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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). This chapter identifies potential 
alternatives to the proposed project and evaluates them, as required by CEQA.  

Key provisions of the CEQA Guidelines on alternatives (Section 15126.6[a] through [f]) are summarized 
below to explain the foundation and legal requirements for the alternatives analysis in the EIR. 

• “The discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are 
capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these 
alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be 
more costly” (15126.6[b]). 

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

• “The no project analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) is published, and at the time the environmental analysis is commenced, as well as what 
would reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, 
based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services. If the 
environmentally superior alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative, the EIR shall also identify an 
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives” (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” 
(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, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the 
proponent)” (15126.6[f][1]). 

• “For alternative locations, “only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR” (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” (15126.6[f][3]). 
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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, and 
• Evaluates the comparative merits of the alternative and the project. 

Per the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), additional significant effects of the alternatives are discussed in 
less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.  

7.1.2 Project Objectives 

As described in Section 3.2, 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 bleachers with adequate capacity to accommodate various spectator events currently held 
off campus. 

2. Provide lighting to allow night use of the stadium to accommodate school-related and community-
sponsored events and activities. 

3. Allow use of the larger facility by various community organizations subject to approval by the District.  

4. Enhance opportunities for after-school athletic and extracurricular activities.  

5. Enable school pride by allowing home football games to occur at SHS. 

6. Reduce the travel time and vehicle miles traveled to home football games. 

7. Reduce the amount of District funds associated with transportation to and from off-campus event 
venues. 

8. Upgrade the athletic field to reflect community pride. 

9. Improve the safety and security systems at the track and football field.  

7.1.3 Significant Impacts of the Project 

As discussed above, a primary consideration in defining project alternatives is their potential to reduce or 
eliminate project-related significant impacts. The impact analysis in Chapter 5 of this Draft EIR concludes that 
the following impacts would remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation: 

• Noise: Exposure of persons to excessive noise levels during full-capacity events. 

All other impacts are less than significant or are less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the choice of 
project alternatives for analysis focuses on those that would reduce or avoid significant noise impacts and 
would meet most of the project objectives.  
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7.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND REJECTED DURING THE SCOPING/PROJECT 
PLANNING PROCESS 

CEQA requires discussion of any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as 
infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s 
determination. The following is a discussion of the alternatives considered and the reasons why they were 
not selected for detailed analysis in this Draft EIR (EIR).  

7.2.1 Alternative 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 (Guidelines Sec. 
15126[5][B][1]). In general, any development of the size and type proposed by the project would have 
substantially the same level of noise. Since the main objective of the project is to provide a facility on 
campus, thus eliminating the need to travel offsite, only alternative sites within the campus or on properties 
adjacent to the campus could meet this objective. The project site is already developed with artificial turf field 
and synthetic track and placement of bleachers and light poles as currently proposed is logical and would 
be least disruptive to the surrounding environment. Even if the stadium could be moved to the north and 
swapped with the ball fields, residences are located north across Segerstrom Avenue and residences along 
Rosewood Avenue would still be impacted. Therefore, relocation of the proposed project within the campus 
would not eliminate or reduce noise impacts.  

The surrounding area is completely built out with residential, commercial, and institutional uses, and no large 
vacant property enough to accommodate a new stadium without displacing significant community resources 
and at extreme cost exists near the project vicinity. There may be other more remote site that could be 
considered at alternatives, but, this would not achieve the basic objective of eliminating the need to travel 
and ability to play home games at “home.”  

An alternative to rent other District facilities is considered in Section 7.3 under the no project alternative 
discussion, where the SHS students would continue to travel offsite for home games, primarily to Segerstrom 
High School. Although an option of renting the City’s Eddie West Field stadium was suggested by a resident 
during the scoping period, this alternative was dismissed because the District already rents City’s Eddie West 
Field stadium at 602 N Flower for Santa Ana High School home games, and the District is trying to reduce 
the amount of District funds associated with renting this facility.  

7.2.2 Alternative Bleacher Design 

This alternative would place all the bleachers (visitor and home sides) along the north side of the track, 
adjacent to the baseball fields. To accommodate 2,000 people on one side of the field, the bleachers would 
need to be would be approximately 24 feet high, 210 feet wide, and 52 feet deep. 

This design may reduce noise impacts to nearby residential uses along Alton Avenue by increasing the 
distance between the uses. However, this could expose more residences on the west side along Rosewood 
Avenue to increased noise levels and such actions would also require the conversion and reconfiguration of 
the existing turf baseball fields to accommodate the large bleachers. The baseball field reconfiguration could 
potentially limit the uses of the various playing fields by not allowing adequate size and/or site layout. This 
alternative bleacher design would only reduce noise impacts slightly to residences on the south side while 
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requiring greater construction efforts to reconfigure the baseball fields. This design may also result in an 
increase in conflicts among rival team spectators. Therefore, this alternative was considered, but rejected as 
infeasible. 

