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6. Other CEQA Considerations  
This section of  the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) evaluates other California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) considerations for the McKinley Elementary School Campus Master Plan (Proposed 
Project), including significant unavoidable adverse impacts, impacts found not to be significant, significant 
irreversible changes, and growth-inducing impacts.  

6.1 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 
At the end of  Chapter 1, Executive Summary, is a table that summarizes the impacts, mitigation measures, and 
levels of  significance before and after mitigation. There would be no impacts which would remain significant, 
unavoidable, and adverse, after mitigation measures are applied. 

6.2 IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 
California Public Resources Code (PRC) 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 § 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 § 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 § 15063[a]). Guidelines § 15128 
requires that an Environmental Impact Report (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 this Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  

6.2.1 Assessment in the Initial Study 
The Initial Study/Notice of  Preparation (IS/NOP) prepared for the Proposed Project in January 2023 
determined that impacts listed below would result in either no impact or less than significant impacts. 
Consequently, they have not been further analyzed in this DEIR. The IS/NOP is included as Appendix B of  
this DEIR. Please refer to Appendix B for explanation of  the basis of  these conclusions. Based on the 
comments received in response to the IS/NOP, and comments received at the scoping meeting conducted by 
the SMMUSD on January 31, 2023, Land Use and Planning and Recreation topics are further analyzed in the 
DEIR Sections 5.9, Land Use and Planning and 5.11, Recreation. Impact categories and questions are summarized 
in Table 6-1, Impacts Found Not to Be Significant, and are directly from the CEQA Environmental Checklist as 
contained in the IS/NOP.  
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Table 6-1 Impacts Found Not to Be Significant  
Environmental Issues Initial Study Determination 

I. AESTHETICS. Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project: 
a) Have as substantial adverse effect on a specific vista? Less than Significant Impact 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limed to, trees, rock 

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? No Impact 

II. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES. In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) 
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. 
In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies 
may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of 
forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon 
measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. 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 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? No Impact 
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 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? No Impact 
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 

III. AIR QUALITY. Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution 
control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project: 
d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a 

substantial number of people? Less than Significant Impact 

IV. 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? 

No Impact 

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 

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 

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? 

Less than Significant Impact 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? No Impact 

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 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 
c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated 

cemeteries? Less than Significant Impact 
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Table 6-1 Impacts Found Not to Be Significant  
VII. 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. 

No Impact 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?  Less than Significant Impact 
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?  Less than Significant Impact 
iv) Landslides? Less than Significant Impact 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?  Less than Significant Impact 
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 

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? 

Less than Significant Impact 

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 

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project: 
e) For a project located within 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, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the 
project area? 

Less than Significant Impact 

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 

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project: 
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 
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 

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; or 

Less than Significant Impact 

iv) impede or redirect flood flows? No Impact 
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to 

project inundation? No Impact 

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

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project: 
a) Physically divide an established community?  No Impact 
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 

XII. 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 

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 
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Table 6-1 Impacts Found Not to Be Significant  
XIII. NOISE. Would the project result in. 
c) 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, would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

No Impact 

XIV. 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 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? No Impact 

XV. 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 
b) Police protection? Less than Significant Impact 
c) Schools? No Impact 
d) Parks? Less than Significant Impact 
e) Other public facilities? No Impact 
XVI. 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 

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 

XVIII. Tribal Cultural Resources.  
a) Would the project 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 

In accordance with Assembly Bill (AB) 52 and PRC 
section 21080.3.1, the District sent formal 
notification letters of the Proposed Project, dated 
January 5, 2023, to two Native American tribes that 
have requested notification from the District: the 
Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation 
and the Torres Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians. 
No responses were received from the Native 
American tribes. Therefore, consultation did not 
take place. No known resources within the campus 
area were identified as tribal cultural resources as 
defined in PRC section 21074. 
 
No tribal cultural resources that are listed or 
eligible for listing in the California Register of 
Historical Resources, or in a local register of 
historical resources are known within the campus 
boundaries. Therefore, there would be no impact. 
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Table 6-1 Impacts Found Not to Be Significant  
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. 

No known resources within the campus area were 
identified as tribal cultural resources as defined in 
PRC section 21074. As such, it is not anticipated 
that tribal cultural resources would be encountered 
during construction-related ground disturbing 
activities. Impacts are less-than-significant. 

XIX. 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 

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 

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 

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 

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

XX. 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? No Impact 

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? 

No Impact 

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? 

No Impact 

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 

 

6.3 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(d) of  the CEQA Guidelines states: 

Use of  nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of  the project may be 
irreversible since a large commitment of  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.  
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The following are the significant irreversible changes that would be caused by implementation of  the Proposed 
Project: 

 Implementation of  the Proposed Project would include construction activities that would require the 
commitment of  nonrenewable and/or slowly renewable resources, including gasoline, diesel fuel, and 
electricity; human resources; and natural resources such as lumber and other forest products, sand and 
gravel, asphalt, steel, copper, lead, other metals, and water.  

 Operation of  the Proposed Project would require continued use of  natural gas and electricity, petroleum-
based fuels, fossil fuels, and water, similar to existing school operations.  

 Operation of  the Proposed Project would require a continued commitment of  social services and public 
maintenance services (e.g., police, fire, and sewer and water services), similar to that existing for the school’s 
current operations. 

The commitment of  resources required for the proposed renovations and modernization of  the campus and 
continued operation of  the existing elementary school would limit the availability of  resources for future 
generations or for other uses during the life of  the Proposed Project.  

6.4 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
Pursuant to §§ 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? 

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 the Proposed 
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Project could contribute to significant changes in the environment, beyond the direct consequences of  
developing the Project examined in the preceding sections of  this DEIR. 

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 and modernize the facilities on the existing McKinley Elementary School 
(ES) campus. The Proposed Project includes improvements to educational facilities that would accommodate 
current and future continued use of  the existing elementary school that serves the surrounding community. 
The Proposed Project’s Site is in an urban area served by existing infrastructure, including water mains, sewer 
mains, electricity, and natural gas services. The Proposed Project would not change the designated land use of  
the Proposed Project’s Site and would not change the existing regulations pertaining to land development. The 
Proposed Project would not remove obstacles to growth or affect population growth. 

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

The Proposed Project would renovate and modernize the McKinley ES campus to serve the existing student 
population and would not increase school capacity. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not require 
expansion of  facilities and personnel for fire protection or police services to maintain desired levels of  service. 
The Proposed Project would not result in growth-inducing impacts related to public services. 

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

The Proposed Project’s construction workers would be drawn from the regional labor force and would not 
attract new workers to the region. Operation of  the Proposed Project would not result in an increase of  staff  
at the McKinley ES campus because it would accommodate the existing school operations and programs. The 
Proposed Project would not change the uses on the campus. The Proposed Project would not encourage or 
facilitate economic effects that would result in other activities. 

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 renovate and modernize facilities at the existing McKinley ES campus to align 
with the Santa Monica–Malibu Unified School District’s (District) Districtwide Educational Specifications for 
developing future learning environments. 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 enhancement, and rebuild projects and programs are common statewide and nationwide.  

  



M C K I N L E Y  E L E M E N T A R Y  S C H O O L  C A M P U S  M A S T E R  P L A N  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R  
S A N T A  M O N I C A – M A L I B U  U N I F I E D  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T  

6. Other CEQA Considerations 

Page 6-8 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 


	6. Other CEQA Considerations 
	6.1 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS
	6.2 IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT
	6.2.1 Assessment in the Initial Study

	6.3 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE CHANGES DUE TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT
	6.4 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT


