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Appendix B Resources Evaluated Relative 
to the Requirements of 
Section 4(f) 

B.1 Introduction 

This section of the document discusses parks, recreational facilities, wildlife refuges, 

and historic properties found within or adjacent to the project area that do not trigger 

Section 4(f) protection either because: (1) they are not publicly owned, (2) they are 

not open to the public, (3) they are not eligible historic properties, (4) the project does 

not permanently, temporarily, or constructively use the property as defined in 23 

Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 774.17. 

As discussed in detail in this appendix, Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in effects at 

the following resources that were not addressed in the Section 4(f) discussions in 

Section 3.1.3.3 in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS):  

 Santa Ana River Trail/Bike Lane 

 Permanent relocation of a 200-foot (ft) long segment of the Santa Ana River 

Trail/Bike Lane to the north in the vicinity of Green River Road during 

construction of the Initial Phases of Alternatives 1 and 2. 

 No permanent use of land and no permanent easements. 

 Possible short-term (hours/days) detours of segments of the Santa Ana River 

Trail/Bike Lane during construction of the Initial Phases of Alternatives 1 

and 2 for the safety of construction workers and Trail/Bike Lane users. 

 Featherly Regional Park 

 No permanent use of land and no permanent easements. 

 Temporary use of 0.2 acre (ac) of land for three temporary construction 

easements (TCEs) in Featherly Regional Park during construction of the 

Initial Phases of Alternatives 1 and 2. 

 Chino Hills State Park (CHSP) 

 Temporary use of 2.0 ac of land for seven TCEs during construction of the 

Initial Phases of Alternatives 1 and 2. 
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 Griffin Park 

 No permanent use of land and no permanent easements. 

 Temporary use of 0.47 ac of land for one TCE during construction of the 

Alternative 1 and 2 Ultimate Projects. 

 El Cerrito Sports Park 

 No permanent use of land and no permanent easements. 

 Temporary use of 0.19 ac of land for four TCEs during construction of the 

Initial Phases of Alternatives 1 and 2. 

 Grand Boulevard Historic District 

 No permanent or temporary use of land. 

 Removal and relocation of up to seven acorn-style streetlights near their 

original locations or elsewhere in the Grand Boulevard Historic District 

during construction of the Initial Phases of Alternatives 1 and 2. 

 Removal of 18 trees adjacent to the East Grand Boulevard and West Grand 

Boulevard undercrossings during construction of the Initial Phases of 

Alternatives 1 and 2. 

The permanent use of 0.48 ac from CHSP, the permanent subsurface easements in 

CHSP and New Orange County Park (National Natural Landmark) (New OC Park 

[NNL]), and the project effects in the Grand Boulevard Historic District are not 

discussed in this appendix. Refer to Section 3.1.3.3, Section 4(f), Section 6(f), and the 

Public Park Protection Act of 1971.  

B.2 Section 4(f) Use 

As defined in 23 CFR Section 774.17, use of a protected Section 4(f) property occurs 

when any of the following conditions is met:  

 Land is permanently incorporated into a transportation facility through partial or 

full acquisition (i.e., direct use). 

 There is a temporary occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the 

preservationist purposes of Section 4(f) (i.e., temporary use). 

 There is no permanent incorporation of land, but the proximity of a transportation 

facility results in impacts so severe that the protected activities, features, and/or 

attributes that qualify a resource for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially 

impaired (i.e., constructive use). 



Appendix B  Resources Evaluated Relative to the Requirements of Section 4(f) 

SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Final EIR/EIS B-3

B.2.1 Permanent Use 

A permanent use of a Section 4(f) property takes place when part or all of a property 

designated for protection under Section 4(f) is permanently incorporated into a 

transportation project (23 CFR Section 774.17). This may occur as a result of partial 

or full acquisition of a fee simple interest, permanent easements (which are required 

for the purpose of project construction or that grants right-of-way access onto a 

Section 4(f) property, such as for the purpose of routine maintenance by a 

transportation agency), or temporary easements that exceed the regulatory limits 

noted below. 