7.2.3 Alternative Wall Design 

This alternative involves construction of a concrete block wall to reduce noise at residences to the west and 
south. For noise reduction to less than significant levels along Rosewood Avenue and Alton Avenue, the wall 
would be located directly behind the bleachers and would need to be approximately 24 feet high; even at 
this height residents would still be able to hear full-capacity events, and noise levels may still be considered 
significant. The height of these walls is not practical and would create other impacts to aesthetics from 
possible graffiti and vandalism, and further geologic study would be necessary to ensure the structural safety 
of the walls. Therefore, this alternative was considered, but rejected as infeasible.  

7.2.4 Alternative Track and Field Design 

This alternative would involve demolition of the existing artificial turf field and synthetic track and surrounding 
concrete walkways and hardcourts, and reorient the stadium from east–west to north–south, moving the 
bleachers farther away from the residences and closer to the center, adjacent to the classroom buildings. 
This design would provide greater distances from the west and south residences. While operational noise 
would be reduced by this alternative, it would create extensive air quality and other construction noise 
impacts due to the substantial demolition, reconfiguration, and reconstruction efforts that currently do not 
exist under the proposed project. This alternative would require removal of the recently installed synthetic 
track, artificial turf field, improved walkways around the track, and disruption of existing athletic programs. 
For these reasons, this alternative was considered, but rejected as infeasible. 

7.3 ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS 

Based on the criteria listed above, the following three alternatives have been determined to represent a 
reasonable range of alternatives which 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 project. These 
alternatives are analyzed in detail in the following sections. 

• No Project Alternative 
• Reduced Capacity Alternative  

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 as environmentally superior an 
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. However, only those 
impacts found significant and unavoidable are used in making the final determination of whether an 
alternative is environmentally superior or inferior to the proposed project. Only the impacts involving air 
quality, noise, and traffic were found to be significant and unavoidable. Section 7.7 identifies the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative. The proposed project is analyzed in detail in Chapter 5 of this Draft EIR. 

7.4 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

CEQA Guidelines require the analysis of a No Project Alternative. The No Project analysis must discuss the 
existing site conditions as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future 
based on any current plans if the project were not approved, and must be consistent with available 
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infrastructure and community services. If the project is a development project on an identifiable property, the 
No Project Alternative is the circumstance under which the project does not proceed. Here, the discussion 
compares the environmental effects of the campus and school program remaining in their existing states 
against the environmental effects that would occur if the project were approved.  

Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed 2,000-seat capacity bleachers and press-box and nighttime 
lighting would not be provided on the existing field and track. The existing field and track would continue to 
be used only during day times and the home varsity football games would be played at other available 
stadiums such as the stadium at Segerstrom High School at 2301 W. MacArthur Boulevard and other 
stadiums within the District boundaries. This alternative would not meet any of the project objectives.   

7.4.1 Aesthetics 

No structural or any other visual changes to the site would occur and no nighttime light levels would change. 
Therefore, this alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed project. However, aesthetic impacts 
have not been identified as significant and unavoidable for the proposed project.  

7.4.2 Air Quality 

No construction is necessary under this alternative, thus no construction-related air quality impacts are 
anticipated. There would be no project-related vehicle trip increase, thus no increase in mobile source 
emissions is anticipated. Although the project-related trips were evaluated as new trips for the proposed 
project, because nighttime events and large spectator games are being held at other stadiums, no reduction 
in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is anticipated. The proposed project would consolidate activities occurring at 
other areas to one location, and subsequently reduce mobile source emissions. Under the No Project 
Alternative, this reduction in mobile source emissions would be eliminated. Therefore, this alternative is 
environmentally neutral to the proposed project.   

7.4.3 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Under this alternative, no additional energy would be used by the stadium operation. However, more GHG 
would be generated by students and visitors having to drive to other locations for nighttime games and 
spectator events, which would likely generate more GHG emissions, which may outweigh the GHG from 
energy uses. This alternative is environmentally neutral to the proposed projected.  

7.4.4 Noise 

No construction noise and no operation noise would result under this alternative. While no noise increase 
would occur for the residences adjacent to the project site, the schedule events are occurring at other 
locations, and sensitive receptors near other stadium sites would continue to be impacted under this 
alternative. However, the proposed project would expose sensitive receptors that were previously not 
exposed to noise impacts to adverse noise level, this alternative is considered environmentally superior to 
the proposed project.  

7.4.5 Public Services 

Under this alternative, no changes to the public services demands would occur temporarily due to plan 
reviews and inspections. No changes to the site-specific longer term impacts would result under this 
alternative. Therefore, this alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed project. However, public 
services impacts were not identified as significant and unavoidable for the proposed project.   
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7.4.6 Transportation and Traffic 

The total vehicle trips and circulation patterns would remain as they currently exist. All study intersections 
currently operate at level of service (LOS) B or better during the pre-game Friday evening period (generally 
between 6 PM and 7 PM) and are projected to operate at LOS B or better at project opening year 2014. 
Although the traffic analysis contained in Section 5.6 Transportation/Traffic assumed the projected traffic 
volumes as new, these trips on the roadways are currently occurring, as students and visitors are traveling to 
other locations for nighttime games and spectator events. Therefore, no reduction in VMT is anticipated in 
under this alternative. No changes to the parking condition or emergency access would result under the No 
Project Alternative. This alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed project.  

