC and CEQA. 

PRC Sections 5097.9–5097.991 provide protection to Native American historical and cultural resources, and 
sacred sites and identifies the powers and duties of  the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). 
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PRC Sections 5097.9-5097.991 also require notification to descendants of  discoveries of  Native American 
human remains and provides for treatment and disposition of  human remains and associated grave goods. 

California Public Resources Code Sections 21073 and 20174 

PRC Sections 21073 and 21074 define California Native American tribe and tribal cultural resources, 
respectively. PRC Section 21073 defines a “California Native American tribe” as a Native American tribe located 
in California that is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC. 

TCRs are defined in Section 21074 as sites, features, places, cultural landscapes (geographically defined in terms 
of  the size and scope), sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe that 
are either included in or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the CRHR, or are included in a local register 
of  historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of  Section 5020.1, or are a resource determined by the lead 
agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of  Section 5024.1. 

California Health and Safety Code 

California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that if  human remains are discovered on a project 
site, disturbance of  the site shall halt and remain halted until the coroner has conducted an investigation into 
the circumstances, manner, and cause of  any death, and the recommendations concerning the treatment and 
disposition of  the human remains have been made to the person responsible for the excavation, or to his or 
her authorized representative. If  the coroner determines that the remains are not subject to his or her authority 
and recognizes or has reason to believe the human remains are those of  Native American, he or she shall 
contact, by telephone within 24 hours, the NAHC.  

California Register of Historical Resources 

The California Register of  Historic Resources is the state version of  the National Register of  Historic Resources 
program. It was enacted in 1992 and became official on January 1, 1993. The California Register was established 
to serve as an authoritative guide to the state’s significant historical and archaeological resources. Resources that 
may be eligible for listing include buildings, sites, structures, objects, and historic districts. According to 
subsection (c) of  PRC Section 5024.1, a resource may be listed as a historical resource in the California Register 
if  it meets any of  the four National Register criteria.  

California Senate Bill 18  

Existing law provides limited protection for Native American prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, and 
ceremonial places. These places may include sanctified cemeteries, religious sites, ceremonial sites, shrines, burial 
grounds, prehistoric ruins, archaeological or historic sites, Native American rock art inscriptions, or features of  
Native American historic, cultural, and sacred sites.  

SB 18 was signed into law in September 2004 and went into effect on March 1, 2005. It placed new requirements 
upon local governments for developments within or near “traditional tribal cultural places” (TTCP). Per SB 18, 
the law requires local jurisdictions to provide opportunities for involvement of  California Native American 
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tribes in the land planning process for the purpose of  preserving traditional tribal cultural places. The Office 
of  Land Use and Climate Innovation’s Tribal Consultation Guidelines, adopted on November 14, 2005, 
provides advisory guidance to cities and counties on the process for consulting with Native American tribes 
during the adoption or amendment of  local general plans or specific plans. The Tribal Consultation Guidelines 
recommend that the NAHC provide written information as soon as possible but no later than 30 days after 
receiving a request to inform the lead agency if  the proposed project is determined to be in proximity to a 
TTCP and another 90 days for tribes to respond to notices provided by local governments if  they want to 
consult to determine whether the project would have an adverse impact on the TTCP. There is no statutory 
limit on the consultation duration. Prior to the adoption or amendment of  a general plan or specific plan, a 
local government must refer the proposed action to those tribes that are on the NAHC contact list and have 
traditional lands located in the city or county’s jurisdiction; the referral must allow a 45-day comment period. 
The CEQA public distribution list shall include tribes provided by the NAHC. If  the NAHC, the tribe, and 
interested parties agree upon the mitigation measures necessary for the proposed project, they would be 
included the environmental document of  a project. 

California Assembly Bill 52  

AB 52 took effect July 1, 2015, and requires inclusion of  a new section in CEQA documents titled Tribal 
Cultural Resources, which include heritage sites. Under AB 52, a tribal cultural resource is defined similar to 
tribal cultural places under SB 18––sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with 
cultural value to a California Native American tribe that are either included or eligible for inclusion in the 
California Register of  Historic Resources or included in a local register of  historical resources. Or the lead 
agency, supported by substantial evidence, chooses at its discretion to treat the resources as a tribal cultural 
resource. 

Similar to SB 18, AB 52 requires consultation with tribes at an early stage to determine whether the project 
would have an adverse impact on any TCRs and if  so to identify mitigation measures to protect them. Per 
AB 52, within 14 days of  deciding to undertake a project or determining that a project application is complete, 
the lead agency must provide formal written notification to all tribes who have requested it. The tribe then has 
30 days from receiving the notification to respond if  it wishes to engage in formal consultation. The lead agency 
must initiate consultation within 30 days of  receiving the request from the tribe. Consultation concludes when 
both parties have agreed on measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect to a tribal cultural resource, or a 
party, after a reasonable effort in good faith, decides that mutual agreement cannot be reached. Regardless of  
the outcome of  consultation, the CEQA document must disclose significant impacts on tribal cultural resources 
and discuss feasible alternatives or mitigation that avoid or lessen the impact.  

Local Regulations 
City of Riverside General Plan 

The Historic Preservation Element and Land Use and Urban Design Element of  the City of  Riverside General 
Plan includes the following policies related to tribal cultural resources.  
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 Policy HP-1.3. The City shall protect sites of  archaeological and paleontological significance and ensure 
compliance with all applicable State and federal cultural resources protection and management laws in its 
planning and project review process. 

 Policy HP-4.3. The City shall work with the appropriate tribe to identify and address, in a culturally 
appropriate manner, cultural resources and tribal sacred sites through the development review process. 

 Policy HP-7.4. The City shall promote the preservation of  cultural resources controlled by other 
governmental agencies, including those related to federal, state, county, school district, and other agencies.  

 Policy LU-4.6. Ensure protection of  prehistoric resources through consultations with the Native 
American tribe(s) identified by the Native American Heritage Commission pursuant to Government Code 
§ 65352.3 and as required by the California Environmental Quality Act. 

5.8.1.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The District has not received notification from California Native American tribes per Public Resources Code 
Section 21080.3.1, and therefore the provisions for consultation have not been triggered.  

Before the City of  Riverside was founded in 1870, it was inhabited by Cahuilla tribes; historic resource property 
types during the pre-1830s include archaeological sites and artifacts, and sacred places and burial grounds that 
represent Native American culture and adobe dwellings (Riverside 2012). The project site is developed with 
recreational facilities and a parking lot and is located within a high school campus. As the campus is developed, 
there is low potential for tribal cultural resources to exist on-site.  

5.8.2 Thresholds of Significance 
According to Appendix G of  the CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a significant effect on the 
environment if  the project would: 

TCR-1 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of  a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public 
Resources Code § 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically 
defined in terms of  the size and scope of  the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value 
to a California Native American tribe, and that is:  

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of  Historical Resources, or in a 
local register of  historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 
5020.1(k), or 

ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of  Public 
Resources Code § 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of  Public 
Resource Code § 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of  the resource 
to a California Native American tribe. 
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5.8.3 Environmental Impacts 
The applicable thresholds are identified in brackets after the impact statement. 

Impact 5.8-1: The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
tribal cultural resource that is listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of 
Historical Resources or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 5020.1(k). [Threshold TCR-1.i] 

As indicated in Impact 5.3-1 of  Section 5.3, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, of  this DEIR, while the campus 
was determined to be individually eligible for local listing or designation through survey evaluation (5S3), the 
campus is not listed on a local, state, or federal database as a designated historic resource. Additionally, the 
campus’s 5S3 designation does not relate to TCRs as defined in PRC Section 21074. Therefore, no impact 
would occur. 

Level of  Significance Before Mitigation: No impact. 

Impact 5.8-2: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource that is determined by the lead agency to be significant pursuant to criteria 
in Public Resources Code section 5024.1(c). [Threshold TCR-1.ii] 

As part of  the AB 52 process, Native American tribes must submit a written request to the District to be 
notified of  projects within their traditionally and culturally affiliated area. The District must provide written, 
formal notification to those tribes within 14 days of  deciding to undertake a project. The tribe must respond 
to the District within 30 days of  receiving this notification if  they want to engage in consultation on the project, 
and the District must begin the consultation process within 30 days of  receiving the tribe’s request. Consultation 
concludes under these circumstances 1) the parties agree to mitigation measures to avoid a significant effect on 
a tribal cultural resource; 2) a party, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes mutual agreement 
cannot be reached; or 3) a tribe does not engage in the consultation process or provide comments.  

The District has not been contacted, per AB 52, and the consultation process has not been triggered. The 
campus is not identified as an officially designated historic resource in a local, state, or federal database. The 
project site is currently disturbed with sports facilities and a parking lot. However, because the proposed project 
would require ground-disturbing activities, there is potential for discovering tribal cultural resources. Therefore, 
impacts would be potentially significant. 

Level of  Significance Before Mitigation: Potentially Significant. 

5.8.4 Cumulative Impacts 
Each related cumulative project would be required to comply with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, which 
addresses accidental discoveries of  archaeological sites and resources, including tribal cultural resources. 
Therefore, any discoveries of  TCRs caused by the proposed project or related projects would be mitigated to 
a less than significant level. Therefore, impacts of  the proposed project would not be cumulatively considerable.  
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5.8.5 Level of Significance Before Mitigation 
Upon implementation of  regulatory requirements and standard conditions of  approval, the following impacts 
would be less than significant: 5.8-1.  

Without mitigation, these impacts would be potentially significant: 

 Impact 5.8-2 The proposed project could potentially impact tribal cultural resources. 

5.8.6 Mitigation Measures 
Impact 5.8-2 
Implement Mitigation Measure CUL-1. 

5.8.7 Level of Significance After Mitigation 
Implementation of  Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would require all ground disturbing activities to halt in the event 
cultural resources are encountered and allow a qualified archaeologist to excavate or contact the appropriate 
Native American tribal contact to excavate such resources, which would reduce potential impacts to 
archaeological resources to a level that is less than significant.  

5.8.8 References 
Riverside, City of. 2012. Riverside General Plan, Historic Preservation Element. https://riversideca.gov/ 

cedd/sites/riversideca.gov.cedd/files/pdf/planning/general-plan/16_Historic_Preservation 
_Element.pdf.  
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6. Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
At the end of  Chapter 1, Executive Summary, is Table ES-1, which summarizes the impacts, mitigation 
measures, and levels of  significance before and after mitigation. Mitigation measures would reduce the level 
of  impact, but the following impacts would remain significant, unavoidable, and adverse after mitigation 
measures are applied: 

Aesthetics 

 Impact 5.1-4: The proposed project would result in new sources of  substantial light and glare. 

