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1. Introduction 

The City of  Stanton (City) is proposing to redevelop the underutilized Norm Ross Sports Park at 11111 Cedar 

Street in the rear of  Carver Early Education Center in the City of  Stanton (APN 131-091-30). The proposed 

project would develop a little league baseball field, lighting poles, a U-12 soccer field, a multipurpose sports 

court, a playground, a courtyard amphitheater, shaded picnic areas, fitness equipment, a community garden, a 

storage building,  a park building with restrooms, a new water basin,  a new pedestrian bridge, a new perimeter 

wall on east and southside, new perimeter fencing on the west and northside, utility/emergency entrance, utility 

access area, and a small and large dog park; the proposed project would also upgrade an existing pedestrian 

bridge. In addition, the City would reorient the existing little league baseball field so that home plate is on the 

southwest corner of  the field near the existing parking lot and add a U-12 soccer field over the same area. Field 

improvements also include new sports lighting, two shaded bleachers, two shaded dug outs, a field storage 

structure, a trash enclosure and two free standing drinking fountains. Norm Ross Sports Park is a joint-use park 

with the Garden Grove Unified School District (GGUSD). The City of  Stanton is lead agency for the proposed 

redevelopment project and the project will be funded through a Proposition 68 Grant.  

The proposed project is required to undergo an environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA). This initial study provides an evaluation of  the potential environmental consequences 

associated with this proposed project.  

1.1 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

The completion of  the environmental compliance process is governed by two principal regulations: CEQA and 

the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of  Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.). CEQA was 

enacted in 1970 by the California Legislature to disclose to decision makers and the public the significant 

environmental effects of  proposed activities and to identify ways to avoid or reduce the environmental effects 

through feasible alternatives or mitigation measures. Compliance with CEQA applies to California government 

agencies at all levels: local, regional, and state agencies, boards, commissions, and special districts (such as school 

districts and water districts).  

The City of  Stanton is lead agency for the proposed project and is therefore required to analyze the potential 

environmental effects associated with the project. 

Public Resources Code Section 21080(a) states that analysis of  a project’s environmental impact is required for 

any “discretionary projects proposed to be carried out or approved by public agencies….” In this case, the city 

has determined that an initial study is required to determine whether there is substantial evidence that 

implementation of  the project would result in environmental impacts. An initial study is a preliminary 

environmental analysis to determine whether an environmental impact report (EIR), a mitigated negative 

declaration (MND), or a negative declaration (ND) is required for a project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15063). 

An initial study must have a project description; a description of  the environmental setting; an identification of  
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environmental effects by checklist or other similar form; an explanation of  environmental effects; a discussion 

of  mitigation for significant environmental effects; an evaluation of  the project’s consistency with existing, 

applicable land use controls; the names of  persons who prepared the study; and identification of  data sources 

(CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(d)). 

When an initial study identifies substantial evidence of  the potential for significant environmental impacts, the 

lead agency must prepare an EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064); however, if  all impacts can be mitigated 

to a less than significant level, the lead agency can prepare an MND that incorporates mitigation measures into 

the project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15070). 

1.1.1 Environmental Process 

A “project” means the whole of  an action that has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in 

the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment, and that is any of  

the following: 

▪ An activity directly undertaken by any public agency, including but not limited to public works construction 

and related activities clearing or grading of  land, improvements to existing public structures, enactment 

and amendment of  zoning ordinances, and the adoption and amendment of  local General Plans or 

elements thereof  pursuant to Government Code Sections 65100 to 65700. 

▪ An activity undertaken by a person which is supported in whole or in part through public agency contacts, 

grants, subsidies, loans, or other forms of  assistance from one or more public agencies. 

▪ An activity involving the issuance to a person of  a lease, permit, license, certificate, or other entitlement 

for use by one or more public agencies (CCR § 15378[a]). 

The proposed actions by the City constitute a “project” because the activity would result in a direct physical 

change in the environment and would be undertaken by a public agency. All “projects” in the State of  California 

are required to undergo an environmental review to determine the environmental impacts associated with 

implementation of  the project.  

1.1.2 Initial Study 

This initial study was prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, as amended, to determine 

if  the project could have a significant impact on the environment. The purposes of  this initial study, as described 

in the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, are to 1) provide the lead agency with information to use as the 

basis for deciding whether to prepare an EIR or ND; 2) enable the lead agency to modify a project, mitigating 

adverse impacts before an EIR is prepared, thereby enabling the project to qualify for an ND; 3) assist the 

preparation of  an EIR, if  one is required; 4) facilitate environmental assessment early in the design of  a project; 

5) provide documentation of  the factual basis for the finding in an ND that a project will not have a significant 

effect on the environment; 6) eliminate unnecessary EIRs; and 7) determine whether a previously prepared EIR 

could be used with the project. The findings in this initial study have determined that an MND is the appropriate 

level of  environmental documentation for this project. 
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1.2 PROJECT LOCATION 

The approximately 4.2-acre Norm Ross Sports Park is at 11111 Cedar Street in the City of  Stanton, Orange 

County (project site). The project site is at the rear of  Carver Early Education Center located at 11150 Santa 

Rosalia Street (APN 131-091-30), owned by GGUSD.  

The City of  Stanton is surrounded by the cities of  Cypress, Buena Park, Anaheim, Garden Grove, Westminster, 

with regional access provided by Interstate 405 (I-405), State Route 22 (SR-22), and SR-39. Figure 1, Regional 

Location, shows the project site in regional context, and Figure 2, Local Vicinity, in local context.  

1.3 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

1.3.1 Existing Land Use 

The project site is currently developed as the approximately 4.2-acre Norm Ross Sports Park. The majority of  

the project site is improved as baseball and softball fields with bleachers behind the home plate of  both fields. 

The home plate for the baseball field and softball field are located on the northeast side and southeast side of  

the project site, respectively. Stadium lights surround the fields. The project site has a total of  7 existing lighting 

poles with sport lighting fixtures that surround the baseball/softball field. and there is an additional sports 

lighting pole and fixture on the Carver campus in the parking lot towards the southwest corner of  the project 

site (offsite).  An approximately 492-square-foot triangular area on the northwest corner of  the project site is 

developed as a community garden, maintained and operated by the City of  Stanton. The project site is not 

currently in use due to poor site conditions, with the exception of  the community garden.  

A total of  16 trees line the perimeter of  the project site with a variety of  tree species, including four chinaberry 

trees (Melia Azedarach), three melaleuca species, one Tulip Tree (Liriodendron Tulipifera), two pinus species, four 

Holly oaks (Quercus Ilex), one orchard tree (Baudinia), and one dead tree. Pedestrian access to the project site is 

accessed via one pedestrian bridge on the northeast side of  the project site that crosses over the Stanton Storm 

Channel from the adjacent Stanton Park to the north. Another pedestrian bridge connects Stanton Park to 

Carver Early Education Center and can also provide access to the project site. A controlled vehicle access on 

the southeast corner of  the project site for authorized/emergency vehicles from Ruthann Avenue. General 

vehicle access to the project site is not permitted. Drivers can park in the parking lot in Stanton Park or in the 

Parking Structure, to the north of  the project site, and use the pedestrian access points to enter the project site. 

Access to the community garden is restricted from the Carver Early Education Center and provided only from 

Cedar Street/the Stanton Park parking lot. The community garden is accessible 7 days a week to residents who 

lease plots via the Stanton Community Foundation. 

The Norm Ross Sports Park is on property owned by GGUSD and currently operates under the joint-use 

agreement between the City of  Stanton and GGUSD. GGUSD has non-exclusive access and use of  the park 

on weekdays between the hours of  7:00 am until 4:00 pm, and the park is open to the general public from 4:00 

pm to 10:30 pm., subject to the approved joint use agreement. During the weekends, the park is open to the 

general public from 8:00 am to 8:00 pm.  
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1.3.2 Surrounding Land Use 

The project site is surrounded by residential uses to the south; Stanton Park to the north; the Carver Early 

Education Center to the west; and commercial/retail, including night club, motel, and restaurant uses, to the 

east (See Figure 3, Aerial Photograph). Stanton Park is bordered by residential uses, a parking structure for the 

Stanton City Hall, Food 4 Less, and McDonald’s to the north. Other major uses in the area include a block and 

hardscape manufacturing company across Bleach Boulevard to the northeast. 

The properties surrounding the project site have zoning designations of  Single-Family Residential (RL) to the 

south, Parks and Recreation (PR) to the north, Public Institutional (PI) to the west, and Commercial General 

Zone (CG) to the east (Station 2008). The surrounding General Plan Land Use designation includes low density 

residential to the south, open space to north, public/institutional to the west, and general mixed use to the east. 

1.3.3 Existing Zoning and General Plan 

The City of  Stanton General Plan designates the project as Public/Institutional and the zoning designation is 

“PI” Public Institutional. 

  



Figure 1 - Regional Location
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Source: Generated using ArcMap 2023.
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Figure 2 - Local Vicinity

Source: Generated using ArcMap 2023.
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Figure 3 - Aerial Photograph

Source: NearMap 2023.
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1.4 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

1.4.1 Proposed Land Use 

The City of  Stanton (City) is proposing to redevelop the underutilized Norm Ross Sports Park at 11111 Cedar 

Street in the rear of  Carver Early Education Center in the City of  Stanton (APN 131-091-30). The proposed 

project would be financed through a Proposition 68 Grant.  

The proposed project would demolish existing uses and redevelop the project site with new sports and park 

facilities. The proposed project would develop a little league baseball field, lighting poles, a U-12 soccer field, a 

multipurpose sports court, a playground, a courtyard amphitheater, shaded picnic areas, fitness equipment, a 

community garden, a storage building, a park building with restrooms, a new water basin,  a new pedestrian 

bridge, a new perimeter wall on east and southside, new perimeter fencing on the west and northside, 

utility/emergency entrance, utility access area, and a small and large dog park; the proposed project would also 

upgrade an existing pedestrian bridge. 

The new little league baseball field would place the home plate on the southwest corner of  the project site and 

have the outfield towards the northeast of  the project site. Field improvements also include new sport field 

lighting (two light poles to the south, west, and east of  the baseball/soccer field) and visitor and home team 

dugouts, two free standing drinking fountains, and shade structures over the two sets of  bleachers near the 

home plate on the southwest side of  the baseball field. Additionally, the outfield area of  the new little league 

baseball field would also be utilized as a U-12 soccer field. The multipurpose sports court (approximately 4,281 

square feet) and shaded picnic tables would be located to the north of  the baseball field.  

The park building would be located at the northwest end of  the project site, near the proposed pedestrian 

bridge, and would be approximately 2,533 square feet. The proposed building would include a community 

room, an office, a break/storage room, an electrical room, a data room, two outdoor and one indoor restroom, 

a custodian room, an equipment storage room, and an event storage room. The park building would be 

connected to the 1,055-square feet storage room by an overhanging shade roof. The playground (approximately 

3,372 square feet), courtyard with outdoor seating and picnic tables would be located to the south of  the park 

building, west of  the baseball field. See Figure 5, Community Building and Garden Storage Building Floor Plan, and 

Figure 6, Building Elevations. 

The community garden would be reoriented from its triangular area in the northwest corner, to a rectangular 

orientation along Carver Early Education Center, along the west side of  the project site. Improvements to the 

community garden would include new planter boxes, an additional garden storage shed, decomposed granite, 

pedestrian scale lights, and a pedestrian walkway connected to the Carver Early Childhood Education Center. 