B.2.2 Temporary Use and Occupancy 

A temporary use of a Section 4(f) property occurs when there is a temporary 

occupancy of land on a property designated for protection under Section 4(f), and 

when that temporary occupancy of the property is considered adverse in terms of the 

preservationist purposes of the Section 4(f) statute. Under the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA) regulations (23 CFR Section 774.13(d)), TCEs and other 

temporary uses do not normally constitute a temporary use of a property protected 

under Section 4(f) when all of the following conditions are met: 

 The duration of the occupancy must be temporary (i.e., less than the time needed 

for construction of the project), and there should be no change in ownership of the 

land; 

 The scope of the work must be minor (i.e., both the nature and the magnitude of 

the changes to the Section 4(f) property must be minimal); 

 There are no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts, nor will there be 

interference with the protected activities, features, and/or attributes of the property 

on either a temporary or permanent basis; 

 The land being used must be fully restored (i.e., the property must be returned to 

the condition that existed prior to the project); and 

 There must be documented agreement of the official(s) with jurisdiction over the 

Section 4(f) resource regarding the above conditions. 

B.2.3 Constructive Use 

A constructive use of a property designated for protection under Section 4(f) occurs 

when a transportation project does not incorporate land from the property in the 

transportation facility, but the proximity of the project to the Section 4(f) property 

results in adverse proximity impacts (such as noise, vibration, visual, access, and/or 

ecological impacts) so severe that the protected activities, features, and/or attributes 
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that qualify the property for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired 

(23 CFR Section 774.15). Substantial impairment occurs only if the protected 

activities, features, and/or attributes of the Section 4(f) property are substantially 

diminished by the indirect adverse impacts of the project (23 CFR Section 774.15(a)). 

This determination is made through the following process: 

 Identification of the current activities, features, and/or attributes of the property 

that may be sensitive to proximity impacts. 

 Analysis of the potential proximity impacts of the project on the property. 

 Consultation with the appropriate officials having jurisdiction over the property 

(23 CFR Section 774.15(d)). 

B.3 Resources Evaluated 

B.3.1 Section 4(f) Properties 

An area within approximately 0.5 mile (mi) of the alignments of Alternatives 1 and 2 

was used as the study area for the identification of recreation resources and properties 

potentially protected under the requirements of Section 4(f). The locations of those 

properties in relation to the alignment of State Route 91 (SR-91) are shown on Figure 

B.1, and those properties are described in Table B.1. The figures and tables cited in 

this appendix are provided following the last page of text in this appendix. 

The study area for National Register listed and eligible historic sites was based on the 

Area of Potential Effects (APE) defined in the Historic Property Survey Report 

(HPSR; 2010) and the Supplemental HPSR (2011). Based on the HPSR and the 

Supplemental HPSR, there is one National Register-listed property, the Grand 

Boulevard Historic District, and no other eligible properties in the APE.  

Resources in the project study area evaluated for potential protection under 

Section 4(f) were identified if they were: 

 Existing publicly owned recreation and park resources, including local, regional, 

and State resources1; 

 Publicly owned wildlife and water fowl refuges and conservation areas;  

                                                      
1  The recreation and park resources within 0.5 mi of the project that were not 

evaluated under Section 4(f) because they are not publicly owned include the 

Mountain View Country Club and the Cresta Verde Golf Club. 
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 Existing public bicycle, pedestrian, and equestrian trails; or 

 National Register listed or eligible historic sites. 

Table B.2 summarizes the potential effects of the Build Alternatives on the identified 

Section 4(f) properties that were determined not to trigger the requirements for 

Section 4(f) protection. Figures B.2 through B.7 show the potential effects of the 

Build Alternatives on those properties.  

B.3.2 Assessment of the Potential for Constructive Uses 

The properties described in Table B.1 were evaluated to determine whether the Build 

Alternatives would result in constructive use of those properties. The detailed 

analyses related to access, visual and aesthetics, air quality, noise, and ecological 

impacts provided in Chapter 3 were reviewed as described Attachment F, Evaluation 

of the Potential for Constructive Use Impacts. That review did not identify any 

proximity impacts resulting from the Build Alternatives that would be so severe that 

the activities, features, or attributes that qualify the properties in Table B.1 for 

protection under Section 4(f) would be substantially impaired. The proximity impacts 

of the Build Alternatives will not substantially impair the protected activities, 

features, or attributes of these resources in terms of their Section 4(f) significance. As 

a result, Alternatives 1 and 2 would not result in constructive use of any of the 

properties in Table B.1. 

B.3.3 Santa Ana River Trail/Bike Lane 

B.3.3.1 Project Effects at the Santa Ana River Trail/Bike Lane 

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not result in the permanent use of land from the Santa Ana 

River Trail/Bike Lane. As shown in Table B.2, construction of the Initial Phases of 

Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in the permanent relocation of an approximately 

200 ft long segment of the Trail/Bike Lane in the vicinity of Green River Road, 

possible temporary detours of a segment of the Trail/Bike Lane during construction, 

and temporary occupancy of the Trail/Bike Lane during those detours. The relocated 

trail segment is shown on Figures B.2 and B.3 for the Initial Phases of Alternatives 1 

and 2, respectively. 

The potential effects of the construction of Alternatives 1 and 2 on the Santa Ana 

River Trail/Bike Lane are independent of, would occur after, and would 

accommodate any effects to the Trail/Bike Lane as a result of other projects in the 

area including the United States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) projects to realign 

and modify the Santa Ana River. Refer to Section 2.3.9, Related Projects and Other 
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Projects in the Vicinity of the SR-91 CIP, for additional discussion of Corps projects 

in the vicinity of the Santa Ana River. As a result, the evaluation of the impacts of 

Alternatives 1 and 2 on the Trail/Bike Lane assesses only the impacts of those two 

alternatives on that facility and does not consider any effects of other projects on the 

Trail/Bike Lane.  

The Initial Phases of Build Alternatives 1 and 2 also include construction of a 30-

space surface parking lot near the relocated Trail/Bike Lane segment. The original 

location of the proposed parking lot at the end of the proposed Green River Road re-

alignment and cul-de-sac was in conflict with the extension of the embankment of the 

Corps’ Santa Ana River Reach 9 Phase 2B project. As a result of coordination with 

the Corps, the parking lot was reconfigured to avoid this conflict. The State Route 91 

Corridor Improvement Project (SR-91 CIP) will provide an entrance to the Santa Ana 

River Trail/Bike Lane from the parking lot to enter the Trail/Bike Lane from the north 

side onto the extended maintenance access road as modified by the Corps as part of 

the Santa Ana River Reach 9 Phase 2B project. 

The Santa Ana River Trail/Bike Lane extends through the City of Corona into Orange 

County. The segment of the Trail/Bike Lane that will be shifted north by the SR-91 

CIP Build Alternatives is in the City of Corona. As a result, the California 

Department of Transportation (Department) requested the City of Corona to consider 

the project effects on that segment of the Santa Ana River Trail/Bike Lane, as 

described at the end of the following section, Section B.3.3.2, Applicability of 

Section 4(f). 

B.3.3.2 Applicability of Section 4(f) 

The Department has determined that the SR-91 CIP Build Alternatives satisfy the five 

conditions set forth in 23 CFR Section 774.13(d) and do not constitute a use; 

therefore, Section 4(f) would not apply to the temporary occupancy of the Santa Ana 

River Trail/Bike Lane during construction of the Initial Phases of Alternatives 1 and 

2. The duration of that temporary occupancy would be substantially less than the time 

needed for construction of the Build Alternatives and there would be no change in 

ownership of land. The changes to the Santa Ana River Trail/Bike Lane would be 

minimal, no permanent adverse physical impacts are anticipated, and there would be 

no interference with the activities or purposes of the resource on either a temporary or 

permanent basis. The land being used would be fully restored and returned to the 

condition that existed prior to the project. 
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B.3.3.3 Documentation of Consultation 

Mr. Lance Natsuhara, County of Orange, attended the June 9, 2009, consultation 

meeting. Consultation with the County of Orange regarding the Santa Ana River 

Trail/Bike Lane was initiated to ensure that temporary occupancy would result in 

minimal effects on the Trail/Bike Lane and that the relocated segment of the 

Trail/Bike Lane will be fully functional after completion of the construction of the 

Initial Phases of Alternatives 1 and 2. 

At the request of Mr. Natsuhara, a second consultation meeting was held with a 

representative of Orange County Parks (OC Parks), the County of Orange department 

responsible for the Santa Ana River Trail/Bike Lane. That meeting was held on 

August 4, 2009. Mr. Harry Huggins, Asset Manager for OC Parks, attended the 

meeting. The issue of potentially temporarily closing an approximately 4,800 ft long 

segment of the Santa Ana River Trail/Bike Lane during construction was discussed 

with Mr. Huggins at the August 4, 2009 meeting. The meeting agenda and minutes 

for the August 4, 2009, meeting with OC Parks are on file at the Riverside County 

Transportation Commission (RCTC). 

Mr. Huggins provided a written response (letter dated October 9, 2009) regarding the 

anticipated temporary closure/occupancy of part of the Santa Ana River Trail/Bike 

Lane during construction. In that letter, OC Parks indicated that it would not support, 

under any circumstances, the temporary closure of the Santa Ana River Trail/Bike 

Lane during construction of the Build Alternatives. That comment was predicated on 

the information discussed at the August 4, 2009 meeting, which indicated that an 

approximately 4,800 ft long segment of the Trail/Bike Lane could potentially be 

closed during construction. Since that meeting, it was determined that only very 

limited (hours/days) temporary detours of a much shorter, 200 ft long segment of the 

Trail/Bike Lane may be necessary during the construction of the Build Alternatives. 

The Department requested the City of Corona’s concurrence with that determination 

in a letter to the City dated April 10, 2012. The City concurred with that 

determination by signing the Department’s letter on April 12 and April 16, 2012 

(signatures from the Public Works Department and Parks and Community Services 

Department, respectively). Copies of the April 10, 2012 letter and the signed April 12 

and April 16, 2012 letters are provided in Attachment D. 

A summary of the meetings and letters documenting the Section 4(f) consultation 

with the County of Orange regarding the potential effects of the SR-91 CIP Build 
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Alternatives on the Santa Ana River Trail/Bike Lane is also provided in 

Attachment B, Consultation with the County of Orange. 

B.3.4 Featherly Regional Park 

B.3.4.1 Project Effects at Featherly Regional Park 

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not result in the permanent use of land from Featherly 

Regional Park, but would result in the temporary occupancy of some land in the Park 

for TCEs during construction of the Initial Phases of Alternatives 1 and 2. There are 

three TCEs totaling 0.2 ac just north of SR-91 and within Featherly Regional Park as 

shown on Figure B.4. The TCEs are to accommodate the modifications to drainages 

and utility facilities in the Initial Phases of Alternatives 1 and 2. There would be no 

TCEs at Featherly Regional Park during construction of the Ultimate Projects for 

Alternatives 1 and 2. No permanent project features will be constructed in Featherly 

Regional Park within the boundaries of the TCEs needed during construction of the 

Initial Phases of Alternatives 1 and 2. 

B.3.4.2 Applicability of Section 4(f) 

The Department has determined that the SR-91 CIP Build Alternatives satisfy the five 

conditions set forth in 23 CFR Section 774.13(d) and do not constitute a use; 

therefore, Section 4(f) would not apply to the TCEs at Featherly Regional Park during 

construction of the Initial Phases of Alternatives 1 and 2. The duration of the 

temporary occupancy would be less than the time needed for construction of the 

Build Alternatives and there would be no change in ownership of land. The changes 

to Featherly Regional Park would be minimal, no permanent adverse physical impacts 

are anticipated, and there would be no interference with the activities or purposes of 

the resource on either a temporary or permanent basis. The land being used would be 

fully restored and returned to the condition that existed prior to the project. As noted 

earlier, no permanent project features will be constructed in Featherly Regional Park 

within the boundaries of the TCEs needed during construction of the Initial Phases of 

Alternatives 1 and 2. 

B.3.4.3 Documentation of Consultation 

OC Parks is the County of Orange department responsible for Featherly Regional 

Park. Consultation with OC Parks regarding the temporary use of parts of Featherly 

Regional Park was initiated in 2009 to ensure that the TCEs would result in minimal 

effects on the Park, and that the affected areas in the Park are fully restored and 

functional after completion of the construction of the Initial Phases of Alternatives 1 

and 2. 
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A consultation meeting was held with Mr. Harry Huggins, Asset Manager for OC 

Parks, on August 4, 2009. The meeting agenda and minutes for the August 4, 2009, 

meeting with OC Parks are on file at RCTC. 

Mr. Huggins provided a written response (letter dated October 9, 2009) regarding the 

potential temporary use impacts on Featherly Regional Park during construction of 

the Build Alternatives. In that letter, OC Parks did not provide any specific comments 

or identify any specific concerns regarding the temporary use of land from Featherly 

Regional Park for TCEs during project construction. 