Noise 

 Impact 5.6-2: Project implementation would generate a substantial increase in noise near existing 
residences during operational activities. 
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7. Alternatives to the Proposed Project 
7.1 INTRODUCTION 
7.1.1 Purpose and Scope 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that an environmental impact report (EIR) 
include a discussion of  reasonable project alternatives that would “feasibly attain most of  the basic objectives 
of  the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects of  the project, and evaluate the 
comparative merits of  the alternatives” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[a]). As required by CEQA, this 
chapter identifies and evaluates potential alternatives to the proposed project.  

Section 15126.6 of  the CEQA Guidelines explains the foundation and legal requirements for the alternatives 
analysis in an EIR. Key provisions are:  

 “[T]he 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.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[b]) 

 “The specific alternative of  ‘no project’ shall also be evaluated along with its impact.” (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6[e][1])  

 “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.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6[e][2]) 

 “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.” (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6[f]) 

 “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…, and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, 
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control or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent)” 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f][1]). 

 “Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of  the significant effects of  the project need 
be considered for inclusion in the EIR.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f][2][A]) 

 “An EIR need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose 
implementation is remote and speculative.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f][3]) 

For each development alternative, this analysis: 

 Describes the alterative. 

 Analyzes the impact of  the alternative as compared to the proposed project. 

 Identifies the impacts of  the project that would be avoided or lessened by the alternative. 
 Assesses whether the alternative would meet most of  the basic project objectives. 
 Evaluates the comparative merits of  the alternative and the project. 

According to Section 15126.6(d) of  the CEQA Guidelines, “[i]f  an alternative would cause…significant 
effects in addition 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.”  

7.1.2 Project Objectives 
As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, in Section 3.2, Statement of  Objectives, the following objectives have 
been established for the proposed project and will aid decision makers in their review of  the project, the 
project alternatives, and associated environmental impacts. 

1. Provide adequate stadium facilities at the La Sierra High School to accommodate school sport games and 
school events at the campus without the need for using remote sites. 

2. Provide lighting to allow night use of  the track and field to accommodate school-related events and 
activities. 

3. Provide bleachers with adequate capacity to accommodate various spectator events currently held on and 
off  campus. 

4. Utilize existing space to enhance opportunities for after-school athletic and extracurricular activities. 

5. Enhance sense of  community by allowing home games on campus. 

6. Upgrade the athletic fields to boost school pride. 
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7.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND REJECTED DURING THE 
SCOPING/PROJECT PLANNING PROCESS 

The following is a discussion of  the land use alternatives considered during the scoping and planning process 
and the reasons why they were not selected for detailed analysis in this EIR.  

7.2.1 Alternative School Site 
CEQA requires that the discussion of  alternatives focus on alternatives to the project or its location that are 
capable of  avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of  the project. The key question and first 
step in the 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 (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126[5][B][1]). In general, any development of  the size and type proposed by the project in a 
different location would have substantially the same impacts on air quality, cultural and paleontological 
resources, energy, greenhouse gas emissions, and tribal cultural resources; however, impacts to aesthetics 
(lighting), noise, and transportation could differ (i.e., either greater or lesser impacts). The District does not 
own any other properties in proximity to the campus that could be used for the proposed project and, while 
the District considered relocating the proposed project to another school within the District, it was 
determined that there are no other schools that can accommodate the proposed project. Additionally, 
relocating the proposed project to an alternative site would not meet the project objective of  consolidating La 
Sierra High School’s sports games and events at the project site. Therefore, this alternative is rejected from 
further consideration.  

7.2.2 Relocating Track and Field on the Campus 
The District considered other locations on the La Sierra High School campus where the proposed track and 
field, as envisioned under the proposed project, could be relocated. The following three options were 
considered: 

 Option 1. Relocate the track and field to the southeastern corner of  the campus; see Figure 7-1, Option 1 
– Relocate Track and Field to Southeastern Corner of  Campus. 

 Pros: Separation of  home and away softball field. 

 Cons: Existing softball field would need to be relocated and the existing area would need to be 
renovated, the existing practice soccer field would be removed and a practical location cannot be 
identified, the existing solar arrays would need to be removed and relocated, difficult access to 
the field, new parking would not be able to accommodate the required number of  patrons, the 
existing track and field would need to be renovated, and this option would cost an additional $8.9 
million compared to the proposed project.  

 Option 2. Switch the locations of  the practice soccer field and the track and field; see Figure 7-2; Option 
2 – Switch Locations of  Practice Soccer Field and Track and Field to Southeastern Corner of  Campus. 
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 Pros: Separation of  home and away soccer field and adding new parking to the campus. 

 Cons: The existing practice soccer field would need to be relocated, the existing solar arrays 
would need to be removed and relocated, the junior varsity baseball field would be eliminated, 
and this option would cost an additional $10.4 million compared to the proposed project. 

Therefore, as this alternative would result in the loss and/or relocation of  facilities and would be cost 
prohibitive, this alternative is rejected from further consideration.  
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Figure 7-1 - Option 1 – Relocate Track and Field to Southeastern Corner of Campus
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NEW TRACK AND FIELD 

RELOCATED SOFTBALL FIELD 

RELOCATED SOLAR ARRAY 

NEW CONCESSION, TICKET, AND TOILET BUILDINGS 

POTENTIAL ADDITIONAL PARKING WITH 120 SPACES 

HOME BLEACHERS WITH PRESS BOX WITH 2000 
SEATS 

• AWAY BLEACHERS WITH 800 SEATS 

C, EXISTING PARKING LOT 

• PARKING ACCESS 

$ VEHICLE PATH 

e 

PROS 

SEPARATION OF HOME AND AWAY 

CONS 

THE EXISTING SOFTBALL FIELD WILL NEED TO BE 
RELOCATED AND EXISTING AREA RENOVATED 

THE EXISTING PRACTICE SOCCER FIELD WILL BE 
REMOVED AND A PRACTICAL LOCATION CANNOT BE 
IDENTIFIED 

THE EXISTING SOLAR ARRAYS WILL NEED TO BE 
REMOVED AND RELOCATED 

G) DIFICUL T ACCESS TO THE FIELD 

e NEW PARKING LOT COULD NOT ACCOMMODATE THE 
REQUIRED NUMBER OF PARTONS 

G EXISTING TRACK AND FIELD TO BE RENOVATED 
ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION 

PHASE 1+2: $25.4M 
INCREASE OVER OPTION 1: $8.9M 
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Figure 7-2 - Option 2 – Switch Locations of Practice Soccer Field and Track and Field to Southeastern Corner of Campus
7.  Alternatives

La Sierra High School Boundary
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THE EXISTING PRACTICE SOCCER FIELD WILL NEED 
TO BE RELOCATED 

THE EXISTING SOLAR ARRAYS WILL NEED TO BE 
REMOVED AND RELOCATED 

ELIMINATES JV BASEBALL FIELD 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION 

PHASE 1+2: $26.9M 
INCREASE OVER OPTION 1: $10.4M 
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7.3 ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS 
Based on the criteria listed in Section 7.1, the following two alternatives have been determined to represent a 
reasonable range of  alternatives that have the potential to feasibly attain most of  the basic objectives of  the 
project, but which may avoid or substantially lessen any of  the significant effects of  the proposed project. 
These alternatives are analyzed in detail in the following sections. 

 No Project 
 Relocation of  the Track and Field to the Northeastern Corner of  the Campus 

An EIR must identify an “environmentally superior” alternative and where the No Project Alternative is 
identified as environmentally superior, the EIR is then required to identify an environmentally superior 
alternative from among the others evaluated. Each alternative’s environmental impacts are compared to the 
proposed project and determined to be environmentally superior, neutral, or inferior. Section 7.6 identifies 
the Environmentally Superior Alternative. The preferred land use alternative (proposed project) is analyzed in 
detail in Chapter 5 of  this EIR. 

7.4 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 
The CEQA Guidelines require an analysis of  a No Project Alternative. The purpose of  this alternative is to 
describe and analyze a scenario under which the proposed project is not implemented so that decision makers 
can compare the impacts of  approving the proposed project with the impacts of  not approving the proposed 
project. The No Project Alternative analysis must discuss the existing site conditions as well as what would 
reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future based on any current plans, and it must be 
consistent with available infrastructure and community services. 

Under the No Project Alternative, the project site would not be developed with the proposed improvements, 
and the existing facilities would remain. Use of  the existing facilities, as they are currently, would also remain 
the same with some sporting games and events occurring on-site and others occurring at other schools within 
the District.  

7.4.1 Aesthetics 
Under this alternative, existing facilities would remain as is. As a result, there would be no impacts to 
visual/aesthetics resources because no new physical development would occur on-site. This alternative would 
not install any stadium lights and as such, this alternative would not create impacts related to light and glare. 
Therefore, this alternative would eliminate the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable impacts, and no 
impacts would occur.  

7.4.2 Air Quality 
Under this alternative, no construction or new operational activities would occur. As such, no new emissions 
would be generated. Therefore, this alternative would eliminate the proposed project’s less-than-significant 
impacts.  
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7.4.3 Cultural and Paleontological Resources 
No ground-disturbing activities would occur under this alternative as no construction would occur. This 
alternative would eliminate the proposed project’s potentially significant impacts, and no mitigation measures 
would be required. 

7.4.4 Energy 
No construction or new operational activities would occur under this alternative, and no new energy 
consumption would be generated. This alternative would eliminate the proposed project’s less-than-significant 
impacts. 

7.4.5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
No construction or new operational activities would occur under this alternative, and no new emissions 
would be generated. This alternative would eliminate the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts. 

7.4.6 Noise 
No construction or new operational noise and vibration would be generated under this alternative. This 
alternative would eliminate the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. 

7.4.7 Transportation  
Under this alternative, the consolidation of  trips, from other schools to the project site, would not occur, and 
impacts would be greater than the proposed project. However, this alternative would eliminate the proposed 
project’s potentially significant impact, and no mitigation measures are required. 

7.4.8 Tribal Cultural Resources 
No earthwork or soil disturbance would occur under this alternative, and any undiscovered subsurface 
cultural resources at the project site would not be altered. This alternative, compared to the proposed project, 
would eliminate the proposed project’s potentially significant impact, and no mitigation measures are 
required. 

7.4.9 Conclusion 
The No Project Alternative would eliminate impacts to all the environmental topics analyzed in the EIR, 
except transportation. While transportation impacts under this alternative would be slightly greater than the 
proposed project, this alternative would eliminate the proposed project’s potentially significant impacts. The 
No Project Alternative would not meet any of  the project objectives. 
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7.5 RELOCATION OF THE TRACK AND FIELD TO THE NORTHEASTERN 
CORNER OF THE CAMPUS ALTERNATIVE 

Under this alternative, the proposed track and field and associated improvements, as envisioned under the 
proposed project, would be relocated to the northeastern corner of  the La Sierra High School campus (i.e., 
east of  its current location), as shown in Figure 7-3, Relocation of  the Track and Field to the Northeastern Corner of  
the Campus Alternative. To accommodate the relocation of  the track and field to the northeastern corner of  the 
campus, the baseball and softball fields would be relocated to the southeastern corner of  the campus, and the 
soccer field would be relocated to where the existing track and field is located (east of  the existing parking 
lot). The orientation of  the track and field under this alternative would be similar to the proposed project but 
would be positioned south of  Collett Elementary School. One of  the solar arrays at the southeastern corner 
of  the campus would be relocated elsewhere to accommodate the baseball and softball fields. Compared to 
the proposed project’s cost, this alternative would result in an increased cost of  $10.8 million. 

7.5.1 Aesthetics 
Under this alternative, the existing sports facilities would be relocated elsewhere on the campus to 
accommodate the relocation of  the track and field to the northeastern corner of  the campus. The relocated 
track and field would be a use consistent with a high school campus. As such, the visual character of  the 
campus under the proposed project and this alternative would be the similar and less than significant.  

Under the proposed project, the track and field would be adjacent to the residences on Arrowwood Drive, 
and under this alternative, the track and field would be located south of  Collett Elementary School. Under 
this alternative, less residences would be impacted compared to the number of  residences impacted under the 
proposed project, because the light poles would be further away and west of  the residences on Jones Avenue, 
as opposed to placing the light poles directly south of  the residences on Arrowwood Drive (as envisioned 
under the proposed project). While the light and glare impacts under this alternative would be reduced 
compared to the proposed project, there is a possibility that light and glare may impact the residences to the 
east of  the campus. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed 
project, but even with the implementation of  mitigation measures, impacts would have the potential to be 
significant and unavoidable. 
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Figure 7-3 – Relocation of the Track and Field to the Northeastern Corner of the Campus Alternative
7.  Alternatives
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7.5.2 Air Quality 
Under this alternative, construction impacts would be greater than the proposed project as additional ground-
disturbing and demolition activities would be needed to accommodate the relocation of  the track and field, as 
well as the soccer, baseball, and softball fields. The relocation of  the track and field would require demolition 
of  the existing facility to accommodate the relocation of  the soccer field. Because the construction schedule 
is dependent on when students are on campus, the additional ground-disturbing activities are expected to 
occur within the same construction schedule as that of  the proposed project. During the operational phase, 
this alternative would result in similar vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) impacts compared to the 
proposed project because the proposed number of  patrons and events would not change under this 
alternative. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would be subject to the implementation of  all 
applicable regulatory requirements. Construction impacts of  this alternative would be greater than the 
proposed project, and operational impacts would be similar to the proposed project. Because an increase in 
acres of  ground disturbance is expected to occur in the same construction schedule as the proposed project 
under this alternative, this alternative has the potential to result in substantially greater construction air quality 
impacts than the proposed project, but will still result in less-than-significant impacts. 

7.5.3 Cultural and Paleontological Resources 
While this alternative would result in more ground-disturbing activities, the potential to discover cultural or 
paleontological resources would be similar to the proposed project; the campus is fully developed with 
buildings and sports facilities and was previously disturbed. As with the proposed project, this alternative 
would require mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less than significant. 

7.5.4 Energy 
Under this alternative, energy consumption would be similar to the proposed project for the construction and 
operational phases. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of  energy resources. Therefore, impacts of  this alternative would be less than 
significant, as with the proposed project.  

7.5.5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Under this alternative, construction impacts would be greater than the proposed project as additional ground-
disturbing and demolition activities would be needed to accommodate the relocation of  the track and field, as 
well as the soccer, baseball, and softball fields. The relocation of  the track and field would require demolition 
of  the existing facility to accommodate the relocation of  the soccer field. During the operational phase, this 
alternative would result in similar vehicle trips and VMT impacts compared to the proposed project because 
the proposed number of  patrons and events would not change under this alternative. Similar to the proposed 
project, this alternative would be subject to the implementation of  all applicable regulatory requirements. 
Construction impacts of  this alternative would be greater than the proposed project, and operational impacts 
would be similar to the proposed project. However, as with the proposed project, this alternative would result 
in less-than-significant impacts.  
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7.5.6 Noise 
Under this alternative, construction impacts to nearby receptors related to noise, short-term groundborne 
vibration, and groundborne noise would be similar to the proposed project because construction noise and 
vibration would be temporary, like the proposed project. During the operational phase, impacts would be less 
for some of  the nearby sensitive receptors, but more for other nearby receptors. Specifically, some of  the 
residences along Arrowwood Drive would experience less operational noise impacts because the track and 
field would be further east compared to the proposed project. However, some residences along Jones Avenue 
would experience operational noise impacts because the location of  the track and field would be moved to 
the northeast corner of  the campus, closer to Jones Avenue. As such, the noise mitigation measures of  the 
proposed project would also be applied to this alternative. Also, noise impacts from the relocation of  the 
varsity baseball field, softball field, and practice soccer field would be similar to the proposed project. Overall, 
construction impacts of  this alternative would be similar to the proposed project, and operational impacts 
would be less than the proposed project, but still significant and unavoidable.  

7.5.7 Transportation  
This alternative would result in additional construction activities compared to the proposed project, and 
therefore, the number of  construction trips would be greater than the proposed project. During operational 
activities, transportation impacts would be similar to the proposed project as there would be no changes to 
the sports programming, events schedule, or bleacher capacity. Similar to the proposed project, this 
alternative would result in less-than-significant impacts. 

7.5.8 Tribal Cultural Resources 
While this alternative would result in more ground-disturbing activities, the potential to discover tribal cultural 
resources would be similar to the proposed project; the campus is fully developed with buildings and sports 
facilities and was previously disturbed. As with the proposed project, this alternative would require mitigation 
to reduce impacts to less than significant. 

7.5.9 Conclusion 
The Relocation of  the Track and Field to the Northeastern Corner of  the Campus Alternative would result in 
less glare and light (aesthetics) impacts and similar impacts to the proposed project for cultural, 
paleontological, tribal cultural resources, and energy. Air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and transportation 
impacts would be greater than the proposed project during construction and the same during operational 
activities. Noise impacts would be similar to the proposed project during construction, and less during 
operation. No Significant and Unavoidable Impacts for the proposed project would be eliminated under this 
alternative. While this alternative would meet all of  the proposed project’s objectives, it would cost an 
additional $10.8 million compared to the proposed project, which is cost prohibitive, and would limit the 
District’s budget for other safety- and security-related projects.  
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7.6 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 
CEQA requires a lead agency to identify the “environmentally superior alternative” and, in cases where the 
“No Project” Alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed project, the environmentally superior 
development alternative must be identified. One alternative has been identified as “environmentally superior” 
to the proposed project: 

 Relocation of  the Track and Field to the Northeastern Corner of  the Campus Alternative 

The Relocation of  the Track and Field to the Northeastern Corner of  the Campus Alternative has been 
identified as the environmentally superior alternative. While this alternative would lessen the significance of  
aesthetics and noise impacts, this alternative does not completely eliminate the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of  the proposed project. Additionally, this alternative, while it meets all project objectives, is cost-
prohibitive as it requires an additional $10.8 million in addition to the cost of  the proposed project. 
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8. Impacts Found Not to Be Significant 
California Public Resources Code Section 21003 (f) states: “…it is the policy of  the state that…[a]ll persons 
and public agencies involved in the environmental review process be responsible for carrying out the process 
in the most efficient, expeditious manner in order to conserve the available financial, governmental, physical, 
and social resources with the objective that those resources may be better applied toward the mitigation of  
actual significant effects on the environment.” This policy is reflected in the State California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Guidelines) Section 15126.2(a), which states that “[a]n EIR [Environmental 
Impact Report] shall identify and focus on the significant environmental impacts of  the proposed project” 
and Section 15143, which states that “[t]he EIR shall focus on the significant effects on the environment.” 
The Guidelines allow use of  an Initial Study to document project effects that are less than significant 
(Guidelines Section 15063[a]). Guidelines Section 15128 requires that an EIR 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 DEIR (Chapter 5).  

As required by Section 15128 of  the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR shall contain a brief  discussion stating the 
reasons why various possible significant effects of  a project were determined not to be significant and are 
therefore not discussed in detail in the EIR. In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, this Section discusses 
the environmental issue areas where impacts were found to not be significant and were therefore not 
discussed in detail in Chapter 5 of  the DEIR. This Section includes the analysis for the following 
environmental topics where the proposed project impacts were determined not to be significant:  

 Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources 

 Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

 Mineral Resources 

 Biological Resources 

 Hydrology and Water Quality 

 Population and Housing 
 Recreation 
 Geology and Soils 

 Land Use and Planning 
 Public Services 
 Utilities and Service Systems 
 Wildfire 

 

The following eight topics are analyzed in Chapter 5 of  this DEIR. 

 Aesthetics  Air Quality  Cultural Resources  

 Energy  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Noise 

 Transportation  Tribal Cultural Resources 
 

 

This DEIR analyzes the scope of  both phases of  the proposed project, which would include renovating the 
track and field; adding field lighting, PA system, scoreboard, and bleachers to accommodate 2,800 spectators; 
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constructing a 5,500-square-foot field house; and repaving and restriping the 134,000-square-foot parking lot. 
The tennis courts would be relocated approximately 10 feet south, a new access from the parking lot to the 
bleachers would be constructed, and the number of  parking spaces would be reduced by 136 parking stalls. 
However, until funding for Phase 2 is available, the District will move forward with the construction of  
Phase 1, which would include renovating the track and field; and adding field lights, PA system, scoreboard, 
and bleachers to accommodate 1,200 spectators. 