A dog park (approximately 7,589 square feet) with separate areas for large and small dogs would be located on 

the northeast corner of  the project site. The dog park would be fenced and include benches, trashcans, turf  

and decomposed granite. 

The project site would include a new pedestrian bridge (approximately 411 square feet) near the northwest 

corner of  the project site and walking paths and small vehicle paths throughout. The proposed project would 
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include a total of  approximately 111,519 square feet of  landscaping and approximately 70,301 square feet of  

hardscaping. The footings for the pedestrian bridge would not alter the existing channel. 

1.4.1.1 LIGHTING 

The proposed project would include lighting throughout the project site to support the uses onsite and for 

safety and security. The proposed project would include 50-foot tall light poles with light fixtures in the dog 

park; 50-foot tall light poles with light fixtures to illuminate the multipurpose court; and 60- to 70-foot tall light 

poles with stadium light fixtures to illuminate the baseball and soccer field. The proposed project would include 

up to pedestrian scale lights in the community garden, courtyard, playground, dog park, around the basketball 

court, and along walkways. 

1.4.1.2 USE AND SCHEDULE 

The park’s operating hours and use schedule would comply with the adopted joint use agreement with the 

GGUSD. It is anticipated that the park would be open to the general public daily from dusk to dawn with 

seasonal adjustment. The multi-use field would operate on a first come, first serve basis, and other park 

amenities would also be used freely by the park visitors. The baseball field would be reserved for use by different 

little league teams throughout the week on a set schedule, revised twice a year. The future use schedule is 

anticipated to include practices, two games per day on weekdays, and 5 games per day on Saturdays. The two 

games during the weekdays are expected to occur from 4 pm to 6 pm and from 6 pm-8 pm. During the summer 

hours of  play are anticipated to be extended, with an additional two teams playing or practicing. A baseball 

team consists of  approximately 15 players. 

Use of  the community garden is not anticipated to change and would continue to be accessible 7 days a week 

to residents. 

1.4.1.3 PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICLE ACCESS 

Pedestrian access to the project site would continue to be provided by the two existing pedestrian bridges – the 

northeast pedestrian bridge directly connects to the project site and the pedestrian bridge to the northwest is 

offsite and provides direct access to Carver Early Education Center. As part of  the proposed project, a new 

pedestrian bridge would be constructed on the northwest corner of  the project site. This new pedestrian bridge 

would provide a second pedestrian access point from Stanton Park directly to the project site.  

Vehicle access and parking will continue to be provided on Stanton Park. The emergency/authorized vehicle 

access on the southeast corner of  the project site from Ruthann Avenue would be improved with paving and 

would remain.  

1.4.1.4 STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 

Aside from a concrete path along the southern side of  the project site and concrete areas associated with the 

existing baseball diamond, the project site contains pervious surfaces. The existing project site is approximately 

99 percent pervious surfaces.  The proposed project would construct new building, walkways, and hardscaped 

areas. With the proposed project, the project site would be approximately 32 percent impervious surfaces and 
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68 percent pervious surfaces. The proposed project includes the installation of  an infiltration basin or a 

bioretention basin without underdrain on the southwest side of  the project site in the lawn area between the 

community garden and playground. The infiltration basin or a bioretention basin without underdrain would be 

approximately 156 feet long, between three to 30 feet wide (average width 18 feet), and five to nine feet deep. 

A storm drain line would extend north from the infiltration basin or a bioretention basin without underdrain 

to the north side of  the project site, where it would turn west at the channel and run parallel to the channel.  

In pervious areas, stormwater on the project site would either percolate into the into pervious ground surfaces 

or leave the site as runoff. In impervious areas, stormwater would either be directed to storm drain inlets, 

directed to pervious surfaces, or leave the project site as runoff. The majority of  the stormwater generated by 

the proposed project would percolate into the ground or be directed to the infiltration basin or a bioretention 

basin without underdrain. A portion of  stormwater is expected to flow or discharge into the offsite channel.  

1.4.2 Construction 

Construction activities would include demolition and site preparation, grading, utility trenching, building 

construction, paving, architectural coating and finishing/landscaping. All 16 trees would be removed. 

Construction of  the proposed project would occur over one phase. The proposed project would include a total 

of  14,437 cubic yards of  soil export from the project site. The construction is anticipated to start Fall 2025 and 

end in Spring 2027. 

1.5 CITY ACTION REQUESTED 

Implementation of  the proposed project would require the following discretionary and ministerial project 

approvals from the City of  Stanton: 

▪ Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration 

▪ Approve the bid Specification and Plans 

▪ Award a Construction Contract 

 

The following agencies are responsible or trustee agencies under CEQA and would review and/or approve 

certain components of  the proposed project: 

▪ Orange County Fire Authority: Fire Master Plan Review 

▪ California Department of  Transportation (CalTrans): Plan review if  waterline is required to encroach onto 

Beach Boulevard 

▪ Division of  State Architects: Plan review 

▪ Orange County Public Works: New Bridge/Plan Review 

▪ Golden State Water Company: Waterline Design Review 
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2. Environmental Checklist 

2.1 PROJECT INFORMATION 

1. Project Title: Norm Ross Sports Park Improvement Project 
 

2. Lead Agency: 
City of Stanton 
7800 Katella Avenue 
Stanton, California 90680 
 

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: 
Cesar Rangel, Public Works Director/City Engineer 
714.890.4203 
 

4. Project Location: 11111 Cedar Street , Stanton, Orange County 
 

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: 
City of Stanton 
7800 Katella Avenue 
Stanton, California 90680 

6. General Plan Designation:  OS Public/Institutional 
 

7. Zoning: “PI” Public Institutional. 
 

8. Description of  Project:  

The City of Stanton (City) is proposing to redevelop the underutilized Norm Ross Sports Park at 11111 
Cedar Street in the rear of Carver Early Education Center in the City of Stanton (APN 131-091-30). The 
proposed project would develop a little league baseball field, lighting poles, a U-12 soccer field, a 
multipurpose sports court, a playground, a courtyard amphitheater, shaded picnic areas, fitness equipment, 
a community garden, a storage building, a park building with restrooms, a new water basin,  a new 
pedestrian bridge, a new perimeter wall on east and southside, new perimeter fencing on the west and 
northside, utility/emergency entrance, utility access area, and a small and large dog park; the proposed 
project would also upgrade an existing pedestrian bridge. 
 

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:  
The project site is surrounded by residential uses to the south; Stanton Park to the north; Carver Early 
Education Center to the west; and commercial/retail, night club, motel, and restaurant uses to the east. 
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10. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval Is Required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or 
participating agreement):  

▪ Orange County Fire Authority: Fire Master Plan Review 

▪ California Department of  Transportation (CalTrans): Plan review if  waterline is required to encroach onto 

Beach Boulevard 

▪ Division of  State Architects: Plan review 

▪ Orange County Public Works: New Bridge/Plan Review 

▪ Golden State Water Company – Waterline Design Review 

11. Have California Native American Tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project 
area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1?  If so, is there 
a plan for consultation that includes, for example, the determination of significance of impacts 
to tribal cultural resources, procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.? 
 

The City of Stanton has engaged in tribal consultation pursuant to Assembly Bill 52. The City sent AB 52 
notification letters on October 29, 2024; to the following tribes: 

▪ Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe 

▪ Juaneño Band of Mission Indians Acjachemen Nation 

▪ Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council 

▪ Ewiiaapaayp Tribal Office 

▪ Pala Band of Mission Indians 

▪ Gabrielino/Tongva nation 

▪ Mesa Grande Band of Diegueno Mission Indians 

▪ Sycuan Band of Kumeyaay Nation 

▪ Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians 

▪ La Posta Band of Diegueno Mission Indians 

▪ Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla Indians 

▪ Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians 

▪ Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation 

▪ Manzanita Band of Kumeyaay Nation 

▪ Cahuilla Band of Indians 

▪ Juaneño Band of Mission Indians Acjachemen Nation – Belardes 

▪ Juaneño Band of Mission Indians Acjachemen Nation 84A 

▪ Campo Band of Diegueno Mission Indians 

Three responses were received. The Pala Band of Mission Indians notified the City that the project site is 
not within the boundaries of the recognized Pala Indian Reservation, and beyond the territory that the tribe 
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considers its traditional use area. The Pala Band of Mission Indians have declined AB-52 consultation. The 
Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla Indians deferred to the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians Cultural Resources 
Department and did not request additional consultation. The Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh 
Nation requested consultation with the City in accordance with AB52. Consultation with the Gabrieleño 
Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation has concluded.  The City is in compliance with Public Resources 
Code section 21080.3.1. 

Refer to Section 3.18, Tribal Cultural Resources. 
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2.2 ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one 

impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact,” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.  

 Aesthetics  Agriculture / Forestry Resources  Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Energy 

 Geology/Soils  Greenhouse Gas Emissions    Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

 Hydrology/Water Quality  Land Use / Planning  Mineral Resources 

 Noise  Population / Housing  Public Services 

 Recreation  Transportation  Tribal Cultural Resources 

 Utilities / Service Systems  Wildfire  Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

2.3 DETERMINATION (TO BE COMPLETED BY THE LEAD AGENCY) 

On the basis of  this initial evaluation: 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will 

not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the 
project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant 

unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an 
earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures 
based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is 
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because 

all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that 
earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed 
upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

   

Signature  Date 
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2.4 EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported 

by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” 

answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not 

apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” 

answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors, as well as general standards (e.g., 

the project would not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening 

analysis). 

2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative 

as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts. 

3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers 

must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than 

significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may 

be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is 

made, an EIR is required. 

4. “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the 

incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less 

Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how 

they reduce the effect to a less than significant level. 

5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an 

effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In 

this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

a) Earlier Analyses Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the 

scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 

state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures 

Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier 

document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 

6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for 

potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside 

document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is 

substantiated. 

7. Supporting Information Sources:  A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals 

contacted should be cited in the discussion. 
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8. This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies 

should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental 

effects in whatever format is selected. 

9. The explanation of each issue should identify: 

a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and  
b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance. 
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3. Environmental Analysis 

This section provides an evaluation of  the impact categories and questions contained in the checklist and 

identifies mitigation measures, if  applicable.  

3.1 AESTHETICS 

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project: 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

I. AESTHETICS. Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project: 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?    X 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not 

limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway? 

   X 

c) In nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing 
visual character or quality of public views of the site and its 
surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced 
from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an 
urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable 
zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality? 

  X  

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?   X  

 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

No Impact. A scenic vista is a viewpoint that provides expansive views of  a highly valued landscape for the 

benefit of  the public. The City of  Stanton General Plan does not identify any scenic vistas (Stanton 2008). The 

project site is surrounded by urban development, including commercial and residential uses, Carver Early 

Education Center, and Stanton Park. The proposed project would redevelop the existing Norm Ross Sports 

Park, which is currently closed due to poor site conditions, with modern park and sports facilities. The proposed 

project would be designed to be visually appealing with modern facilities, one-story community building, one-

story garden storage building, landscaping, and hardscaping that would be typical of  park/sport uses and 

visually similar to the adjacent Stanton Park and surrounding one to two-story buildings. Therefore, 

implementation of  the proposed project would not obstruct or alter views, and no impacts to scenic vistas 

would occur. 
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b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 

historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

No Impact. A scenic highway is a stretch of  public roadway that is designated as a scenic corridor by a federal, 

state, or local agency. Caltrans defines a scenic highway as any freeway, highway, road, or other public right-of-

way that traverses an area of  exceptional scenic quality.  