The County concurred with the Department’s temporary occupancy determination at 

Featherly Regional Park in an email dated March 22, 2012. A copy of that email from 

the County is provided in Attachment B. 

A summary of the meetings and letters documenting the Section 4(f) consultation 

with the County of Orange regarding the potential effects of the SR-91 CIP Build 

Alternatives on Featherly Regional Park is also provided in Attachment B.  

B.3.5 Chino Hills State Park 

B.3.5.1 Project Effects at Chino Hills State Park 

In addition to the de minimis impacts discussed in Section 3.1.3.3 and as shown on 

Figure B.5, Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in the temporary occupancy of 

approximately 2.0 ac of land in CHSP for seven TCEs during construction of the 

Initial Phases of Alternatives 1 and 2. The TCEs in CHSP will be necessary to access 

and modify drainages and utility facilities in the SR-91 right-of-way and in and 

around the Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) railroad right-of-way to 

accommodate construction of the Green River Road westbound exit ramp bridge over 

the railroad tracks. No permanent project features will be constructed in CHSP within 

the boundaries of the TCEs needed during construction of Alternatives 1 and 2. 

B.3.5.2 Applicability of Section 4(f) 

The Department made a preliminary determination that the use of 2.0 ac in CHSP for 

TCEs during the construction of the Initial Phases of the SR-91 CIP Build 

Alternatives satisfies the five conditions set forth in 23 CFR Section 774.13(d) and 

does not constitute a use; therefore, Section 4(f) would not apply to the use of 2.0 ac 

of land in CHSP for TCEs. The duration of the temporary occupancy would be less 

than the time needed for construction of the Build Alternatives, and there would be no 

change in ownership of land. The changes to CHSP would be minimal, no permanent 

adverse physical impacts are anticipated, and there would be no interference with the 
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activities or purposes of the resource on either a temporary or permanent basis. The 

land being used temporarily during construction must be returned to the condition that 

existed prior to the project. Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in the temporary 

occupancy of 2.0 ac of land in CHSP for seven TCEs. The TCEs are for work on 

existing culverts and existing power poles, and work in the vicinity of the BNSF 

railroad tracks. The areas in CHSP used for TCEs would be fully restored and 

functional after completion of the construction of Alternatives 1 and 2. 

B.3.5.3 Documentation of Consultation 

The State Parks Department (State Parks) confirmed their concurrence with the 

determination that the TCEs in CHSP are temporary occupancies and do not 

constitute a use of park land under Section 4(f) in a letter dated April 5, 2012, a copy 

of which is provided in Attachment C. 

A summary of the meetings and letters documenting the Section 4(f) consultation 

with State Parks regarding the potential effects of the SR-91 CIP Build Alternatives 

on CHSP is also provided in Attachment C.  

B.3.6 Griffin Park 

B.3.6.1 Project Effects at Griffin Park 

The Alternative 1 and 2 Ultimate Projects will require a 0.47 ac TCE at Griffin Park, 

as shown on Figure B.6. As shown on Figure B.6, one TCE in Griffin Park will be 

necessary to access and modify drainages in the SR-91 right-of-way. No permanent 

project features will be constructed in Griffin Park within the boundary of the TCE 

needed during construction of the Alternative 1 and 2 Ultimate Projects. 

B.3.6.2 Applicability of Section 4(f) 

The Department has determined that the SR-91 CIP Build Alternatives satisfy the five 

conditions set forth in 23 CFR Section 774.13(d) and do not constitute a use; 

therefore, Section 4(f) would not apply to the temporary occupancy of Griffin Park 

for a 0.47 ac TCE during construction of the Alternative 1 and 2 Ultimate Projects. 