8.1 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 
Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), 
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of 
the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

No Impact. The project site is within the La Sierra HS campus, which is in an urbanized neighborhood, and 
therefore there are no agricultural uses on campus or within the vicinity. The proposed project would not 
convert any farmland identified on the state’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program to non-
agricultural uses. The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program designates the campus and surrounding 
areas as urban and built-up land (DOC 2024a). Therefore, no impact would occur.  

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 

No Impact. The campus and surrounding area are not zoned for agricultural uses; the campus is zoned 
Single Family Residential (R-1-7000) (Riverside 2024a). Additionally, the campus is not under a Williamson 
Act contract (DOC 2024b). Therefore, implementation of  the proposed project would not conflict with 
existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract, and no impact would occur. 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code 
Section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code 
Section 51104(g))? 

No Impact. La Sierra HS is zoned Single Family Residential (R-1-7000) (Riverside 2024a). The project area is 
urbanized and does not contain forest land or timberland. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict 
with existing areas zoned for forest land or timberland, and no impact would occur.  

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

No Impact. The proposed project would occur within the boundaries of  the campus and would not conflict 
with existing areas zoned for forest land or timberland. The campus and surrounding areas are urbanized and 
do not contain forest land or timberland. No impact would occur.  



L A  S I E R R A  H I G H  S C H O O L  T R A C K  A N D  F I E L D  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R  
A L V O R D  U N I F I E D  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T  

8. Impacts Found Not to Be Significant 

February 2025 Page 8-3 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could 
result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use? 

No Impact. The proposed project would occur within the boundaries of  the existing La Sierra HS campus. 
The campus and surrounding area are designated as urban and built-up land, and do not contain farmland, 
forest land, or timberland. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any changes to farmland, 
forest land or timberland, and no impact would occur.  

8.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Special status species include those listed as endangered or threatened 
under the federal Endangered Species Act or California Endangered Species Act; species otherwise given 
certain designations by the California Department of  Fish and Wildlife; and plant species listed as rare by the 
California Native Plant Society. The surrounding area and campus, including the project site, are disturbed 
with developed uses and are subject to daily human disturbances.  

The City of  Riverside’s Open Space and Conservation Element identifies a variety of  biological resources and 
areas protected under the Western Riverside Multiple Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP); Stephens’ 
Kangaroo Rat Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), Lake Matthews MSHCP and Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, and the El Sobrante Landfill HCP, which include endangered or threatened species 
throughout the City (Riverside 2012). Figure OS-5, Habitat Areas and Vegetation Communities, of  the 
Riverside General Plan identifies special status plants and vegetation communities within the City; the campus 
is within a “Residential/Urban/Exotic” area, and does not contain special status species (Riverside 2012). The 
western portion of  Riverside County, including the project site, is within the Western Riverside MSHCP area 
administered by the Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) (CDFW 2024). While 
the project site is within the MSHCP boundaries, it does not contain any conserved lands. The closest 
conservation area is approximately 3.4 miles southeast of  the campus (RCA 2024). Figure OS-6, Stephens’ 
Kangaroo Rat (SKR) Core Reserves and Other Habitat Conservation Plans, of  the General Plan identifies the 
project site is not within an area of  the City protected under an HCP. The project site and surrounding area 
are outside of  any federally designated critical habitat (USFWS 2023a).  

The project site is already disturbed and developed as part of  an existing high school campus and there is no 
suitable breeding or foraging habitat on-site for any sensitive species. The proposed project would not result 
in direct or indirect impacts on any candidate, sensitive, or special status species or the elimination or 
modification of  any natural habitat, which may provide habitat for any sensitive or special status species. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 
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b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

No Impact. Sensitive natural communities are natural communities that are considered rare in the region by 
regulatory agencies, that are known to provide habitat for sensitive animal or plant species, or are known to 
be important wildlife corridors. The campus is within the Western Riverside County RCA MSHCP; however, 
the project site does not contain any conserved lands (CDFW 2024). The nearest conservation area is 
approximately 3.4 miles southeast of  the campus (RCA 2024). Figure OS-6, Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat (SKR) 
Core Reserves and Other Habitat Conservation Plans, of  the General Plan identifies the project site is not 
within an area of  the City protected under an HCP. No federally designated critical habitat exist on site or in 
the vicinity of  the campus (USFWS 2024a). Additionally, according to the National Wetlands Mapper, no 
wetlands or riverine habitats exist on campus or in the immediate vicinity of  campus (USFWS 2024b). 
Therefore, no impacts to riparian sensitive natural communities would occur. 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including, but not 
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 

No Impact. The project site is within the La Sierra HS campus and is developed with athletic facilities and a 
parking lot. As discussed in Impact 8.2(b), the National Wetlands Mapper did not identify riverine or wetland 
habitats on campus (USFWS 2024b). Therefore, the proposed project would not have a substantial adverse 
effect on protected wetlands, and no impact would occur.  

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites? 

No Impact. The project site is in an urbanized area of  the City of  Riverside. The project site is developed 
with athletic facilities and a parking lot. Construction and operation of  the proposed project would be limited 
to the project site. No federally designated critical habitat exist on site or in the vicinity of  the campus 
(USFWS 2024a). The proposed project would not remove any trees, which could be used by migratory birds. 
Therefore, no impact would occur. 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

No Impact. The City of  Riverside’s Municipal Code includes Chapter 16.40, Threatened and Endangered 
Species Preservation Development Fees, which requires funding for the cost of  preparation and 
implementation of  preservation plans. Chapter 16.72, Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan Fee Program, establishes a fee to protect species and vegetation, and Section 13.25.020, 
Removal, Trimming, and Trenching Around, states that no trees or shrubs within the public streets can be 
removed. The project site is currently developed with recreational facilities and a parking lot and is part of  an 
existing campus in an urbanized portion of  the City. The proposed project would occur within the footprint 
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of  the project site. Therefore, these ordinances do not apply to the proposed project. As such, the proposed 
project would not conflict with ordinances or policies protecting biological resources and no impact would 
occur.  

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

No Impact. The project site is within the Western Riverside County MSHCP; however, the campus does not 
contain any conserved lands or federally designated critical habitat (CDFW 2024; USFWS 2024a). The nearest 
conservation area is approximately 3.4 miles southeast of  the campus (RCA 2024). Additionally, Figure OS-6, 
Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat (SKR) Core Reserves and Other Habitat Conservation Plans, of  the General Plan 
identifies that the project site is not within an area of  the City protected under an HCP. The project site is 
within a developed campus in an urbanized area. As discussed in Impact 8.2(a), there are no sensitive habitats 
onsite. Therefore, no impact would occur.  

8.3 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
Would the project: 

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving: 

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning map, issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

Less Than Significant Impact. Alquist-Priolo earthquake fault zones are regulatory zones surrounding 
the surface traces of  active faults in California. Wherever an active fault exists, if  it has the potential for 
surface rupture, a structure for human occupancy cannot be placed over the fault and must be a 
minimum distance from the fault (generally 50 feet). An active fault, for the purposes of  the Alquist-
Priolo Act, is one that has ruptured in the last 11,000 years (DOC 2024c). 

According to the California Department of  Conservation’s Fault Activity Map, La Sierra HS is not within 
an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake zone (DOC 2024d). The closest Alquist-Priolo Earthquake zone is 
approximately the Elsinore Fault approximately 8 miles west of  La Sierra HS. The proposed project 
would comply with the 2022 California Building Code (CBC) and Division of  the State Architect (DSA) 
criteria for seismic safety. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Southern California is a seismically active region. Impacts from ground 
shaking could occur many miles from an earthquake epicenter. The potential severity of  ground shaking 
depends on many factors, including the distance from the originating fault, the earthquake magnitude, 
and the nature of  the earth materials beneath a given site. According to the City of  Riverside General 
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Plan’s Public Safety Element, there are no known faults traverse the City; however, the potential for 
seismic activity exist due to the San Andreas Fault, San Jacinto fault, and the Elsinore Fault approximately 
22.25 miles northeast, 15 miles northeast, and 8 miles west away from the project site, respectively (DOC 
2024d). The proposed project would be developed in accordance with the applicable 2022 CBC and DSA 
criteria for seismic safety. Compliance with established standards would reduce the risk of  structural 
collapse or other shaking-related hazards to a less than significant level. 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Liquefaction refers to loose, saturated sand, or gravel deposits that lose 
their load-supporting capability when subjected to intense shaking. Liquefaction potential varies based 
upon three main contributing factors: 1) cohesionless, granular soils having relatively low densities 
(usually of  Holocene age); 2) shallow groundwater (generally less than 50 feet); and 3) moderate to high 
seismic ground shaking. According to the City of  Riverside General Plan Figure CP-2, Liquefaction 
Zones, the project area has a high liquefaction potential (Riverside 2021). However, the proposed project 
would be designed in compliance with the 2022 CBC and the DSA criteria for liquefaction impacts. 
Compliance with established standards would reduce the risk of  liquefaction hazards to a less than 
significant level. 

iv) Landslides? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Landslides are a type of  erosion in which masses of  earth and rock 
move downslope as a single unit. Susceptibility of  slopes to landslides and lurching (earth movement at 
right angles to a cliff  or steep slope during ground shaking) depend on several factors that are usually 
present in combination—steep slopes, condition of  rock and soil materials, presence of  water, 
formational contacts, geologic shear zones, and seismic activity. La Sierra HS is generally flat and contains 
no unusual geographic features or slopes. In the absence of  significant ground slopes, the potential for 
landslides is considered negligible. The proposed project would be designed to meet the 2022 CBC and 
DSA requirements. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Erosion is a normal and inevitable geologic process whereby earthen 
materials are loosened, worn away, decomposed, or dissolved and removed from one place and transported to 
another. The project site is flat terrain, which decreases the proposed project’s potential to accelerate erosion. 
The project site is developed with existing athletic facilities and parking lot.  