The project site is in a highly urbanized area of  the City and is not on or near a state-designated scenic highway, 

as designated on the California Scenic Highway Mapping System of  the California Department of  

Transportation. The nearest officially designated state scenic highway is State Route (SR) 91 from SR 55 to east 

city limit of  Anaheim, which is approximately 10 miles northeast of  the project site (Caltrans 2024). The nearest 

eligible state scenic highway is State Route 1, approximately 7 miles southwest of  the project site. Due to the 

distance and intervening development and vegetation, the project site is not visible from the officially designated 

scenic highway. 

Furthermore, the proposed project would redevelop the existing sports complex, which is currently closed due 

to its poor condition, with modern and improved facilities. There are no scenic resources on or near the project 

site. No scenic resources would be damaged, and no impact would occur.  

c) In nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public 

views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly 

accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with 

applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is already developed as a sports park and is in an urbanized 

area surrounded by Stanton Park to the north, Carver Early Education Center to the west, residential uses to 

the south, and a motel and commercial/retail uses to the east. The City of  Stanton General Plan designates the 

project site as Public/Institutional and the zoning designation is “PI” Public Institutional. The proposed project 

would not change the current zoning designation and a sports park is a permitted use under the PI zoning 

(Stanton 2008). There are no specific building standards that govern scenic quality in PI zone. As stated in the 

General Plan, the visual identity of  Stanton includes the City’s physical form, activity nodes, landmarks, street 

corridors, buildings, signs and other similar physical features (Stanton 2008). The proposed project supports 

Goal CD-1.1, “[p]romote quality development and design that preserves and enhances a positive and unique 

image of  Stanton, and fosters a sense of  community pride”, by providing modern and upgraded park and sport 

complex facilities at a park site that is currently closed due to poor site conditions.  

Goal CD-1.2 of  the General Plan states, “Promote an attractive streetscape and public right-of-way, especially 

along major primary and secondary corridors, that is consistent with the desired vision and image of  Stanton.” 

Goal CD-1.3 states, “Promote compatibility between land uses, including existing, redeveloped, and new uses, 

to further cohesiveness along the city’s primary and secondary corridors.” Katella Avenue to the north of  the 

project site and Beach Boulevard to the east of  the project site are identified as major arterial and principal 

arterial roadways by the General Plan. The proposed project is approximately 230 feet away from Beach 

Boulevard and approximately 750 feet from Katella Avenue. Due to surrounding intervening development, the 

project site would not be readily seen from these locations, and the proposed project does not include 



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

3. Environmental Analysis 

April 2025                                Page 29 

improvements to Katella Avenue nor Beach Boulevard. Nevertheless, the proposed project would redevelop 

an existing park/sports complex with modern, upgraded park and sports facilities. The proposed project is 

consistent with the existing land use designation on the project site. The modern and upgraded park and sports 

facilities would be visually appealing and consistent with the surrounding development and would support the 

desired vision and image of  Stanton. The proposed project would not hinder Goal CD-1.2 nor Goal CD-1.3.  

The proposed project would be required to comply with the development standards pursuant to the City of  

Stanton Building Codes and Construction Regulations, including the California Building Code (Title 24, Part 

2), the California Energy Code (Title 24, Part 6), the California Fire Code (Title 24, Part 9), and the California 

Green Building Standards Code (Title 24, Part 11).  

The site and lighting plans are also required to be reviewed and approved by the Division of  the State Architect 

(DSA) since it’s a joint use park with Garden Grove USD. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict 

with any applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality, and impacts would be less than 

significant.  

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely affect day or nighttime 

views in the area? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  

Terminology  

The foot-candle (fc) is a unit based on English measurements. Although foot-candles are considered obsolete 

in some scientific circles, they are nevertheless used because many existing light meters are calibrated in foot-

candles. Moonlight produces approximately 0.01 fc, and sunlight can produce up to 10,000 fc. The general 

benchmarks for light levels are shown in Table 1, General Light Levels Benchmark.  
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Table 1 General Light Levels Benchmark 

Outdoor Light Foot-Candles 

Direct Sunlight 10,000 

Full Daylight 1,000 

Overcast Day 100 

Dusk 10 

Twilight 1 

Deep Twilight 0.1 

Full Moon 0.01 

Quarter Moon 0.001 

Moonless Night 0.0001 

Overcast Night 0.00001 

Gas station canopies 25–30 

Typical neighborhood streetlight and parking garage 1.0–5.0 

 

▪ Horizontal foot-candle. The amount of  light received on a horizontal surface such as a roadway or 

parking lot pavement. 

▪ Vertical foot-candle. The amount of  light received on a vertical surface such as a billboard or building 

façade. 

▪ Glare means lighting entering the eye directly from a light fixture or indirectly from reflective surfaces that 

causes visual discomfort or reduced visibility. Glare can be generated by building-exterior materials, surface-

paving materials, vehicles traveling or parked on roads and driveways, and sports lights. Any highly reflective 

façade material is a concern because buildings can reflect bright sunrays. The concepts of  spill light, direct 

glare, and light trespass are illustrated in Exhibit B, Spill Light, Direct Glare, and Light Trespass, adapted from 

the Institution of  Lighting Engineers (ILE 2003). 
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Exhibit A: Spill Light, Direct Glare, and Light Trespass 

 
 

▪ Direct glare is caused by looking at an unshielded lamp or a light at maximum candlepower. Direct glare 

is dependent on the brightness of  the light source, the contrast in brightness between the light source and 

the surrounding environment, the size of  the light source, and its position. 

▪ Illuminance is the amount of  light on a surface or plane, typically expressed in a horizontal plane (e.g., on 

the ground) or in a vertical plane (e.g., on the side of  a building). 

▪ Lumen means the unit of  measure used to quantify the amount of  visible light produced by a light source 

or emitted from a luminaire (as distinct from “watt,” a measure of  power consumption). 

▪ Luminaire means outdoor electrically powered illuminating devices that include a light source, outdoor 

reflective or refractive surfaces, lenses, electrical connectors and components, and all parts used to mount 

the assembly, distribute the light, and/or protect the light source, whether permanently installed or portable. 

An important component of  luminaires is their shielding: 

⚫ Fully shielded. A luminaire emitting no light above the horizontal plane. 

⚫ Shielded. A luminaire emitting less than 2 percent of  its light above the horizontal plane. 

⚫ Partly shielded. A luminaire emitting less than 10 percent of  its light above the horizontal plane. 

• Unshielded. A luminaire that may emit light in any direction. 

Light trespass. Spill light that, because of  quantitative, directional, or type of  light, causes annoyance, 

discomfort, or loss in visual performance and visibility. Light trespass is light cast where it is not wanted or 

needed, such as light from a streetlight or a floodlight that illuminates someone’s bedroom at night, making it 

difficult to sleep. As a general rule, taller poles allow fixtures to be aimed more directly on the playing surface, 

which reduces the amount of  light spilling into surrounding areas. Proper fixture angles ensure even light 
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distribution across the playing area and reduce spill light, as shown in Exhibit B, Spill Light, Direct Glare, and 

Light Trespass. 

▪ Sky Glow is light that reflects into the night sky and reduces visibility of  the sky and stars. It is a concern 

in many jurisdictions, especially those with observatories. 

▪ Spill light is caused by misdirected light that illuminates areas outside the area intended to be lit. Spill light 

can contribute to light pollution. 

Municipal Code 

Stanton Municipal Code Section 20.300.080(B)(2) states lighting levels shall not exceed 0.5 fc on any common 

property line zoned, used as, or planned for residential uses (Stanton 2024). The proposed project site is bound 

by residential uses to the south. Therefore, for the purposes of  this analysis 0.5 fc was used for a significance 

determination. 

Lighting and Glare 

The proposed project includes four 50-foot tall and six 60- to 70-foot-tall light poles around the dog park, 

multipurpose court, and baseball and soccer field as well as pedestrian scale lights throughout the project site 

to support the park’s uses and for safety and security. Though the project site is already developed as a sports 

park with seven sport lighting poles, the park is not in use and thus the lights are not currently in use. Therefore, 

all the proposed lighting features would add additional light and glare to the project site compared to existing 

conditions. The nearest light and glare sensitive receptors are the single-family residences adjacent to the project 

site to the south.  

The buildout of  the proposed project would result in more reflective surfaces compared to existing conditions 

on the project site, such as a new community building, bleachers, and light-colored surfaces. The location of  

the proposed building would be located away from sensitive receptors. Proposed landscaping, surrounding 

vegetation and buildings, and shade structures would further block reflective surfaces from generating 

substantial glare.  Further, the proposed project would construct a new 8-foot (ft) concrete masonry unit (CMU) 

block wall along southern and eastern boundaries of  the project site. The new 8-ft CMU block wall would 

further block light and glare to the residential uses to the south and commercial uses and roadway to the east. 

Therefore, the proposed project would not create a new source of  substantial glare.  

The proposed project’s lights would be shielded and downward facing, which focuses light on the desired area. 

As shown in Figure 7, Field Lighting Property Line Light Spill, the proposed field lights would generate between 

0.0 to 0.50 horizontal fc along the southern property line. The proposed projects light would meet the City of  

Stanton’s 0.5 fc threshold pursuant to Stanton Municipal Code Section 20.300.080(B)(2), thus impacts would 

be considered less than significant.  Additionally, the proposed 8-ft block wall would further block light from 

spilling onto the residential properties. Therefore, the proposed project would not create a substantial new 

source of  lighting. 
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Further, the proposed project would be required to comply with Chapter 20.300.080, Outdoor Light and Glare, 

of  the Stanton Municipal Code. Section E, Outdoor Recreation/Entertainment Areas, states that for facilities used 

for outdoor recreation within 200 feet of  a residential zone, lighting is subject to the approval of  a Minor Site 

Plan and Design Review. The southern end of  the project site is within 200 feet of  a residential zone; thus, the 

proposed project would need to be reviewed by the City prior to development.  

The proposed project is in an urban environment surrounded by urban development, and the proposed project 

would include typical park and sports facilities that are common in an urban environment. The proposed project 

would not create a new source of  substantial glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views. The 

proposed project would not significantly impact nighttime nor daytime views. in the area, and a less than 

significant impact would occur.  
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3.2 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 (CARB). Would the project: 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
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? 

   X 

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

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))? 

   X 

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

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? 

   X 

 

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 has no agricultural or farm use on it, nor is there agricultural or farm use in its 

immediate proximity. No project-related farmland conversion would occur. The proposed project would 
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rehabilitate an underutilized sports park in an urban area. The project site is zoned “PI” Public Institutional 

and is listed as Urban and Built-Up Land, not an important farmland by the Division of  Land Resource 

Protection (Stanton 2008; DOC 2022). Therefore, no impact would occur. 