The duration of that temporary occupancy would be substantially less than the time 

needed for construction of the Build Alternatives and there would be no change in 

ownership of land. The changes to Griffin Park would be minimal, no permanent 

adverse physical impacts are anticipated, and there would be no interference with the 

activities or purposes of the resource on either a temporary or permanent basis. The 

land being used would be fully restored and returned to the condition that existed 

prior to the project. 
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B.3.6.3 Documentation of Consultation 

Mr. Robert Morin attended the June 9, 2009, consultation meeting representing the 

City of Corona. The intent of that consultation with the City was to ensure that the 

TCEs result in minimal effects on Griffin Park, and that affected areas of the Park are 

returned to the condition that existed prior to the project. The City of Corona 

provided a consultation letter (dated June 15, 2009) that indicated the information 

provided to the City regarding the impacts to Griffin Park was adequate, and that the 

City was not providing any further information regarding that Park. In its letter, the 

City of Corona indicated that: 

 Griffin Park, the identified Section 4(f) property in the City, is under the 

jurisdiction of the City of Corona. 

 The information provided to the City regarding the facilities and amenities at 

Griffin Park is correct, no additional information regarding that property is 

required, and the purpose of Griffin Park has been adequately described. 

 The anticipated project impacts (only temporary occupancy for a TCE) at Griffin 

Park have been adequately evaluated in the information provided to the City. 

 The significance and importance of this property to the City has been adequately 

expressed. 

The City agreed in a letter dated June 15, 2009, that the project’s impacts to Griffin 

Park were fully and correctly evaluated and would be temporary. A copy of the 

June 5, 2009 letter from the City is provided in Attachment D. 

A summary of the meetings and letters documenting the Section 4(f) consultation 

with the City of Corona regarding the potential effects of the SR-91 CIP Build 

Alternatives on Griffin Park is also provided in Attachment D.  

B.3.7 El Cerrito Sports Park 

B.3.7.1 Project Effects at El Cerrito Sports Park 

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not result in the permanent use of land from El Cerrito 

Sports Park, but would result in the temporary occupancy of some land from the Park 

for four TCEs as shown on Figure B.7. The TCEs, just east of I-15 and within the 

boundary of El Cerrito Sports Park, will be used to access and modify drainages in 

the SR-91 CIP right-of-way during construction of  the Initial Phases of Alternatives 

1 and 2. 
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B.3.7.2 Applicability of Section 4(f) 

The Department has determined that the SR-91 CIP Build Alternatives satisfy the five 

conditions set forth in 23 CFR Section 774.13(d) and do not constitute a use; 

therefore, Section 4(f) would not apply to the temporary occupancy at El Cerrito 

Sports Park for four TCEs during construction of the Initial Phases of Alternatives 1 

and 2. The changes to El Cerrito Sports Park would be minimal, no permanent 

adverse physical impacts are anticipated, and there would be no interference with the 

activities or purposes of the resource on either a temporary or permanent basis. The 

land being used would be fully restored and returned to the condition that existed 

prior to the project. 

The duration of the temporary occupancy would be less than the time needed for 

construction of the Build Alternatives and there would be no change in ownership of 

land. The changes to El Cerrito Sports Park would be minimal, no permanent adverse 

physical impacts would occur, and there would be no interference with the activities 

or purposes of the resource on either a temporary or permanent basis. The land being 

used would be fully restored and would be returned to the condition that existed prior 

to the project. During public circulation and prior to final approval of the project, the 

Department will continue coordinating with the City of Corona on obtaining 

agreement regarding the above conditions. 

B.3.7.3 Documentation of Consultation 

The Department sent a letter (dated March 22, 2011) to the City of Corona explaining 

that the Department determined that the temporary use of land for the TCEs at El 

Cerrito Sports Park satisfies the five conditions set forth in 23 CFR Section 

774.13(d), and that Section 4(f) would not apply. 

In an email dated May 13, 2011, the City of Corona indicated that it concurred with 

the Department’s determination that Section 4(f) would not apply to the temporary 

use of land in El Cerrito Sports Park for a TCE during the construction of the SR-91 

CIP. A copy of that email is included in Attachment D. 

A summary of the meetings and letters documenting the Section 4(f) consultation 

with the City of Corona regarding the potential effects of the SR-91 CIP Build 

Alternatives on El Cerrito Sports Park is also provided in Attachment D.  
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Attachments to this report are provided as follows: 

 Attachment A: Tables and Figures 

 Attachment B: Summary of Consultation with the County of Orange 

 Attachment C: Summary of Consultation with State Parks 

 Attachment D: Summary of Consultation with the City of Corona 

 Attachment E: Consultation Letter from the National Park Service 

 Attachment F: Evaluation of the Potential for Constructive Use Impacts 
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