Implementation of  the proposed project would require limited earthwork which may include grading, 
hardscape demolition, drilling holes, and utility trenching. Because the proposed project encompasses an area 
of  more than one acre, the proposed project would be subject to the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements. These include the preparation of  a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) which would describe construction best management practices (BMPs) 
for erosion control at the site.  
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The proposed project would adhere to local policies which includes City Municipal Code Title 17, Grading, 
which includes general requirements and dust control, erosion control, landscaping requirements that aim to 
protect public health, safety and welfare. Additionally, adherence with existing state requirements regulating 
construction activities, such as the 2022 CBC, as well as DSA review would minimize soil erosion. Therefore, 
the proposed project would not result in a substantial soil erosion or loss of  topsoil, and a less than 
significant impact would occur. 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result 
of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in Impact 8.3(a.iii) and Impact 8.3(a.iv), liquefaction and 
landslide impacts would be less than significant because the proposed project would be constructed in 
compliance with the applicable the 2022 CBC and DSA requirements. 

Lateral spreading is a phenomenon where large blocks of  intact, non-liquefied soil move downslope on a 
large, liquefied substratum. The mass moves toward an unconfined area, such as a descending slope or 
stream-cut bluff, and has been known to move on slope gradients as little as one degree. The topography of  
the project site is generally flat. Therefore, impacts from lateral spreading would be less than significant. 

Subsidence and collapse are generally due to substantial overdraft of  groundwater or underground petroleum 
reserves. Collapsible soils may appear strong and stable in their natural (dry) state, but they rapidly consolidate 
under wetting, generating large and often unexpected settlements. Seismically induced settlement consists of  
dynamic settlement of  unsaturated soil (above groundwater) and liquefaction-induced settlement (below 
groundwater). These settlements occur primarily in low-density sandy soil due to the reduction in volume 
during and shortly after an earthquake. According to the Area of  Land Subsidence in California Mapper, the 
campus is not within an area of  recorded subsidence due to groundwater pumping (USGS 2024). 
Additionally, the proposed project would be constructed in compliance with the applicable 2022 CBC and 
DSA requirements. Impacts would be less than significant. 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

No Impact. Highly expansive soils, which swell when they absorb water and shrink as they dry, can cause 
structural damage to building foundations. Therefore, they are less suitable for development than 
nonexpansive soils. According to Figure PS-3, Soils with High Shrink-Swell Potential, of  the Riverside 
General Plan, the campus is not within an area susceptible to high shrink-swell (Riverside 2021). Additionally, 
the proposed project would be constructed in compliance with the applicable 2022 CBC and DSA 
requirements. Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water 
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water? 

No Impact. Development of  the proposed project would not require the installation of  a septic tank or 
alternative wastewater disposal system. The proposed project would utilize the local sewer system. Therefore, 
no impacts would result from septic tank or other onsite wastewater disposal systems.  

8.4 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction of  the proposed project would require small amounts of  
hazardous materials during construction, such as vehicle fuels, lubricants, grease and transmission fluids, and 
paints and coatings. The handling, use, transport, and disposal of  hazardous materials during the construction 
phase of  the proposed project would be required to comply with existing regulations of  several agencies—
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), California Division of  Occupational Safety and Health, US 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), and US Department of  Transportation (USDOT). 

Operation of  the proposed project would transport, use, store, and dispose of  small amounts of  hazardous 
materials typical of  school facilities such as cleaning and maintenance supplies (cleaners, gasoline, paint and 
pesticides). Compliance with applicable federal and state laws and regulations governing the use, storage, 
transport, and disposal of  hazardous materials would ensure that all potentially hazardous materials are used 
and handled in an appropriate manner and would minimize the potential for safety impacts to occur. These 
materials would be used in accordance with normal operational safety practices, as employed at other school 
facilities within the District. Therefore, the proposed project would not create substantial hazards to the 
public or the environment. Impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is currently developed with the existing athletic facilities 
and a parking lot and is within the La Sierra HS campus. The following five environmental databases were 
utilized to identify hazardous materials within a quarter mile of  the campus: 

 GeoTracker. State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB 2024) 

 EnviroStor. Department of  Toxic Substances Control (DTSC 2024) 

 EJScreen. US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA 2024a) 

 EnviroMapper.US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA 2024b) 
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 Solid Waste Information System (SWIS). California Department of  Resources Recovery and 
Recycling (CalRecycle 2024). 

Table 8-1, Hazardous Waste Sites Within 0.25-Mile of  the Campus, lists all the hazardous waste sites within 
0.25 mile of  the campus. 

 

As shown in Table 8-1, there are five sites within a quarter mile of  the campus, including on the campus. The 
cleanup status for all of  these hazardous sites is “inactive” or “no action is required”; therefore, the potential 
for the contaminants of  concern to impact the proposed project is unlikely.  

As discussed in Impact 8.4(a), construction activities would require small amounts of  hazardous materials, 
which may include vehicle fuels, lubricants, grease and transmission fluids, and paints and coatings. The use, 
transportation, and disposal of  hazardous materials would be in accordance with regulatory standards and 
manufacturers’ specifications. Hazardous materials would be used in small quantities and properly stored, so 
they do not pose health and safety hazards. Operation of  the proposed project would transport, use, store, 
and dispose of  small amounts of  hazardous materials typical of  school facilities, such as cleaning and 
maintenance supplies (such as cleaners, gasoline, paint and pesticides). Compliance with applicable federal 
and state laws and regulations governing the use, storage, transport, and disposal of  hazardous materials 
would reduce impacts. Therefore, the proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or 
environment, and impacts would be less than significant.  

Table 8-1 Hazardous Waste Sites Within 0.25-mile of the Campus 
Site Address Database Identifier Cleanup Status Proximity to Site 

4145 La Sierra Avenue, 
Riverside, CA 
(La Sierra High School) 
(CAL000089070) 

EnviroMapper Non RCRA Hazardous 
Waste Liquid (Water, 
Specimens)  

Inactive (expired: 6/30/2021) On Campus 

11130 Spaulding Drive, 
Riverside, CA 
(CAC002990333) 

EnviroMapper  Asbestos  Inactive (expired: 2/22/2019) 0.22 miles west 

3935 La Sierra Avenue, 
Riverside, CA 
(CAC003006588) 

EnviroMapper  Asbestos  Inactive (expired: 6/20/2019) 0.23 miles south 

4010 Jones Avenue, 
Riverside, CA 
(CAC002968850) 

EnviroMapper N/A  Inactive (expired: 9/28/2018) 0.23 miles east 

10750 Cochran Avenue, 
Riverside, CA 
(33790002) 

EnviroStar Soil contamination No Action Required 
10/2/2018 

0.25 miles east 

Source: EPA 2024b; DTSC 2024. 



L A  S I E R R A  H I G H  S C H O O L  T R A C K  A N D  F I E L D  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R  
A L V O R D  U N I F I E D  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T  

8. Impacts Found Not to Be Significant 

Page 8-10 PlaceWorks 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is on the existing La Sierra HS campus. In addition, the 
project site is adjacent to Collett Elementary School, directly north of  La Sierra HS. As discussed in Impact 
8.4(a), construction and operation of  the proposed project would handle small amounts of  hazardous 
materials typical of  construction activities and scholastic athletic activities (during operation). The use, 
transportation, and storage of  hazardous materials would be required to comply with all applicable state and 
federal regulations. As discussed in Threshold 8.4(b), there is no evidence of  an active hazardous waste site 
on the project site or within a 0.25-mile radius of  the campus that could release or threaten release of  
hazardous materials. The proposed project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As indicated in Impact 8.4(b), five environmental databases were utilized to 
identify hazardous materials within a quarter mile of  the campus. As shown in Table 8-1, although the La 
Sierra HS campus is identified by EnviroMapper as a hazardous waste site, the site was determined to be an 
inactive hazardous waste site and has been cleaned up in accordance to state and federal policies. All 
identified hazardous sites are “inactive” or “no action is required,” therefore, the potential for the 
contaminants of  concern to impact the proposed project is unlikely. The project would not create a hazard to 
the public because of  a hazardous materials site pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. A less than 
significant impact would occur. 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles or a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety 
hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area? 

No Impact. The closest airport to the campus is the Riverside Municipal Airport, approximately 2.8 miles 
northwest of  the campus. The campus is outside the Riverside Municipal Airport influence area boundary 
and the land use compatibility plan (RCALUC 2005). Therefore, the proposed project would not interfere 
with inbound or outbound flights, and implementation of  the proposed project would not result in safety 
hazards or excessive noise impacts for people residing or working in the project area. No impact would occur. 

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would occur within the existing La Sierra HS 
boundaries, and the proposed project would not impair or interfere with any emergency response or 
evacuation plan, such as the City of  Riverside Emergency Operations Plan (EOP).  
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The surrounding roadways would continue to provide emergency access through the project area and to the 
surrounding properties during construction of  the proposed project. In the event that a temporary closure of  
any street is required, the project’s contractor would be required to provide the City of  Riverside with a 
construction schedule and plans for closure of  the street and to ensure that the placement of  construction 
materials and equipment does not obstruct a detour route. The project’s contractor would be required to 
comply with all applicable requirements of  the City’s Fire Department, as applicable, for reducing impacts to 
emergency response or evacuation plans. On-site emergency response would continue to be facilitated 
through the use of  the school’s driveways and parking lot, which would provide emergency vehicle access to 
the athletic facilities. The District would be required to obtain approval from the City’s Fire Department on 
site design, including emergency access routes, prior to the start of  construction. Additionally, development 
plans and site design would be reviewed by the DSA. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The campus is in an urbanized area surrounded by development, and is not 
within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (CAL FIRE 2023, Riverside 2021). The proposed project is 
not expected to expose people or structures to risks related to wildland fires. Additionally, the proposed 
project would be required to comply with all applicable fire safety regulations, including the 2022 California 
Fire Code (CFC). Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

8.5 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 
degrade surface or ground water quality? 

Less Than Significant Impact. 

Construction  

Clearing, grading, and construction activities associated with the proposed project may impact water quality 
through soil erosion and increasing the amount of  silt and debris carried in runoff. Additionally, the use of  
construction materials such as fuels, solvents, and paints may present a risk to surface water quality. The 
refueling and parking of  construction vehicles and other equipment on-site during construction may result in 
oil, grease, or related pollutant leaks and spills that may discharge into the storm drain system.  