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

No Impact. The zoning designation for the project site is “PI” Public Institutional. The proposed project 

would not conflict with agricultural zoning or a Williamson Act contract because it is not zoned for agricultural 

use Stanton 2008; (DOC 2022). Williamson Act contracts restrict the use of  privately owned land to agriculture 

and compatible open-space use under contract with local governments; in exchange, the land is taxed based on 

actual use rather than potential market value. Since the project site is zoned “PI” Public Institutional, there is 

no Williamson Act contract in effect on-site. The existing community garden on-site is not considered an 

agricultural use. Therefore, 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. Forest land is defined as “land that can support 10-percent native tree cover of  any species, 

including hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows for management of  one or more forest 

resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, water quality, recreation, and other public 

benefits” (California PRC § 12223 [g]). Timberland is defined as “land…which is available for, and capable of, 

growing a crop of  trees of  any commercial species used to produce lumber and other forest products, including 

Christmas trees” (California PRC § 4526). The project site is zoned “PI” Public Institutional and is currently 

developed as a sports park that is not in use (Stanton 2008). No forest land nor timberland exists onsite. Project 

implementation would not conflict with existing zoning for forest land, timberland, or timberland production. 

No impact would occur. 

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

No Impact. As stated in above Section 3.2(c), the project site is not a forest land. Vegetation on-site is limited 

to ornamental vegetation. Project implementation would not result in the loss or conversion of  forestland. 

Therefore, no impact would occur. 

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 City of  Stanton, including the project site, is listed as Urban and Built-Up Land and is not 

mapped as important farmland by the Division of  Land Resource Protection (DOC 2022). Project 

development would not indirectly cause the conversion of  such land to nonagricultural or nonforest use. 

Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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3.3 AIR QUALITY 

The Air Quality section addresses the impacts of  the proposed project on ambient air quality and the exposure 

of  people, especially sensitive individuals, to unhealthy pollutant concentrations. A background discussion on 

the air quality regulatory setting, meteorological conditions, existing ambient air quality in the vicinity of  the 

project site, and air quality modeling can be found in Appendix A.  

The primary air pollutants of  concern for which ambient air quality standards (AAQS) have been established 

are ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), coarse inhalable particulate matter (PM10), fine inhalable particulate 

matter (PM2.5), sulfur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen dioxide, and lead (Pb). Areas are classified under the federal and 

California Clean Air Act as either in attainment or nonattainment for each criteria pollutant based on whether 

the AAQS have been achieved. The South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB), which is managed by the South Coast Air 

Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD), is designated nonattainment for O3, and PM2.5 under the 

California and National AAQS, nonattainment for PM10 under the California AAQS, and nonattainment for 

lead (Los Angeles County only) under the National AAQS (CARB 2024). 

Furthermore, the South Coast AQMD has identified regional thresholds of  significance criteria for pollutant 

emissions and criteria air pollutant precursors, including volatile organic compounds (VOCs), CO, nitrogen 

oxide (NOx), SO2, PM10, and PM2.5. Development projects below the regional significance thresholds are not 

expected to generate sufficient criteria pollutant emissions to violate any air quality standard or contribute 

substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. Where available, the significance criteria established 

by the South Coast AQMD may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project: 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

III. AIR QUALITY. Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management district or 

air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project: 
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 

quality plan?   X  

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment 
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard? 

  X  

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?  X   

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) 
adversely affecting a substantial number of people?   X  

 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  The South Coast AQMD adopted the 2022 Air Quality Management Plan 

(AQMP) on December 2, 2022. Regional growth projections are used by South Coast AQMD to forecast future 

emission levels in the SoCAB. For southern California, these regional growth projections are provided by the 
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Southern California Association of  Governments (SCAG) and are partially based on land use designations 

included in city/county general plans. Typically, only large, regionally significant projects have the potential to 

affect regional growth projections. In addition, the consistency analysis is generally only required in connection 

with the adoption of  General Plans, specific plans, and significant projects. Changes in population, housing, or 

employment growth projections have the potential to affect SCAG’s demographic projections and therefore 

the assumptions in South Coast AQMD’s AQMP. These demographic trends are incorporated into SCAG’s 

2020–2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) to determine priority 

transportation projects and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in the SCAG region. 

Changes in population, housing, or employment growth projections have the potential to affect SCAG’s 

demographic projections and therefore the assumptions in South Coast AQMD’s AQMP. As further described 

in Section 1.4.1, Proposed Land Use, the proposed project would involve redeveloping the existing Norm Ross 

Sports Park, including construction of  a new community building as well as a new community garden building, 

playgrounds, sports courts and fields, landscaping, and hardscaping. In addition, as described in Section 3.14, 

Population and Housing, the proposed project would not propose new homes and would not induce substantial 

unplanned population growth in the area directly or indirectly. Therefore, the proposed project would not be a 

regionally significant project that has the potential to result in changes in population, housing, or employment 

in the City of  Stanton. Due to the nature of  the proposed project, it would not result in new long-term 

employment. Construction activities associated with the proposed project would result in short-term 

employment only and would end upon completion. 

Additionally, as demonstrated below in Section 3.3(b), the regional emissions that would be generated by the 

operational phase of  the proposed project would be less than the South Coast AQMD emissions thresholds 

and would therefore not be considered by South Coast AQMD to be a substantial source of  air pollutant 

emissions that would have the potential to affect the attainment designations in the SoCAB. Therefore, the 

proposed project would not affect the regional emissions inventory or conflict with strategies in the AQMP. 

Impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 

region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The following describes project-related impacts from regional short-term 

construction activities and regional long-term operation of  the proposed project. 

Regional Short-Term Construction Impacts 

Construction activities would generate air pollutants. These emissions would primarily be 1) exhaust from off-

road diesel-powered construction equipment; 2) dust generated by construction activities; 3) exhaust from on-

road vehicles; and 4) off-gassing of  VOCs from paints and asphalt.  

Construction activities associated with the proposed project are anticipated to disturb approximately 4.2 acres 

on the project site. The proposed project would involve demolition, site preparation and soil haul, rough grading 

and soil haul, fine grading and soil haul, utilities trenching, building construction, paving, architectural coating, 

and finishing/landscaping. Construction would occur from October 2024 to September 2025. Construction 
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emissions were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), Version 2022.1, and 

are based on the preliminary construction duration provided by the City. The results of  the construction 

emissions modeling are shown in Table 2, Maximum Daily Regional Construction Emissions and shows that the 

maximum daily emissions for NOX, CO, SO2, PM10, and PM2.5 from construction-related activities would be 

less than their respective South Coast AQMD regional significance threshold values.  

Table 2 Maximum Daily Regional Construction Emissions 

Construction Phase 3 

Pollutants 
(lb/day)1, 2 

VOC NOX CO SO2 PM10
 PM2.5

 

Demolition 3 25 23 <1 2 1 

Site Preparation 4 59 45 <1 15 7 

Rough Grading 2 23 22 <1 6 3 

Fine Grading 2 22 22 <1 5 3 

Utility Trenching <1 3 3 <1 <1 <1 

Building Construction 2024  1 11 13 <1 1 <1 

Building Construction 2025  1 10 13 <1 <1 <1 

Building Construction 2025, Paving, and Architectural 
Coating 

5 18 24 <1 1 1 

Building Construction 2025, Paving, Architectural Coating, 
and Finishing/Landscaping 

6 20 27 <1 1 1 

Maximum Daily Construction Emissions 

Maximum Daily Emissions 6 59 45 <1 15 7 

South Coast AQMD Regional Construction Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Significant? No No No No No No 

Source: CalEEMod Version 2022.1. 
1 Based on the preliminary information provided by the City. Where specific information regarding project-related construction activities was not available, construction 

assumptions were based on CalEEMod defaults, which are based on construction surveys conducted by South Coast AQMD of construction equipment. 
2 Includes implementation of fugitive dust control measures required by South Coast AQMD under Rule 403, including watering disturbed areas a minimum of two 

times per day, reducing speed limit to 25 miles per hour on unpaved surfaces, replacing ground cover quickly, and street sweeping with Rule 1186–compliant 
sweepers.  

3 For CalEEMod modeling, a 5,000-square-foot building was modeled which is larger than the proposed 3,588-square-foot buildings (2,533-square-foot park building 
and 1,055-square-foot Garden storage Building) and provides a conservative analysis. 

 

Long-Term Operation-Related Air Quality Impact 

Typical long-term air pollutant emissions are generated by area sources (e.g., landscape fuel use, aerosols, 

architectural coatings, and asphalt pavement), energy use (natural gas), and mobile sources (i.e., on-road 

vehicles). As identified in Section 3.17, Transportation, and in Appendix F, the proposed project would generate 

279 non-summer weekday vehicle trips and 415 summer weekday vehicle trips1 and 438 weekend vehicle trips 

(Garland and Associates 2023). As shown in Table 3, Maximum Daily Regional Operation Emissions, it is anticipated 

 
 
 
 
1  Modeling assumed an average of 313 weekday vehicle trips based on summer weekday trips occurring during 25 percent of the year 

and non-summer weekday trips occurring over 75 percent of the year. 
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that operation of  the proposed project would result in minimal emissions overall and would not exceed the 

South Coast AQMD regional operation-phase significance thresholds. Impacts to the regional air quality 

associated with operation of  the proposed project would be less than significant. 

Table 3 Maximum Daily Regional Operation Emissions  

Source 

Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/Day) 

VOC NOX CO SO2 PM10
 PM2.

 

Emissions       

Mobile1 1 1 14 <1 3 1 

Area <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 

Energy2,3 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 

Total 2 1 14 <1 3 1 

South Coast AQMD Regional 
Threshold 

55 55 550 150 150 55 

Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No 

Source: CalEEMod Version 2022.1.  
Notes: lbs: Pounds. Highest winter or summer emissions report. 
1 Mobile emission calculations consider 438 vehicle trips as provided by Garland and Associates to estimate the maximum daily operational emissions. 
2 Estimated natural gas consumption based on health club energy rates from EDFZ 7 from CalEEMod Appendix G, Default Data Tables, as an approximation since 

CalEEMod "City Park" land use default rates do not account for natural gas use. 
3 For CalEEMod modeling, a 5,000-square-foot building was modeled which is larger than the proposed  3,588-square-foot buildings (2,533-square-foot park building 

and 1,055-square-foot Garden storage Building)  and provides a conservative analysis. 
 

 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project could expose sensitive receptors to elevated pollutant 

concentrations if  it causes or significantly contributes to elevated pollutant concentration levels. Unlike regional 

emissions, localized emissions are typically evaluated in terms of  air concentration rather than mass so they can 

be more readily correlated to potential health effects.  

Construction LSTs  

Localized significance thresholds (LSTs) are based on the California AAQS, which are the most stringent AAQS 

to provide a margin of  safety in the protection of  public health and welfare. They are designated to protect 

sensitive receptors most susceptible to further respiratory distress, such as asthmatics, the elderly, very young 

children, people already weakened by other disease or illness, and people engaged in strenuous work or exercise. 

The screening-level construction LSTs are based on the size of  the project site, distance to the nearest sensitive 

receptor, and Source Receptor Area (SRA). The nearest offsite sensitive receptors to the project site are the 

single-family residences along Ruthann Avenue and Ale Lane directly south of  the project site. 