7.4.7 Conclusion 

This alternative would be environmentally superior in four areas (aesthetics, noise, public services, and 
transportation/traffic) and neutral in (air quality and GHG) areas when compared to the proposed project. 
Therefore, this alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed project.  

7.5 REDUCED CAPACITY ALTERNATIVE 

Under this alternative, the proposed seating capacity would be reduced by approximately 25 percent to 
1,500 seats. Instead of 1,500-seat capacity bleachers, a 1,000-seat capacity bleachers and a press box 
would be provided for the home side and a 500-seat capacity bleachers would be provided for the visitor 
side. The number and location of the nighttime lighting poles would not change.  

7.5.1 Aesthetics 

The Reduced Capacity Alternative would allow for installation of slightly smaller bleachers for the home side. 
The number of home side bleacher rows would be reduced by about 4 rows and no changes to the visitor 
side bleachers would occur. The lighting system, including the height, location, and number of luminaires 
would remain unchanged. Therefore, the lighting and glare impacts would remain the same as the proposed 
project. This alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed project.  

7.5.2 Air Quality 

This alternative would require relatively similar construction schedule and equipment list and no changes to 
the area disturbed. Therefore, similar level of construction-related emissions is anticipated.  

The proposed project would generate 940 daily trips and the trips would be reduced to 705 trips. Therefore, 
this alternative would result in less long-term air quality impacts than the proposed project. This alternative is 
environmentally superior to the proposed project.  

7.5.3 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The reduced capacity alternative, same lighting system would be installed and the energy used for the 
operation would be similar to the proposed project. The reduced number of trips would also result in the 
reduced VMT. However, it should be noted that maximum capacity events would occur only a few times a 
year. This alternative would generate slightly less GHG than the proposed project and would be 
environmentally superior to the proposed project.  
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7.5.4 Noise 

Similar construction noise impacts are anticipated under this alternative since the construction schedule, 
equipment list, and the area of disturbance would be similar to the proposed project. During operation, slight 
reductions during full-capacity spectator events are anticipated. However, mitigation measures identified for 
the proposed project would still be required and temporary field noise impacts to the nearby homes during 
spectator events would still be significant and unavoidable.  

7.5.5 Public Services 

Similar to the proposed project, the OCFA would review and inspect the proposed project for adequate 
emergency access under this alternative. The number of vehicular and pedestrian activities on and near the 
stadium would be slightly reduced compared to the proposed project. However, the majority of the use 
would not be full-capacity events but daily practices and events with less than 1,500 spectators. This 
alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed project.  

7.5.6 Transportation and Traffic 

The amount of traffic on the nearby street system would be slightly reduced compared to the proposed 
project. The proposed project would generate 940 daily trips and the trips would be reduced to 705 trips. 
However, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to any of the study intersections and 
no mitigation measures have been identified. Under this alternative, 375 parking spaces would be required, 
and the campus currently provides 454 parking spaces, resulting in surplus parking capacity. This alternative 
is environmentally superior to the proposed project.  

7.5.7 Conclusion 

This alternative would be environmentally superior in all of the impact areas (aesthetics, air quality, GHG, 
noise, public services, and transportation/traffic), therefore, is environmentally superior to the proposed 
project. This alternative would lessen impacts associated with traffic by approximately 25 percent and also 
reduce aesthetics and noise impacts to noticeable amount during full capacity events.  Air quality, GHG, and 
public services impacts would be reduced by only negligible amount and equal level of mitigation measures 
would incorporated. 

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. Two alternatives have been identified as “environmentally 
superior” to the proposed project: 

• No Project Alternative 

• Reduced Capacity Alternative 

The Reduced Intensity Alternative has been identified as the environmentally superior alternative. Table 7-2 
provides a summary of the alternative impact analysis. Although two alternatives, the No Project and 
Reduced Capacity Alternatives are environmentally superior, the Reduced Capacity Alternative is not capable 
of eliminating the significant adverse impacts associated with noise. Therefore, the No Project Alternative has 
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been identified as the environmentally superior alternative. However, the No Project Alternative would not 
meet any of the project objectives; therefore, is not preferable.  

 
Table 7-2   

Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed Project 
Environmental Resource Area Project Alternative Reduced Capacity Alternative 

Aesthetics + + 
Air Quality 0 + 
GHG 0 + 
Noise + + 
Public Services + + 
Transportation/Traffic + + 
(+) = Impact considered superior when compared with the proposed project. 
(0) = Impact considered neutral when compared with the proposed project. 
(–) = Impact considered inferior when compared with the proposed project. 

 

Among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are: 
(i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant 
environmental impacts.” [Guidelines Sec. 15126.6(c)]   
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