To minimize these potential impacts, the proposed project would be required to comply with the NPDES 
Construction General Permit (CGP) as well as prepare a SWPPP that requires the incorporation of  BMPs to 
control sedimentation, erosion, and hazardous materials contamination of  runoff  during construction. The 
CGP requires that prior to the start of  construction activities, the District must file permit registration 
documents (PRDs) with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), which includes a Notice of  
Intent, risk assessment, site map, annual fee, signed certification statement, SWPPP, and post-construction 
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water balance calculations. The construction contractor is required to maintain a copy of  the SWPPP on-site 
at all times and implement all construction BMPs identified in the SWPPP during construction activities. 
Prior to the issuance of  a grading permit, the District is required to provide proof  of  filing of  the PRDs with 
the SWRCB, which include preparation of  SWPPP.  

The SWPPP must describe construction BMPs that address pollutant source reduction and provide 
measures/controls to mitigate potential pollutant sources which include, but are not limited to: erosion 
controls, sediment controls, tracking controls, non-storm water management, materials and waste 
management, and good housekeeping practices. Construction BMPs examples include: soil binders, straw 
mulch, velocity dissipation devices, slope drains, sediment basin, sediment trap, sandbag barrier, straw bale 
barrier, storm drain inlet protection, chemical dust suppressants. Submittal of  the PRDs and implementation 
of  the SWPPP and its associated BMPs throughout the construction phase would result in an impact of  less 
than significant. 

Operation  

Once the proposed project has been constructed, urban runoff  could include a variety of  contaminants that 
are typical of  the operation of  school athletic facilities. As discussed in Impact 8.4(a), above, the proposed 
project would be required to comply with applicable federal and state laws and regulations governing the use, 
storage, transport, and disposal of  hazardous materials would ensure impacts would be less than significant. 

Furthermore, the proposed project would implement operational BMPs to control the amount and quality of  
the stormwater leaving the project site, such as employee training, sweeping parking lots, and providing storm 
drain system stenciling and signage. Therefore, the proposed project would not violate any water quality 
standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The City of  Riverside Public Utilities (RPU) supplies water to the City, 
including the campus. The RPU’s primary source of  water is local groundwater which it extracts from five 
groundwater basins: Bunker Hill, Rialto-Colton, Riverside North, Riverside South, and Arlington Basins 
(RPU 2021). The campus does not contain any wells or direct groundwater connections, and the proposed 
project would not increase student enrollment. The proposed field house would result in an increase in water 
use during events and games. Although water would be consumed in conjunction with landscape and facility 
maintenance on a regular basis, these volumes would be substantially less than generated during an event. The 
proposed project’s use of  artificial turf  would further reduce the volume of  water used for maintenance 
because regular watering of  the field would not be required. Since the proposed project would not increase 
student enrollment, the use of  these project site for events and sports would not be a substantial increase in 
water consumption because these activities currently occur. Therefore, the increases in water consumption 
from the proposed project would be nominal and would not result in a need to increase pumping of  
groundwater resources. Based on RPU’s 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), RPU identified that 
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water supplies would exceed demands in its service area in normal, single-dry year, and multiple-dry-year 
conditions through 2045 (RRU 2021). Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a 
manner which would: 

i) Result in a substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Erosion and siltation impacts that could result from alteration of  
drainage patterns would, for the most part, occur during the proposed project’s construction phase, 
which would include site preparation and grading activities. Environmental factors that affect erosion 
include topography, soil type, wind, and rainfall. Siltation is associated with sediment transport and 
deposition in waterways. The proposed project would not involve the alteration of  any natural drainage 
channels or any watercourse. The proposed project would result in a minor increase of  impervious 
surfaces on the project site, and the majority of  the project site would remain in its current state. 

The proposed project’s earthwork activities may include grading and utilities trenching. If  not controlled, 
the transport of  these materials to local waterways would temporarily increase suspended sediment 
concentrations and release pollutants attached to sediment particles into local waterways. As discussed in 
Impact 8.5(a), the proposed project would be required to submit PRDs and a SWPPP to the SWRCB for 
approval prior to the commencement of  construction activities. The SWPPP would describe BMPs to 
reduce erosion and siltation. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in 
flooding on- or offsite? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is built-out with hardscape, track and field, baseball 
field, tennis courts, and associated structures. Furthermore, the proposed project would not involve the 
alteration of  any natural drainage or watercourse. As discussed above, the proposed project would result 
in a minor increase of  impervious surfaces on the project site, and the majority of  the project site would 
remain in its current state. Therefore, the amount of  stormwater runoff  would be similar to existing 
conditions. The proposed project would not substantially increase the rate or amount of  surface runoff  
in a manner that would cause flooding on or off  site. Therefore, impacts related to stormwater drainage 
and flooding would be less than significant. 

iii) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not substantially increase the amount of  
impervious surfaces. The majority of  the project site would remain in its current state. Therefore, the 
proposed project would generate stormwater similar to existing conditions. Stormwater that does not 
percolate into the ground would be directed to storm drains on campus and to surrounding storm drains 
in the public right-of-way. As discussed above, construction and operation of  the proposed project would 
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be required to implement BMPs that would control the amount and quality of  stormwater exiting the 
project site. The proposed project would not exceed the capacity of  existing stormwater drainage systems 
and would not create substantial additional sources of  polluted runoff. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of  the project site or result in a substantial increase in impervious surfaces. According to FEMA’s 
Flood Map Service, the campus is within FEMA Flood Zone X, which is an area of  minimal flood 
hazard (FEMA 2024). Therefore, it is unlikely that flooding would occur on-site. Similar to existing 
conditions, the proposed project would include construction and operation of  athletic facilities and a 
parking lot on-site. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The California Office of  Emergency Services’ (OES) Dam Inundation 
Map identifies the campus and surrounding communities as within the low potential inundation area of  
Mockingbird Canyon Dam (OES 2024). Mockingbird Canyon Dam is approximately 3.6 miles southeast 
of  the campus. The project site would be developed with athletic facilities and a parking lot, similar to 
existing conditions. In addition, any potential impacts of  inundation related to the Mockingbird Canyon 
Dam would be the same as existing conditions. As discussed in Impact 8.5(c.iv), the proposed project 
would not be subject to flooding.  

A seiche is an oscillating surface wave in a restricted or enclosed body of  water, generated by ground 
motion, usually during an earthquake. There is no large water body in the vicinity of  the campus that 
would pose a flood hazard to the school due to a seiche. The most likely areas that could be subject to 
seiche in the City of  Riverside are areas near Lake Mathews approximately 4.1 miles southeast of  the 
campus. Considering the distance, varying topography, and surrounding land uses between the campus 
and Lake Mathews, impacts would be less than significant.  

Tsunamis are a type of  earthquake-induced flooding produced by large-scale sudden disturbances of  the 
sea floor. Tsunami waves interact with the shallow sea floor when approaching a landmass, resulting in an 
increase in wave height and a destructive wave surge into low-lying coastal areas. The campus is over 30 
miles east of  the Pacific Ocean. Therefore, the campus is outside the tsunami hazard zone and would not 
be affected by a tsunami. Therefore, the proposed project would not release pollutants as the result of  
floods, tsunamis, or seiches. Impacts would be less than significant. 

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The quality of  surface and groundwater is affected by land uses in the 
watershed and the composition of  subsurface geologic materials. Water quality in surface and groundwater 
bodies is regulated by the SWRCB and Regional Water Quality Control Board. The proposed project would 
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not conflict with or obstruct implementation of  a water quality control plan or a sustainable groundwater 
management plan. Project construction would be subject to the statewide CGP and implementation of  BMPs 
specified in the SWPPP. This would minimize the potential for erosion or siltation impacts to occur that 
could impact receiving waters. The project site is not a substantial groundwater recharge area and 
implementation of  the proposed project would not result in substantial increases in water demands that 
would require extraction of  additional groundwater. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with 
or obstruct implementation of  a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 

8.6 LAND USE AND PLANNING 
Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community? 

No Impact. Typically, new land use barriers, such as highways, divide or disrupt the physical arrangement 
communities. The project site and surrounding area are fully developed with urban land uses. The proposed 
project would occur within the boundaries of  the La Sierra HS campus. No impact would occur. 

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

No Impact. The proposed project is consistent with the existing school and athletic uses at the campus, 
which is zoned Single Family Residential (R-1-7000) and has a land use designation of  Public 
Facilities/Institutions (PF). As the project site currently contains athletic uses, the proposed project would 
not change the use of  the project site. Project development would not require modification to the site’s 
current General Plan land use and zoning designations. Development of  the proposed project would not 
conflict with any applicable land use plans, policies or regulations. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

8.7 MINERAL RESOURCES 
Would the project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be a value to the region 
and the residents of the state? 

No Impact. Based on California Geological Information Warehouse: Mineral Land Classification Maps, the 
project site is within Mineral Resource Zone 3 (MRZ-3) (DOC 2014). MRZ-3 are areas of  undetermined 
mineral resource significance; therefore, there is no known mineral resource of  value (CGS 2017). 
Additionally, the project site is within an existing high school and would continue to operate as such; no 
mineral resources would be extracted. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the loss of  a 
known mineral resources valuable to the region, and no impact would occur.  
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b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated 
on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

No Impact. Based on California Geological Information Warehouse: Mineral Land Classification Maps, the 
project site is within an MRZ-3, and area with no known mineral resources (DOC 2014). Additionally, the 
Riverside General Plan Figure OS-1, Mineral Resources, does not identify locally important mineral resource 
recovery sites within the vicinity of  campus. The project site is within a high school and no mineral resources 
would be extracted. No impact would occur.  

8.8 POPULATION AND HOUSING 
Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or 
other infrastructure)? 

No Impact. The proposed project would be constructed within the existing campus. The proposed project 
would serve the existing needs of  the campus and would not increase student enrollment, student capacity, or 
the number of  staff  onsite. The proposed project would not create new construction employment 
opportunities that could result in a greater demand for local housing. Additionally, the proposed project 
would continue to utilize the existing roads and infrastructure. Therefore, project development would not 
induce population growth in the area, either directly or indirectly. Thus, no impact would occur.  

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

No Impact. The proposed project would be constructed within the existing La Sierra HS campus. No 
housing exists on campus, and no relocation or construction of  replacement housing would occur. Therefore, 
no impact would occur. 