Air pollutant emissions generated by construction activities would cause temporary increases in air pollutant 

concentrations. Table 4, Localized Construction Emissions, shows that the maximum daily construction emissions 

(pounds per day) generated during onsite construction activities compared with the South Coast AQMD 

Screening-level LSTs, for sensitive receptors within 82 feet (25 meters). As shown in Table 4, the construction-
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related onsite emissions would not exceed the screening-level LSTs, except for PM10 and PM2.5 during the site 

preparation phase.  

Table 4 Localized Construction Emissions 

Construction Activity3 

Pollutants(lbs/day)1 

NOX
 CO PM10

2 PM2.5
2 

South Coast AQMD ≤1.00 Acre LST 81 485 4.00 3.00 

Demolition 25 22 1.47 1.02 

Utility Trenching 3 3 0.13 0.12 

Exceeds LST? No No No No 

South Coast AQMD 1.31 Acre LST 92 557 4.62 3.31 

Building Construction 2024 11 13 0.50 0.46 

Building Construction 2025 10 13 0.43 0.40 

Exceeds LST? No No No No 

South Coast AQMD 1.81 Acre LST 109 672 5.62 3.81 

Building Construction 2025, Paving, and Architectural Coating 18 23 0.75 0.69 

Building Construction 2025, Paving, Architectural Coating, and 
Finishing/Landscaping 

19 25 0.81 0.75 

Exceeds LST? No No No No 

South Coast AQMD 2.50 Acre LST 126 805 7.16 4.50 

Rough Grading 18 19 4.37 2.19 

Fine Grading 18 19 4.37 2.19 

Exceeds LST? No No No No 

South Coast AQMD 3.50-Acre LSTs 149 984 9.50 5.50 

Site Preparation 37 34 10.41 5.56 

Exceeds LST? No No Yes Yes 

Source: CalEEMod Version 2022.1. South Coast AQMD 2008, 2011, and 2023. 
Notes: In accordance with South Coast AQMD methodology, only onsite stationary sources and mobile equipment are included in the analysis. Screening level LSTs 

are based on receptors within 82 feet (25 meters) in SRA 17. 
1 Where specific information for project-related construction activities or processes was not available modeling was based on CalEEMod defaults. These defaults are 

based on construction surveys conducted by the South Coast AQMD. 
2 Includes fugitive dust control measures required by South Coast AQMD under Rule 403, such as watering disturbed areas a minimum of two times per day, reducing 

speed limit to 25 miles per hour on unpaved surfaces, replacing ground cover quickly, and street sweeping with Rule 1186–compliant sweepers. 
3 For CalEEMod modeling, a 5,000-square-foot building was modeled which is larger than the proposed 3,588-square-foot buildings (2,533-square-foot park building 

and 1,055-square-foot garden storage building)  and provides a conservative analysis. 

 

However, as shown in Table 5, implementation of  Mitigation Measure AQ-1, which requires the construction 

contractor(s) to water exposed ground surfaces and disturbed areas three times a day during earthmoving 

activities (i.e., site preparation, rough grading, and fine grading), would reduce construction-related emissions 

below the South Coast AQMD screening-level LST. Therefore, air quality impacts from project-related 

construction activities would be less than significant with incorporation of  mitigation. 
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Mitigation Measures 

Construction 

AQ-1 The City of  Stanton (City) shall specify in the construction bid that the construction 

contractor(s) shall water exposed ground surfaces and disturbed areas three times per day 

during earthmoving activities (i.e., site preparation, rough grading, and fine grading) to 

minimize fugitive dust. Prior to construction, the construction contractor(s) shall ensure that 

all construction plans clearly show the watering requirement to control fugitive dust. 

Table 5 Localized Construction Emissions with Mitigation Incorporated 

Construction Activity 

Pollutants(lbs/day)1 

NOX
 CO PM10

2 PM2.5
2 

South Coast AQMD 3.50-Acre LSTs 149 984 9.50 5.50 

Site Preparation 37 34 7.85 4.25 

Exceeds LST? No No No No 

Source: CalEEMod Version 2022.1. South Coast AQMD 2008, 2011, and 2023. 
Notes: In accordance with South Coast AQMD methodology, only onsite stationary sources and mobile equipment are included in the analysis. Screening level LSTs 

are based on receptors within 82 feet (25 meters) in SRA 17. 
1 Where specific information for project-related construction activities or processes was not available modeling was based on CalEEMod defaults. These defaults are 

based on construction surveys conducted by the South Coast AQMD. 
2 Includes fugitive dust control measures required by South Coast AQMD under Rule 403, such as reducing speed limit to 25 miles per hour on unpaved surfaces, 

replacing ground cover quickly, and street sweeping with Rule 1186–compliant sweepers. Modeling also includes Mitigation Measure AQ-1, which would entail 

watering exposed areas a minimum of three times per day during earthmoving activities. 

 

Construction Health Risk 

Emissions from construction equipment primarily consist of  diesel particulate matter (DPM). In 2015, the 

Office of  Environmental Health Hazards Assessment adopted guidance for preparation of  health risk 

assessments, which included the development of  a cancer risk factor and non-cancer chronic reference 

exposure level for DPM over a 30-year time frame (OEHHA 2015). Currently, South Coast AQMD does not 

require the evaluation of  long-term excess cancer risk or chronic health impacts for a short-term project. The 

proposed project is anticipated to be completed in approximately 11 months, which would limit the exposure 

to onsite and offsite receptors. Furthermore, construction activities would not generate onsite exhaust 

emissions that would exceed the screening-level construction LSTs. Thus, construction emissions would not 

pose a health risk to onsite and offsite receptors, and project-related construction health impacts would be less 

than significant.  

Operation LSTs  

Operation of  the proposed project would not generate substantial emissions from onsite stationary sources. 

Land uses that have the potential to generate substantial stationary sources of  emissions include industrial land 

uses, such as chemical processing and warehousing operations where truck idling would occur onsite and would 

require a permit from South Coast AQMD. The proposed project involves redevelopment of  a park and would 

not fall within these categories of  uses. Localized air quality impacts related to operation-related emissions 

would be less than significant. 



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

3. Environmental Analysis 

April 2025                                Page 45 

Carbon Monoxide Hotspots 

Vehicle congestion has the potential to create pockets of  CO called hotspots. Hotspots are typically produced 

at intersections, where traffic congestion is highest because vehicles are backed-up and idle for longer periods 

and are subject to reduced speeds. These pockets could exceed the state one-hour standard of  20 parts per 

million (ppm) or the eight-hour standard of  9.0 ppm. Because CO is produced in greatest quantities from 

vehicle combustion and does not readily disperse into the atmosphere, adherence to AAQS is typically 

demonstrated through an analysis of  localized CO concentrations.  

The SoCAB has been designated attainment under both the national and California AAQS for CO. Under 

existing and future vehicle emission rates, a project would have to increase traffic volumes at a single intersection 

to more than 44,000 vehicles per hour—or 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal mixing 

is substantially limited—in order to generate a significant CO impact (BAAQMD 2023). As shown in Appendix 

F, the project-related 19 peak hour AM and 83 PM peak hour vehicle trips would be minimal compared to the 

AAQS screening levels (Garland and Associates 2023). The proposed project would not substantially increase 

CO hotspots at intersections and impacts would be less than significant. 

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number 

of people? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  The proposed project would not result in objectionable odors. The threshold 

for odor is if  a project creates an odor nuisance pursuant to South Coast AQMD Rule 402, Nuisance, which 

states: 

A person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of  air contaminants 

or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable 

number of  persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety 

of  any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury 

or damage to business or property. The provisions of  this rule shall not apply to odors 

emanating from agricultural operations necessary for the growing of  crops or the raising of  

fowl or animals.  

The type of  facilities that are considered to have objectionable odors include wastewater treatments plants, 

compost facilities, landfills, solid waste transfer stations, fiberglass manufacturing facilities, paint/coating 

operations (e.g., auto body shops), dairy farms, petroleum refineries, asphalt batch plants, chemical 

manufacturing, and food manufacturing facilities. The proposed project involves construction and 

improvements to an existing park and would not fall within the objectionable odors land uses. Emissions from 

construction equipment, such as diesel exhaust and volatile organic compounds from architectural coatings and 

paving activities may generate odors. However, these odors would be low in concentration, temporary, and 

would not affect a substantial number of  people. Odor impacts would be less than significant. 
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3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

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? 

  X  

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? 

  X  

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? 

  X  

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? 

 X   

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

   X 

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? 

   X 

 

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. The project site is developed as a joint-use sports park and is part of  an 

existing elementary school. The project site contains disturbed natural grass field and mature ornamental trees 

and vegetation. Sixteen trees line the perimeter of  the project site: four chinaberry trees (Melia Azedarach), three 

melaleuca species, one Tulip Tree (Liriodendron Tulipifera), two pinus species, four Holly oaks (Quercus Ilex), one 

orchard tree (Baudinia), and one dead tree. None of  these trees are identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 

status species (CNDDB 2024). Though the proposed project may require tree removal, the proposed project 

would not impact any special status tree species.  

The California Department of  Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) BIOS mapper identified the project site as a limited 

habitat terrestrial connectivity area with no riparian corridors (CDFW 2024a). However, the project site is fully 
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developed as a park and would continue to operate as a park. Additionally, the project site is surrounded by 

various urban uses, and there is no native habitat or no habitat suitable for candidate, sensitive, or special status 

species on-site. The project site is in the Anaheim Quad of  the California Natural Diversity Database 

(CNDDB), which has 27 special status species, including 11 birds, one fish, one amphibian, two insects, one 

mammal, two reptiles, and nine plant species (CDFW 2022).  

Considering the disturbed nature of  the project site, the project site does not provide native habitat for 

candidate, sensitive, or special status species. The project site is heavily disturbed by human activities, and any 

use of  the site by sensitive species would be incidental foraging, which does not constitute habitat use.  

The Stanton storm channel, which runs along the north side of  the project site is identified as riverine habitat 

by the National Wetlands Mapper (USFWS 2024). As discussed in Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, the 

proposed project includes the construction of  a new pedestrian bridge over the existing stormwater channel 

along the northern side of  the project site; however, the footings for the pedestrian bridge would be entirely 

outside of  the channel and the bridge would extend over the channel. Therefore, the proposed project would 

not interfere with water flows within the existing drainage channel nor potential riparian wildlife movement. 

Further, construction and operation of  the proposed project would be required to comply with applicable 

permits that regulate stormwater runoff  and incorporate best management practices (BMPs) consistent with 

the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program, Construction General Permit (CGP), 

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit, and City regulations. Further, as discussed in Section 

1.4, Project Description, the proposed project would include stormwater infrastructure onsite, and operation of  

the proposed project would not direct stormwater runoff  to the channel. As a result of  compliance with 

regulations, implementation of  BMPs, and stormwater infrastructure onsite, the proposed project will not 

directly or indirectly affect species that may use the channel. Impacts would be less than significant. 

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? 