8.9 PUBLIC SERVICES 
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of  new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of  which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of  the public services: 

a) Fire protection? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The City of  Riverside Fire Department (RFD) would provide fire 
protection and emergency services to the project site. RFD provides fire protection, emergency services, 
hazardous materials program, technical rescue, fire investigations, and public education outreach (RFD 2017). 
La Sierra Riverside Station 8, at 11076 Hole Avenue, is approximately 0.70 mile north of  the project site. 
Other stations, including Station 12 approximately 0.9 mile south of  the campus, may also respond to calls 
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from the campus and/or support fire protection needs at the campus. Construction of  the proposed project 
would be required to comply with all applicable regulations regarding building code, hazardous material 
handling, and fire protection. Construction plans would be reviewed by the RFD and DSA to ensure 
adequate emergency access. Additionally, construction activities would be temporary. 

The proposed project would extend usable hours of  the existing track and field by installing lighting. The 
proposed project would not increase student enrollment or school capacity. However, the proposed project 
would provide bleachers that would accommodate 2,800 spectators. The increase in spectator capacity and 
events would generate more people and activities on the project site, which may create an increase in demand 
for fire protection services compared to existing conditions. The existing access and circulation features at La 
Sierra HS, include the on-site roadways, parking lots, and fire lanes, which would continue to accommodate 
emergency services. The proposed project would be designed to accommodate emergency access to the 
facility in accordance with the fire code and would be reviewed by the DSA and RFD. Emergency vehicles 
have access to the project site and all other areas of  the school via on-site travel corridors consistent with 
existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed project would not affect emergency access to the project site. 
Sporting events and activities onsite would be monitored and supervised by District staff  or other authorized 
supervisor. Although the proposed project may create an increase in the demand for fire protection services 
compared to existing conditions, such increases would be negligible as sporting events that currently take 
place on other campus would occur onsite. Therefore, the proposed project would not generate an increase in 
fire protection facilities nor personnel in manner that would require new or physically altered fire protection 
facilities. The proposed project would have a less than significant impact on fire protection services.  

b) Police protection? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Riverside Police Department (RPD) would serve the project site. RPD 
provides police services to the project site from the Magnolia Station at 10540 Magnolia Avenue, 
approximately 0.80 mile east of  the project site.  

The proposed project would extend usable hours of  the existing track and field by installing lighting. The 
proposed project would not increase student enrollment or school capacity. However, the proposed project 
would provide bleachers that would accommodate 2,800 spectators. The increase in spectator capacity and 
events would generate more people and activities on the project site, which may create an increase in demand 
for police protection services compared to existing conditions.  

Sporting events and activities onsite would be monitored and supervised by District staff  or other authorized 
supervisor, which would deter unwanted activities. Further as discussed in Threshold 8.9(a) above, the 
proposed project would maintain existing circulation and access points on the campus and project site. 
Although the proposed project may create a slight increase in the demand for police protection services 
compared to existing conditions, such increases would be negligible as sporting events that currently take 
place at other campuses would occur onsite. Therefore, the proposed project would not generate an increase 
in police protection services in a manner that would require new or physically altered police protection 
facilities. The proposed project would have a less than significant impact on police protection services.  
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c) Schools? 

No Impact. The proposed project would improve the athletic facilities and parking lot onsite. Demand for 
schools is largely generated by new housing developments. The proposed project would serve existing 
students and would not generate an increase in student capacity or enrollment. Therefore, no impacts to 
schools would occur.  

d) Parks? 

No Impact. Typically, the demand for parks is created by the development of  new housing and/or actions 
that generate additional population. The proposed project would serve the existing student population and 
would not induce population growth or housing in the area. The proposed project would not increase the use 
of  existing parks or recreational facilities, or the need for new parks or recreational facilities. The Riverside 
General Plan states the City has a joint-use agreement with the District to share facilities which includes ball 
fields, tennis courts, swimming pools and sports complexes (Riverside 2012). Moreover, the proposed project 
would be made available for community-sponsored events after school hours in accordance with the Civic 
Center Act (Education Code Sections 38130–38139) and District policy, thereby providing improved 
recreational opportunities to the community and reducing impacts on neighborhood parks. No impacts to 
parks would result from the proposed project. 

e) Other public facilities? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would be served by the existing infrastructure. Due 
to the size and general nature of  the proposed project, impacts to public facilities are not anticipated to be 
significant. The District would be responsible for required utility connections and any applicable 
improvements necessary to accommodate the proposed project. Development of  the proposed project would 
not require new or altered governmental services for the maintenance of  roadways or other public facilities. 
The nearest public library branch is the La Sierra Library approximately 0.50 miles north of  the campus. The 
proposed project would not induce population growth nor increase student enrollment or capacity on 
campus. Therefore, the proposed project would not generate any additional demand for facilities nor require 
new or physically altered facilities, such as libraries. Impacts would be less than significant.  

8.10 RECREATION 
a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 

recreational facilities, such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or 
be accelerated? 

No Impact. As discussed under Impact 8.9(d), the demand for recreational facilities is created by the 
development of  new housing and/or actions that generate additional population. The proposed project 
would serve an existing student population and would not increase student enrollment/capacity. Therefore, 
the proposed project would not cause population growth. Since the proposed project would not include 
growth, no substantial increases in the use of  existing parks or recreational facilities off-campus would occur. 
The Riverside General Plan states the City has a joint-use agreement with the District to share facilities which 
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includes ball fields, tennis courts, swimming pools, and sports complexes (Riverside 2012). Moreover, the 
proposed project would be made available for community-sponsored events after school hours in accordance 
with the Civic Center Act (Education Code Sections 38130–38139) and District policy, thereby providing 
improved recreational opportunities to the community and reducing impacts on neighborhood parks. 
Therefore, no impacts would occur. 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

No Impact. As discussed under Impact 8.10(a), the proposed project would serve the La Sierra HS’s existing 
student population and would not increase the school’s enrollment/capacity. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not induce growth and no increases in the use of  any existing facilities would occur. The proposed 
project would not require the construction or expansion of  recreational facilities off-campus. No impacts 
would occur. 

8.11 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
Would the project: 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater 
treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, 
the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  

Water 

The proposed project includes construction of  a field house, which would require the installation of  a 
waterline connection to serve the new building. Water is currently provided to the campus by RPU’s existing 
water mains. Potable water would be provided to the new uses through connections to the existing water 
mains. The proposed water lines would be designed and constructed in accordance with the CBC and 
CALGreen requirements, such as CALGreen Division 5.3, Water Efficiency and Conservation, including 
those of  Sections 5.303, Indoor Water Use, and 5.304, Outdoor Water Use. According to RPU’s 2020 
UWMP, RPU would have surplus water supplies to serve the City and its growth through 2045 (RPU 2021). 
Based on a seating capacity of  2,800 spectators, the bleachers have the potential to result in the consumption 
of  approximately 12,320 gallons of  potable water per day during a capacity event.1 The UWMP states that 
there would be a surplus in water supply of  24,211 acre-feet or 7.88 million gallons2 in 2025; therefore, the 
proposed project would consume less than 1 percent3 of  the projected water supply surplus. The proposed 

 
 
1 Generation rate for a school stadium is 4 gallons/day/seat (City of Los Angeles, LA CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006); 

consumption rate is assumed to be 4.4 gallons/day/seat (110 percent generation rate). 
2,800 seats x 4.4 gallons/day/seat = 12,320 gallons/day. 

2 1 AF = 325,851 gallons 
24,211 x 325, 851 = 7.88 million gallons 

3 12,320 gallons ÷ 7.88 million gallons x 100 = 0.156 % 
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project would not require the construction of  new or expanded water facilities that could cause significant 
effects. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Wastewater 

The proposed project includes the construction of  a field house which would require the installation of  
wastewater connections. The City’s Public Works Department manages wastewater operations and programs. 
Wastewater generated in the City, including the campus, is treated at the Riverside Regional Water Quality 
Control Plant (RWQCP) (Riverside 2024b). According to the City of  Riverside Sewer System Management 
Plan, the RWQCP has a capacity of  46 million gallons per day (mgd) (Riverside 2022). Based on a seating 
capacity of  2,800 spectators, the proposed project is estimated to generate 11,200 gallons per day (gpd)4 of  
wastewater. This increase would make up less than 1 percent of  the RWQCP’s daily capacity.5 Therefore, the 
proposed project would not require the construction of  new or expanded wastewater facilities that could 
cause significant environmental effects. Impacts would be less than significant.  

Stormwater Drainage 

The proposed project would result in a slight increase in impervious surfaces compared to existing 
conditions. The increase in impervious surfaces due to the proposed project would be negligible and the 
majority of  the project site would remain in its current state (e.g. the track, field, baseball field, tennis courts, 
etc.). The stormwater from the proposed project would be conveyed to existing stormwater drains on campus 
or to storm drain systems along the surrounding roadways. The proposed project would not significantly 
increase or change the stormwater volume, rate, or pattern, beyond connecting to existing stormwater system. 
As such, the proposed project would not require the construction of  new or expanded stormwater facilities 
that could cause significant environmental effects. Impacts would be less than significant.  

Electricity 

Electricity is provided by Southern California Edison. The proposed project would connect to existing 
electric power infrastructure for operation. Although the proposed project would result in a higher electricity 
demand than existing conditions, the increase would be negligible. Development of  the new structures would 
be required to comply with energy efficiency standards set forth by Title 24, and other applicable federal, 
state, and local regulations. As such, the proposed project would not result in the relocation or construction 
of  new or expanded electricity infrastructure that would cause significant impacts. Impacts would be less than 
significant.  

Natural Gas 

Natural gas service is provided by the Southern California Gas Company to the area. The field house would 
not utilize natural gas, and would be an all-electric facility. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

 
 
4 2,800 seats x 4 gallons/day/seat = 11,200 gallons/day 
5 11,200 gallons / 46,000,000 gallons x 100 = 0.024% 
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Telecommunications 

The proposed project would not require changes to the telecommunications facilities demand. The proposed 
project would not require off-site construction or relocation of  utilities, and therefore no impacts would 
occur.  

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The City of  Riverside’s UWMP indicates that water supplies would exceed 
demands through 2045 during normal, dry, and multiple dry years (RPU 2021).  

The field house of  the proposed project would require water use and installation of  a water line connection 
to serve the new buildings. As discussed in Impact 8.11(a), the proposed project would consume less than 
1 percent of  RPU’s projected surplus water supply.  

The proposed project’s water demand would be captured by the projected demand of  the UWMP. 
Furthermore, development of  the proposed project would be required to comply with the provisions of  
CALGreen Division 5.3, Water Efficiency and Conservation, including those of  Sections 5.303, Indoor Water 
Use, and 5.304, Outdoor Water Use. The RPU has adequate water supplies to meet the water demands of  the 
proposed project and the City during normal, dry and multiple dry years. Impacts would be less than 
significant.  

c) Result in a determination by the waste water treatment provider, which serves or may serve the 
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Wastewater generated at the campus is conveyed to the RWQCP. According 
to the City of  Riverside Sewer System Management Plan, RWQCP has a capacity to treat 46 mgd (Riverside 
2022). The field house of  the proposed project would generate wastewater and require installation of  a 
wastewater line connection to serve the new building. As discussed in Impact 8.11(a), the project site would 
continue to operate as an educational campus and increases in wastewater generation due to the proposed 
field house (including associated events) would be negligible considering the existing treatment capacity of  
RWQCP; the proposed wastewater generation would make up less than 1 percent of  RWQCP’s capacity. The 
proposed project’s increase in wastewater generation would be low compared to existing conditions as the 
campus’ enrollment capacity would remain unchanged and the increased water demand would only occur 
during events/games, which are intermittent. The proposed project would not require construction of  new or 
expanded wastewater treatment facilities. Impacts would be less than significant. 

d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

Less Than Significant Impact. During construction, the proposed project would generate some demolition 
debris from clearance and waste debris. Construction solid waste generation would be minimal, since the 
proposed project would not demolish buildings. Additionally, the proposed project would comply with 
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CALGreen Section 5.408, Construction Waste Reduction, Disposal, and Recycling, which requires that at 
least 65 percent of  the nonhazardous construction and demolition waste from nonresidential construction 
operations be recycled and/or salvaged for reuse.  

The proposed project would not increase student enrollment, but additional sports games and an increase in 
spectators on-site would result in an increase of  solid waste generated by the proposed project’s operational 
activities, thereby increasing the amount of  solid waste generated by the La Sierra HS campus. Solid waste 
generated at the campus would be disposed of  at the El Sobrante Landfill. The landfill has a permitted 
maximum disposal of  16,054 tons per day and a remaining capacity of  approximately 143 million cubic tons 
(CalRecycle 2024). Although the proposed project is expected to result in an increase of  solid waste generated 
at the project site, such games are currently held at other schools within the City and would be relocated to La 
Sierra HS. Therefore, the net increase in solid waste to the El Sobrante Landfill or other area landfills 
resulting from the proposed project would be marginal. As the El Sobrante Landfill has a remaining capacity 
of  approximately 143 million cubic yards, it would not be significantly affected by marginal increases in solid 
waste that may occur as a result of  the proposed project. The proposed project would not adversely impact 
landfill capacity or impair attainment of  solid waste reduction goals, and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related 
to solid waste? 

Less Than Significant Impact. All local governments, including the City of  Riverside, are required under 
Assembly Bill 939 (AB 939), the Integrated Waste Management Act of  1989, to develop source reduction, 
reuse, recycling, and composting programs to reduce tonnage of  solid waste going to landfills. The District 
currently complies with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste, such as the 
California Integrated Waste Management Act and local recycling and waste programs. The District and its 
construction contractor would comply with all applicable laws and regulations and make every effort to reuse 
and/or recycle the construction debris that would otherwise be taken to a landfill. CALGreen Section 5.408, 
Construction Waste Reduction, Disposal, and Recycling, requires that at least 65 percent of  the nonhazardous 
construction and demolition waste from nonresidential construction operations be recycled and/or salvaged 
for reuse. The proposed project would comply with all applicable federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste disposal. Therefore, the impacts would be less than significant. 

8.12 WILDFIRE 
If  located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would 
the project: 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The campus is in an urbanized area surrounded by development, and is not 
within a very high fire hazard severity zone (FHSZ) (CAL FIRE 2023). The nearest very high FHSZ is 
approximately 1.3 miles west of  the campus. In the event of  an emergency, the City of  Riverside utilizes the 
Riverside emergency operations plan, which provides guidance to both prepare and respond to emergencies 
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and disasters (Riverside 2020). Evacuation would be carried out by the RFD in the case of  an emergency or 
disasters (Riverside 2021).  

Emergency evacuation routes are outlined in Figure CP-8, Evacuation Routes, of  the General Plan, which 
identify La Sierra Avenue and Magnolia Avenue as evacuation routes. Because the proposed project would 
occur within the La Sierra HS boundaries, the proposed project would not impair emergency evacuation 
routes. The proposed project would be designed in accordance with the CBC and CFC. Additionally, project 
design plans would be reviewed by the DSA and RFD. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Impacts would be 
less than significant. 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose 
project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a 
wildfire? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site and surroundings are relatively flat, and the proposed 
project would not result in uses that would exacerbate fire risks. Additionally, as the campus is in an urbanized 
area surrounded by development, and is not within a very high FHSZ, the proposed project would not 
expose people to pollutant concentrations or uncontrolled wildfire spread. Therefore, impacts would be less 
than significant.  

c) 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? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The campus is in an urban area and is served by existing utility 
infrastructure, including water and power. Development of  the proposed project would require new utility 
hook-ups to the existing utilities that serve the campus for the proposed uses. All utilities lines would be 
installed to meet service provider requirements. The proposed project would be designed and constructed in 
accordance with the CBC and the CFC. As the campus is not within a very high FHSZ, the proposed project 
would not exacerbate fire risks. Therefore, the proposed project would not include the installation or 
maintenance of  infrastructure that could exacerbate fire risk or result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the 
environment. Impacts would be less than significant. 

d) 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? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As indicated in Impact 8.5c(iv) and Impact 8.3a(iv), the campus is not 
within a flood zone or susceptible to landslides. Although, the project site is within a low potential dam 
inundation zone, the proposed project would not increase the existing hazard on campus as the school 
currently exists. Based on the topography of  the campus, its distance from the dam, and its location outside 
of  a flood zone and very high FHSZ, the proposed project would not 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. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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9. Significant Irreversible Changes Due to the  
Proposed Project 

The CEQA Guidelines requires that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) describe any significant 
irreversible environmental changes that would be caused by the proposed project should it be implemented. 
Specifically, Section 15126.2(c) of  the CEQA Guidelines states: 

Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the Project may be 
irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter 
unlikely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highways improvement 
which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to 
similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with 
the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such 
current consumption is justified. 

The following significant irreversible changes would be caused by implementation of the proposed project: 

 The proposed project would include construction activities that would require the commitment of  
nonrenewable and/or slowly renewable energy resources, human resources, and natural resources such as 
lumber and other forest products, sand and gravel, asphalt, steel, copper, lead, other metals, water, and 
fossil fuels. The proposed project would also require the use of  natural gas and electricity, petroleum-
based fuels, fossil fuels, and water. However, the proposed project does not represent an uncommon 
construction project that uses an extraordinary amount of  raw materials in comparison to other urban 
development projects of  a similar scope and magnitude. 

 Operation of  the proposed project would require continued use of  electricity, petroleum-based fuels, 
fossil fuels, and water, similar to existing school operations. Operation of  the proposed project would 
also require a continued commitment of  social services and public maintenance services (e.g., police, fire, 
electricity, etc.). 

The commitment of  resources required for the construction and operation of  the proposed project would 
limit the availability of  such resources for future generations or for other uses during the life of  the proposed 
project. 
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10. Growth-Inducing Impacts of the Proposed Project 
Pursuant to Sections 15126(d) and 15126.2(d) of  the CEQA Guidelines, this section is provided to examine 
ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of  
additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Also required is an 
assessment of  other projects that would foster other activities which could affect the environment, 
individually or cumulatively. To address this issue, potential growth-inducing effects will be examined through 
analysis of  the following questions: 

 Would this project remove obstacles to growth, e.g., through the construction or extension of  major 
infrastructure facilities that do not presently exist in the project area, or through changes in existing 
regulations pertaining to land development? 

 Would this project result in the need to expand one or more public services to maintain desired levels of  
service? 

 Would this project encourage or facilitate economic effects that could result in other activities that could 
significantly affect the environment? 

 Would approval of  this project involve some precedent-setting action that could encourage and facilitate 
other activities that could significantly affect the environment? 

Please note that growth-inducing effects are not to be construed as necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of  
little significance to the environment. This issue is presented to provide additional information on ways in 
which this project could contribute to significant changes in the environment, beyond the direct 
consequences of  developing the land use concept examined in the preceding sections of  this EIR. 

Would this project remove obstacles to growth, e.g., through the construction or extension of  major 
infrastructure facilities that do not presently exist in the project area, or through changes in existing 
regulations pertaining to land development? 

The proposed project would renovate the existing track and field facilities to support athletic programs at the 
La Sierra High School. The proposed project would not increase student enrollment and would relocate 
sporting activities taking place off-campus at neighboring schools to the project site. The project site is in an 
urbanized area served by existing infrastructure, including water and sewer mains and electricity and natural 
gas services. The proposed project would require connection to the existing wet and dry infrastructure in the 
vicinity of  the project site. Such improvements would only affect the project site. The proposed project 
would not result in major land use development that requires changes to existing regulations pertaining to 
land development and would not remove obstacles to growth or affect population growth. 
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Would this project result in the need to expand one or more public services to maintain desired 
levels of  service? 

The proposed project would enhance athletic facilities at the project site and would not result in an increase in 
student enrollment or capacity. The proposed project would result in an increase in spectators and events on-
site; however, such increases would not be significant because the same sporting events currently take place at 
other campuses. The proposed project would not generate an increase in public services that would require 
new or expanded public services or utility infrastructure. See Chapter 8, Impacts Not Found to Be Significant, of  
this DEIR. 

Would this project encourage or facilitate economic effects that could result in other activities that 
could significantly affect the environment? 

Construction of  the proposed project would generate short-term employment that would be absorbed by the 
regional labor force, so it would not attract new workers to the region. The proposed project would not result 
in an increase in student enrollment, capacity, or school employment. The proposed project would serve the 
existing athletic-related needs of  the students attending La Sierra High School. The proposed project is not 
anticipated to encourage or facilitate economic effects that could result in other activities that could 
significantly affect the environment. 

Would approval of  this project involve some precedent-setting action that could encourage and 
facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment? 

The proposed project would support and enhance athletic programs at the La Sierra High School campus. 
District approval would not set a precedent that could encourage and facilitate local and regional activities and 
government actions that could significantly affect the environment. School construction activities to enhance 
educational and athletic programs are common state- and nationwide. 
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