Less than Significant Impact. The project site is developed as a joint-use sports park and is part of  an existing 

elementary school. The project site is currently unused with the exception of  the community garden. The 

Stanton storm channel, which runs along the north side of  the project site is identified as riverine habitat by 

the National Wetlands Mapper, with a classification of  “R4SBAr” (USFWS 2024). Riverine (R) is defined as 

“The Riverine System includes all wetlands and deepwater habitats contained within a channel, with two 

exceptions: (1) wetlands dominated by trees, shrubs, persistent emergents, emergent mosses, or lichens, and (2) 

habitats with water containing ocean-derived salts of  0.5 ppt or greater. A channel is an open conduit either 

naturally or artificially created which periodically or continuously contains moving water, or which forms a 

connecting link between two bodies of  standing water” (USFWS 2024). The “4” designation indicates that the 

channel contains flowing water only part of  the year (intermittent). When the water is not flowing, the channel 

may contain water in isolated pools or surface water may be absent. The “SB” designation indicates “Includes 

all wetlands contained within the Intermittent Subsystem of  the Riverine System and all channels of  the 

Estuarine System or of  the Tidal Subsystem of  the Riverine System that are completely dewatered at low tide.” 
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The “A” and “r” designations indicate that the channel temporarily floods, but the groundwater lies well below 

the ground surface for most of  the season and that the channel is concrete lined drainage way (USFWS 2024). 

As discussed in Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, the proposed project includes the construction of  a 

new pedestrian bridge over the existing stormwater channel along the northern side of  the project site; however, 

the footings for the pedestrian bridge would be entirely outside of  the channel and the bridge would extend 

over the channel. Therefore, the proposed project would not interfere with water flows within the existing 

drainage channel nor interfere with the riverine habitat. Further, construction and operation of  the proposed 

project would be required to comply with applicable permits that regulate stormwater runoff  and incorporate 

BMPs consistent with the NPDES program, CGP, MS4 permit, and City regulations. Further, as discussed in 

Section 1.4, Project Description, the proposed project would include stormwater infrastructure onsite and 

operation of  the proposed project would not direct stormwater runoff  to the channel. Compliance with 

regulations, implementation of  BMPs, and stormwater infrastructure ensure, the proposed project would not 

have a substantial adverse effect on a riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community. Less than significant 

impact 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? 

Less than Significant Impact. The project site is developed as a joint-use sports park and is part of  an existing 

school. As discussed under Section 3.4(b), above, the Stanton storm channel runs along the northern side of  

the project site and is identified as riverine habitat (USFWS 2024). As discussed in Section 3.10, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, the proposed project includes the construction of  a new pedestrian bridge over the existing 

stormwater channel along the northern side of  the project site; however, the footings for the pedestrian bridge 

would be entirely outside of  the channel and the bridge would extend over the channel. Therefore, the proposed 

project would not interfere with water flows within the existing drainage channel nor interfere with the riverine 

habitat. Further, construction and operation of  the proposed project would be required to comply with 

applicable permits that regulate stormwater runoff  and incorporate BMPs consistent with the NPDES 

program, CGP, MS4 permit, and City regulations. Further, as discussed in Section 1.4, Project Description, the 

proposed project would include stormwater infrastructure onsite and operation of  the proposed project would 

not direct stormwater runoff  to the channel. Compliance with regulations, implementation of  BMPs, and 

stormwater infrastructure onsite, proposed project would not impact the drainage channel, and no substantial 

adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands would occur. Less than significant 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? 

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. Wildlife movement corridors facilitate the 

movement of  species between large patches of  natural habitat. As previously discussed, CDFW BIOS mapper 

identified the project site as a limited habitat terrestrial connectivity area with no riparian corridors (CDFW 

2024a). However, the project site is already developed as a joint-use sports park and is part of  an existing 
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elementary school campus; and would continue to operate as a park. The project site contains disturbed habitat 

comprised of  natural grass turf  athletic field and nonnative landscaping and ornamental trees, and therefore 

lacks suitable habitat for wildlife species and is not a native wildlife nursery site. Based on the existing developed 

condition of  the project site and the surrounding area, the project site does not meet the definition of  a wildlife 

corridor and is not expected to serve or contribute to a wildlife movement corridor. As discussed in Section 

3.4(b) and (c) above, a Stanton storm drain channel runs along the northern side of  the project site, and the 

construction and operation of  the proposed project would not affect the channel, which could be used by fish 

and other wildlife species. 

There are ornamental trees on-site that could be used for nesting by birds. However, when removing trees or 

vegetation, in compliance with California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503, 3503.5, 3513, and 3800, the 

proposed project is required to avoid the incidental loss of  fertile eggs or nestlings or nest abandonment. The 

proposed project would be required to comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (US Code, Title 16, 

§§ 703 to 712), which governs the taking, killing, possession, transportation, and importation of  migratory 

birds, their eggs, parts, and nests. It prohibits the take, possession, import, export, transport, sale, purchase, 

barter, or offering of  these activities, except under a valid permit or as permitted in the implementing 

regulations. USFWS administers permits to take migratory birds in accordance with the MBTA. Unlike the 

federal Endangered Species Act, which clearly applies to the incidental and unintentional take of  listed species, 

neither the MBTA nor its legislative history addresses whether the law was intended to prohibit the incidental 

and unintentional take of  migratory birds, or only hunting and other forms of  direct, intentional take. As of  

December 3, 2021, the incidental take of  protected migratory birds is prohibited, and violations are subject to 

discretionary enforcement by the USFWS. The proposed project would implement Mitigation Measure BIO-1, 

which would require the preparation of  preconstruction avian surveys. This requirement is included as a 

mitigation measure to ensure that the proposed project does not interfere substantially with the movement of  

any native resident or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors. 

Construction outside the nesting season (between September 1 and January 31) does not require 

preconstruction nesting bird surveys. The project site contains trees and grasslands expected to provide nesting 

habitat for birds, and implementation of  Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would ensure that impacts are reduced to 

a less than significant level.  

Mitigation Measure 

BIO-1 Preconstruction Avian Survey. If  project construction-related activities take place during the 

nesting season (February through August), preconstruction surveys for nesting birds and 

raptors (birds of  prey) within the existing trees onsite, which would be removed during 

construction, shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 14 days prior to the commencement 

of  the tree removal or site grading activities. If  any bird listed under the Migratory Bird Treaty 

Act is found to be nesting within the project site or within the area of  construction-related 

activities, an adequate protective buffer zone shall be established by a qualified biologist to 

protect the nesting site. This buffer shall be a minimum of  75 feet from the project activities 

for passerine birds and a minimum of  200 feet for raptors. The distance shall be determined 

by a qualified biologist based on the site conditions (topography, if  the nest is in a line of  sight 

of  the construction, and the sensitivity of  the birds nesting). Additional protective measures 
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shall include establishment of  clearly delineated exclusion zones (i.e., demarcated by 

identifiable fencing, such as orange construction fencing or equivalent) around each nest 

location as determined by a qualified biologist, taking into account the species of  birds nesting, 

their tolerance for disturbance, and proximity to existing development. The nest site(s) shall 

be monitored by a qualified biologist periodically to see if  the birds are stressed by the 

construction activities and if  the protective buffer needs to be increased. Once the young have 

fledged and are flying well enough to avoid project construction zones (typically by August), 

the project can proceed without further regard to the nest site(s). 

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

preservation policy or ordinance? 

No Impact. The City of  Stanton does not have any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources 

such as trees within the City General Plan nor municipal code that are applicable to the proposed project. The 

City of  Stanton Parks Master Plan does contain Goal 6.1, which seeks to increase the urban canopy to provide 

shade and reduce heat island effect within existing parks and other areas within the City (Stanton 2023a). 

Although all sixteen trees on the project site could be removed, a total of  73 various trees would be planted 

thereby addressing Goal 6.1 by adding to the urban campy in the City.  Therefore, 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 Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) Habitat 

Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP) (CDFW 2024b). The project site is 

not in the oversight of  OCTA, and the NCCP/HCP would not apply. The project site contains disturbed 

natural grass field, mature ornamental trees and vegetation, which do not constitute native habitat nor high 

quality habitat. No impact would occur.  

3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The analysis in this section is based in part on the following technical studies, included as Appendix B to this 

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND): 

▪ Record Search Results for the Norm Ross Sports Park Joint Use Project, South Central Coastal Information Center, 

April 26, 2023  
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 

historical resource pursuant to § 15064.5?    X 
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b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to § 15064.5?   X   

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside 
of dedicated cemeteries?   X  

 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to 

§ 15064.5? 

No Impact. Section 15064.5 defines historic resources as resources listed or determined to be eligible for 

listing by the State Historical Resources Commission, a local register of  historical resources, or the lead agency. 

Generally a resource is considered “historically significant” if  it meets one of  the following criteria: 

i) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of  

California’s history and cultural heritage; 

ii) Is associated with the lives of  persons important in our past; 

iii) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of  a type, period, region or method of  construction, 

or represents the work of  an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; 

iv) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

The project site is within the Carver Early Education Center and was developed as a joint use sports park in 

1983. A records search of  files and maps was performed by the South-Central Coastal Information Center 

(SCCIC). The records search indicated the project site is not listed in the Office of  Historic Preservation’s 

Listed California Historical Resources, California Points of  Historical Interest, California Historical Landmarks, 

California Register of  Historical Resources, and not in the National Register of  Historic Places (SCCIC 2023). 

Implementation of  the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of  a 

historical resource. No impact would occur.   

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 

§ 15064.5? 

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. Based on the SCCIC record search, the 

project site does not contain any known archaeological resources. However, two built environmental resources 

and three resources listed on the Office of  Historic Preservation Built Environment Resources Directory 

listings exist within a quarter-mile of  the project site (SCCIC 2023). Project construction would occur within 

the boundaries of  the project site and would not impact the identified resources. Implementation of  the 

proposed project would require ground-disturbing activities. New ground-disturbing activities could have the 

potential to uncover previously unknown archaeological resources, and therefore, could result in a potentially 

significant impact. Implementation of  Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would ensure that if  resources are discovered 
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during ground disturbing activities, that resources would be recovered in accordance with state and federal 

requirements. In the event that archaeological resources are discovered, a halt-work condition would be 

implemented, and a qualified archaeologist would be retained to assess such findings. Implementation of  

Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would reduce impacts to archaeological resources to a less than significant level.  

Mitigation Measure 

CUL-1 Prior to issuance of  grading permits, a qualified archaeological monitor shall be identified to be 

on call during ground-disturbing activities. If  archeological resources are discovered during 

excavation and/or construction activities, construction shall stop within 25 feet of  the find, and 

the qualified archaeologist shall be consulted to determine whether the resource requires further 

study. The archaeologist shall make recommendations to the applicant to protect the discovered 

resources. Archaeological resources recovered shall be provided to the South Central Coast 

Information Center (SCCIC) or any other local museum or repository willing and able to accept 

and house the resource to preserve for future scientific study. 

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries? 

Less Than Significant Impact. There are no known human remains or cemeteries on the project site or 

adjoining properties. As described previously, the project site has been previously developed and disturbed with 

park uses and the surrounding land uses are fully developed; the likelihood that human remains would be 

discovered during site clearing and grading activities is low. Nonetheless, due to ground-disturbing activities, 

there could be a potential for discovering unknown human remains. 

In the unlikely event that the project applicant discovers human remains during ground-disturbing activities, 

California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that disturbance of  the site shall be halted. The 

County Coroner shall investigate the circumstances, manner, and cause of  any death and recommend the 

treatment and disposition of  the human remains to the person responsible for the excavation or to his or her 

authorized representative, in the manner provided in Section 5097.98 of  the California Public Resources Code. 

The coroner is required to determine within two working days of  notification of  the discovery of  the human 

remains. If  the coroner determines that the remains are not subject to his or her authority or has reason to 

believe the human remains to be those of  a Native American, he or she shall contact, by telephone within 24 

hours, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) so that NAHC can contact the “most likely 

descendant.” The most likely descendant shall receive access to the discovery and will provide recommendations 

or preferences for treatment of  the remains within 48 hours of  accessing the discovery site. Disposition of  

human remains and any associated grave goods, if  encountered, shall be treated in accordance with procedures 

and requirements set forth in Sections 5097.94 and 5097.98 of  the Public Resources Code; Section 7050.5 of  

the California Health and Safety Code; and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. Compliance with existing law 

regarding the discovery of  human remains would ensure that potential impacts would be less than significant. 

3.6 ENERGY 

Would the project: 
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No 
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VI. ENERGY. Would the project: 
a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to 

wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy 
resources, during project construction or operation? 

  X  

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable 
energy or energy efficiency?   X  

 

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 

consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  The following discusses the potential energy demands from construction 

activities associated with the construction and operation of  the proposed project.  

Short-Term Construction Impacts 

Construction of  the proposed project would create temporary increased demands for electricity and vehicle 

fuels compared to existing conditions and would result in short-term transportation-related energy use.  

Electrical Energy 

The majority of  construction equipment would be gas- or diesel-powered, and electricity would not be used to 

power most of  the construction equipment. Electricity use during construction would vary during different 

phases of  construction. Later construction phases could result in the use of  electric-powered equipment for 

interior construction and architectural coatings (if  applicable). It is anticipated that the majority of  electric-

powered construction equipment would be hand tools (e.g., power drills, table saws) and lighting, which would 

result in minimal electricity usage during construction activities. Therefore, project-related construction 

activities would not result in wasteful or unnecessary electricity demands, and impacts would be less than 

significant.  

Natural Gas Energy 

It is not anticipated that construction equipment used for the proposed project would be powered by natural 

gas, and no natural gas demand is anticipated during construction. Therefore, impacts would be less than 

significant with respect to natural gas usage.  

Transportation Energy 

Transportation energy use during construction of  the proposed project would come from delivery vehicles, 

haul trucks, and construction employee vehicles. In addition, transportation energy demand would come from 

use of  off-road construction equipment. It is anticipated that the majority of  off-road construction equipment, 

such as those used during demolition and grading, would be gas or diesel powered.  



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

3. Environmental Analysis 

Page 54                                          

The use of  energy resources by vehicles and equipment would fluctuate according to the phase of  construction 

and would be temporary. In addition, all construction equipment would cease operating upon completion of  

project construction. Thus, impacts related to transportation energy use during construction would be 

temporary and would not require expanded energy supplies or the construction of  new infrastructure. 

Furthermore, to limit wasteful and unnecessary energy consumption, the construction contractors are 

anticipated to minimize nonessential idling of  construction equipment during construction, in accordance with 

Section 2449 of  the California Code of  Regulations, Title 13, Article 4.8, Chapter 9.  

Construction trips would also not result in unnecessary use of  energy since the project site is centrally located 

and is served by numerous regional freeway systems (e.g., I-5, I-405, SR 91, SR22) that provide the most direct 

routes from various areas of  the region. Thus, energy use during construction of  the project would not be 

considered inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Long-Term Impacts During Operation 

Operation of  the proposed project would generate new demand for electricity, natural gas, and transportation 

energy on the project site. Operational use of  energy would include heating, cooling, and ventilation of  

buildings; water heating; operation of  electrical systems, use of  on-site equipment and appliances; and indoor 

and outdoor lighting.   

Electrical Energy 

Operation of  the proposed project would consume electricity for various purposes, including, but not limited 

to heating, cooling, and ventilation of  buildings as well as operation of  electrical systems, lighting, and use of  

on-site equipment and appliances. Electrical service to the proposed project would be provided by Southern 

California Edison (SCE) through connections to existing off-site electrical lines and new on-site infrastructure. 

As shown in Table 6, Electricity Consumption, implementation of  the proposed project would result in a new 

electricity demand of  82,467 kilowatt hours (kWh) of  electricity use per year from use of  the community 

building and field lighting. 
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Table 6 Electricity Consumption 
Land Use Electricity (kWh/year) 

Community Building1,2, 3 47,964 

Field Lighting 34,503 

Electricity Consumption 82,467 

Source: CalEEMod Version 2022.1. Appendix A. 
Note: kWh = kilowatt hour(s) 
1 Estimated electricity consumption based on health club energy rates from EDFZ 7 from CalEEMod Appendix G, Default Data Tables, as an approximation since 

CalEEMod "City Park" land use default rates do not account for electricity use. 
2 Calculations based on Musco Lighting Plan for the proposed field lighting as provided by the City. Modeling assumes field lighting will be used every day of the year 

(365 days) for an average of 3 hours per day. 
3 For CalEEMod modeling, a 5,000-square-foot building was modeled which is larger than the proposed 3,588-square-foot buildings (2,533-square-foot park building 

and 1,055-square-foot garden storage building) and provides a conservative analysis. 
 

While the proposed project would result in new electricity demand on the project site, it would be required to 

comply with the applicable Building Energy Efficiency Standards and California Green Building Standards 

Code (CALGreen) requirements. In addition, the Building Energy Efficiency Standards mandate an increase in 

building energy efficiency every three years, therefore the new building would be designed to be more energy 

efficient. 

In addition to the proposed building energy efficiency, SCE is required to comply with the state’s renewable 

portfolios standard (RPS), which mandates utilities to procure a certain proportion of  electricity from eligible 

renewable and carbon-free sources and increasing the proportion through the coming years with an ultimate 

procurement requirement of  100 percent by 2045. The RPS requirements would support use of  electricity by 

the proposed project that is generated from renewable or carbon-free sources. Overall, the proposed project 

would generally be consistent with the goals outlined in Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines regarding 

increasing energy efficiency, decreasing reliance on fossil fuels, and increasing renewable energy sources.  

Compliance with these standards would contribute to minimizing inefficient energy use by the proposed 

community building and field lighting. Therefore, operation of  the proposed project would not result in 

wasteful or unnecessary electricity demands and would not result in a significant impact related to electricity.  

Natural Gas Energy 

Table 7, Operation-Related Natural Gas Consumption, shows the natural gas demand associated with the proposed 

project would be 214,010 kilo-British thermal units per year. While the proposed project would result in new 

natural gas demand on the project site, the proposed community building would be consistent with the 

requirements of  the Building Energy Efficiency Standards. Compliance with the Building Energy Efficiency 

Standards would include installation of  a high efficiency heating, ventilation, and air conditioning system and 

thermal envelope (e.g., insulation materials), which would contribute to reducing natural gas demands and 

decreasing overall reliance on fossil fuels. Therefore, operation of  the proposed project would result in less 

than significant impacts with respect to natural gas usage.  
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Table 7 Operation-Related Natural Gas Consumption 
Land Use Natural Gas (kBTU/year)1, 2 

Community Building 214,010 

Source: CalEEMod Version 2022.1. Appendix A. 
Note: kBTU=kilo-British thermal units. 
1 Estimated natural gas consumption based on health club energy rates from EDFZ 7 from CalEEMod Appendix G, Default Data Tables, as an approximation 

since CalEEMod "City Park" land use default rates do not account for natural gas use. 
2 For CalEEMod modeling, a 5,000-square-foot building was modeled which is larger than the proposed 3,588-square-foot buildings (2,533-square-foot park 

building and 1,055-square-foot garden storage building) and provides a conservative analysis. 
 

 

Transportation Energy 

The proposed project would consume transportation energy during operations from the use of  motor vehicles 

associated with visitors to the proposed project. The efficiency of  the motor vehicles in use (average miles per 

gallon) is unknown and highly variable. Thus, estimates of  transportation energy use are based on the overall 

VMT and related transportation energy use. The project-related VMT would primarily come from visitors. The 

proposed project would redevelop the existing Norm Ross Sports Park and would continue to be a locally 

serving use.  

Fuel efficiency of  vehicles after buildout would on average improve compared to vehicle fuel efficiencies 

experienced under existing conditions, thereby resulting in a lower per capita fuel consumption assuming travel 

distances, travel modes, and trip rates remain the same. The improvement in fuel efficiency would be attributable 

to the statewide fuel reduction strategies and regulatory compliances (e.g., CAFE standards), resulting in new 

cars that are more fuel efficient and the attrition of  older, less fuel-efficient vehicles. The CAFE standards are 

not directly applicable to land use development projects, but to car manufacturers. Thus, the visitors do not 

have direct control in determining the fuel efficiency of  vehicles manufactured and that are made available. 

However, compliance with the CAFE standards by car manufacturers would ensure that vehicles produced in 

future years have greater fuel efficiency and would generally result in an overall benefit of  reducing fuel usage 

by providing the population of  the project site’s region more fuel-efficient vehicle options.  

Lastly, as electricity consumed in California is required to meet the increasing renewable energy mix 

requirements under the State’s RPS and accelerated by SB 100, greater and greater proportions of  electricity 

consumed for transportation energy demand envisioned under the proposed project would continue to be 

sourced from renewable energy sources rather than fossil fuels. Since vehicle fuel efficiencies would improve 

year over year through the buildout and result in a decrease in overall per capita transportation energy 

consumption, impacts would be less than significant with respect to operation-related fuel usage.  

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  The following evaluates consistency of  the proposed project with California’s 

Renewables Portfolio Standard program and the SCAG’s RTP/SCS. 
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California Renewables Portfolio Standard Program 

The state’s electricity grid is transitioning to renewable energy under California’s Renewable Energy Program. 

Renewable sources of  electricity include wind, small hydropower, solar, geothermal, biomass, and biogas. 

Electricity production from renewable sources is generally considered carbon neutral. Executive Order S-14-

08, signed in November 2008, expanded the state’s (RPS to 33 percent renewable power by 2020. This standard 

was adopted by the legislature in 2011 (SB X1-2). Senate Bill 350 (de Leon) was signed into law September 2015 

and establishes tiered increases to the RPS—40 percent by 2024, 45 percent by 2027, and 50 percent by 2030. 

Senate Bill 350 also set a new goal to double the energy-efficiency savings in electricity and natural gas through 

energy efficiency and conservation measures.  

On September 10, 2018, Governor Brown signed SB 100, which supersedes the SB 350 requirements. Under 

SB 100, the RPS for public owned facilities and retail sellers consist of  44 percent renewable energy by 2024, 

52 percent by 2027, and 60 percent by 2030. Additionally, SB 100 also established a new RPS requirement of  

50 percent by 2026.  The bill also established a state policy that eligible renewable energy resources and zero-

carbon resources supply 100 percent of  all retail sales of  electricity to California end-use customers and 100 

percent of  electricity procured to serve all state agencies by December 31, 2045. Under SB 100 the state cannot 

increase carbon emissions elsewhere in the western grid or allow resource shuffling to achieve the 100 percent 

carbon-free electricity target.  

The statewide RPS goal is not directly applicable to individual development projects, but to utilities and energy 

providers such as SCE, which is the utility that would provide all of  electricity needs for the proposed project. 

Compliance of  SCE in meeting the RPS goals would ensure the State in meeting its objective in transitioning 

to renewable energy. In addition, the proposed project would be required to comply with the applicable Building 

Energy Efficiency Standards and CALGreen requirements. Therefore, implementation of  the proposed project 

would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of  California’s RPS Program and impacts would be less 

than significant. 

SCAG’s Regional Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy 

SCAG adopted the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS, Connect SoCal, in September 2020 (SCAG 2020). Connect SoCal 

finds that land use strategies that focus on new housing and job growth in areas rich with destinations and 

mobility options would be consistent with a land use development pattern that supports and complements the 

proposed transportation network. The overarching strategy in Connect SoCal is to plan for the southern 

California region to grow in more compact communities in transit priority areas and priority growth areas; 

provide neighborhoods with efficient and plentiful public transit; establish abundant and safe opportunities to 

walk, bike, and pursue other forms of  active transportation; and preserve more of  the region’s remaining natural 

lands and farmlands (SCAG 2020). Connect SoCal’s transportation projects help more efficiently distribute 

population, housing, and employment growth, and forecast development is generally consistent with regional-

level general plan data to promote active transportation and reduce energy consumption.  

As described in Section 3.14, Population and Housing, the proposed project would not propose new homes and 

would serve the existing population in Stanton. Therefore, the proposed project would not induce substantial 

unplanned population growth in the area directly or indirectly. Thus, the proposed project would not exceed 
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the growth projections described in SCAG’s RTP/SCS. Furthermore, the proposed project would continue to 

be a locally serving land use and would bring greater efficiency to the existing transportation network by 

redirecting the existing baseball-related traffic to one location in the City. As shown in Section 3.17, 

Transportation, the proposed project would generate up to 438 trips per day, which would be below the VMT 

threshold of  500 trips per day from the Orange County Transportation Implementation Manual. Therefore, 

impacts to VMT would be less than significant and implementation of  the proposed project would not interfere 

with implementation of  Connect SoCal, and impacts would be less than significant. 

3.7 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

The analysis in this section is based in part on the following technical studies, included as Appendix C and D 

to this IS/MND: 

▪ Geotechnical Investigation, Norm Ross Sports Park Proposed Park Building and Bridge Over Storm Channel, John R. 

Byerly Inc., April 14, 2023 (Appendix C) 

▪ Geologic Hazards Report, Proposed Park Building and Storm Channel Bridge Norm Ross Park, Terra Geosciences, 

April 11, 2023. (Appendix C) 

▪ Paleontological Resources Records Search, Paleontological resources for the Norm Ross Sports Park Joint 

Use Project. March 26, 2023. (Appendix D) 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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. 

   X 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?    X  

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?    X  

iv) Landslides?     X 

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

  X  

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? 

  X  
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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? 

   X 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource 
or site or unique geologic feature?  X   

 

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. Fault rupture occurs when an active fault displaces during an earthquake. Fault rupture 

hazards depend on a property’s proximity to an active or potentially active fault and the designation of  the 

site in an Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zone, as defined by the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Act 

of  1962. The project site is not located within a fault-rupture hazard zone and there are no Alquist-Priolo 

Earthquake Fault Zones located within the City of  Stanton (DOC 2021, Stanton 2008). Surface rupture on 

the project site is unlikely to occur since no faults have been identified in the City’s boundaries. The nearest 

mapped fault that is not zoned as “active” is the Anaheim Fault approximately 0.9 miles to the northeast 

of  the project site (Terra Geosciences 2023). Therefore, project development would not subject people or 

structures to hazards arising from surface rupture of  a known active fault. No impact would occur. 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As stated in the City of  Stanton General Plan’s Community Health & 

Safety Element, there are no Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones located within the City, but there are 

several potentially active faults within proximity of  the City (Stanton 2008). As is typical of  Southern 

California, the proposed project is anticipated to experience ground shaking due to earthquakes. It is 

anticipated that major earthquake ground shaking would occur during the lifetime of  the proposed project 

from the seismically active Newport-Inglewood fault located approximately 6.5 miles southwest of  the 

project site (John R. Byerly Inc. 2023). The intensity of  ground shaking on the project site would depend 

on the magnitude of  the earthquake, the distance to the epicenter, and the geology of  the area between the 

epicenter and the project site.  

The proposed project would be designed in accordance with the seismic requirements of  the California 

Building Code (CBC) (California Code of  Regulations, Title 24), including a development-specific 
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subsurface exploration and laboratory testing prior to the design and construction of  any structures, and 

recommendations contained therein would be implemented as required. Additionally, the proposed project 

would not include any habitable structures other than a community building. Compliance with the 

requirements of  the CBC for structural safety during a seismic event would reduce hazards from strong 

seismic ground shaking. Impacts from strong seismic ground shaking would be less than significant. 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Liquefaction is a phenomenon that occurs when soil undergoes a 

transformation from a solid state to a liquified condition. It refers to loose, saturated sand or silt deposits 

that behave as a liquid and lose their load-supporting capability when strongly shaken. Loose granular soils 

and silts that are saturated by relatively shallow groundwater are susceptible to liquefaction. When subjected 

to seismic ground shaking, affected soils lose strength during liquefaction and foundation failure can occur. 

According to the California Department of  Conservation, Division of  Mines and Geology, and the 

Anaheim and Newport Beach 7.5 Minute Quadrangle, the entire city is in a liquefaction hazard zone 

(Stanton 2008, DOC 2021). According to the geotechnical study, free groundwater was encountered at 

depths of  18.8 feet, 19.9 feet, and 24.7 feet during borings. Historic high ground water level is estimated 

to be at a depth of  approximately 8 feet below surface grade (John R. Byerly Inc. 2023). The geotechnical 

study assumed that the upper seven feet of  soil would be over excavated and replaced with engineered fill 

and that the bottom of  over excavation would be scarified to a depth of  12 inches. The geotechnical study 

determined that the silts would behave as clay under seismic conditions and neither liquefaction nor 

seismically induced dry settlement would result from the construction of  the proposed community building 

(John R. Byerly Inc. 2023). The proposed project would be subjected to the seismic requirements of  the 

CBC. Therefore, compliance with the established standards and implementation of  the recommendations 

based on the geotechnical investigation would ensure that impacts from liquefaction are less than 

significant. 

iv) Landslides? 

No Impact. Landslides are the downslope movement of  geologic materials. Slope failures in the form of  

landslides are common during strong seismic shaking in areas of  steep hills. The potential for landslides to 

occur at the project site is very low, since the project site and its surroundings are relatively flat and not 

within a landslide hazard area as identified by the California Geologic Survey (DOC 2021). Therefore, 

geologic hazards associated with landslides are not anticipated at the project site. No impact would occur. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Soil erosion increases substantially by earth-moving activities if  erosion 

control measures are not used. The following is a discussion of  the potential erosion impacts resulting from 

the proposed project’s construction and operational phases. 
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Construction 

Construction of  the proposed project would result in excavation and exposure of  underlying soils that could 

result in soil erosion. Construction of  the proposed project would involve earthwork, such as grading and 

excavating, and construction equipment and vehicle use that could track soil off-site. Additionally, natural 

processes, such as wind and rain, could further lead to soil erosion during construction. However, construction 

of  the proposed project would be required to comply with federal, state, and local codes regulating construction 

activities and soil erosion. 

The proposed project would be required to obtain a CGP issued by the State Water Resources Control Board 

(SWRCB). The CGP is a requirement that minimizes water pollution from construction activities, including 

erosion. Since the proposed project activities would occur on greater than 1 acre (approximately 4.2 acres) of  

land, the proposed improvements at the project site would be subject to the NPDES permitting regulations, 

including the development and implementation of  a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The 

proposed project’s construction contractor would be required to prepare and implement a SWPPP and 

associated BMPs in compliance with the CGP during grading and construction. Further, consistent with 

Stanton Municipal Code Section 6.20.040, Control of  Urban Runoff, the proposed project would be required 

to adhere to the Orange County drainage area management plan (DAMP), which includes BMPs for non-

residential construction projects, and any conditions or requirements established by the planning department. 

Adherence with existing state and local laws regulating construction activities would minimize soil erosion from 

project-related construction activities. Therefore, soil erosion impacts from project construction would be less 

than significant. 

Operation 

The proposed project includes the operation of  a park with sport fields, landscaping, hard top courts, dog park, 

community building, community garden, walking paths, and pedestrian bridge. The proposed project would 

include pervious and impervious surfaces and would include a infiltration basin or a bioretention basin without 

underdrain onsite that would capture and treat stormwater runoff. Compared to existing conditions, the 

proposed project would increase impervious surfaces on the project site. With the development of  the 

proposed project, the project site would not contain unmaintained, bare soil that would have the potential for 

erosion. The onsite treatment system would be sized according to County low impact development 

requirements. With the incorporation of  stormwater infrastructure onsite, impervious surfaces, maintained 

landscaping and turf  areas, and compliance with applicable permits (such as MS4 permit), operation of  the 

proposed project would not result in substantial erosion. Therefore, potential impacts related to potential for 

soil erosion would be less than significant. 

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 Section 3.7(a)(iii) and (a)(iv), impacts from liquefaction and 

landslide would result in less than significant impact.  
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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 potential for lateral spreading 

or lurching is highest in areas underlain by soft, saturated materials, especially where bordered by steep banks 

or adjacent hard ground. The topography of  the site is relatively flat, with no embankments within the vicinity; 

therefore, there is no potential for lateral spreading (Terra Geosciences 2023). No impact would occur. 

Subsidence of  basins attributed to overdraft of  groundwater aquifers or over pumping of  petroleum reserves 

has been reported in various parts of  southern California. The project site is located in the areas of  recorded 

subsidence (USGS 2023). However, subsidence is not expected to be an issue for the project site, as discussed 

below. Additionally, the proposed project would be designed to achieve seismic safety as required by CBC, 

including design recommendations contained in the geotechnical study. Therefore, impacts would be less than 

significant level.  

According to the geotechnical study, the project site has a potential for 2.5 to 3.2 percent hydroconsolidation 

in the upper soil, which is considered to have a very low expansion potential (John R. Byerly 2023). Typically, 

soil collapse occurs when loose, dry, sandy soils become saturated and settle. The upper soil includes soft sandy 

silts with clay, loose to medium dense silty sands with variable amounts of  clay, sand, and gravel (Terra 

Geosciences 2023). Underlying these surficial sediments are medium dense to very dense silty sands and sands, 

and medium stiff  to very stiff  sandy silts with clay and clayey silts with sand, to a depth of  at least 76 feet. 

Therefore, the potential for chemically induced soil collapse to occur exists. The geotechnical study assumed 

that the upper seven feet of  soil would be over excavated and replaced with engineered fill and that the bottom 

of  over excavation would be scarified to a depth of  12 inches in the area of  the community building and 

pedestrian bridge. The geotechnical study determined that the silts would behave as clay under seismic 

conditions and seismically induced dry settlement would result from the construction of  the proposed 

community building (John R. Byerly Inc. 2023). Additionally, the proposed project would be designed to achieve 

seismic safety as required by CBC, including design recommendations contained in the geotechnical study. 

Therefore, impacts from collapsible soil would be reduced to a less than significant level.  

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. Expansive soils are characterized by their ability to undergo significant volume 

change (shrink or swell) due to variations in moisture content. The geotechnical study indicates that the near-

surface soils are granular and non-plastic and are considered to have a very low expansion potential (John R 

Byerly 2023). Furthermore, it is anticipated that the upper seven feet of  soil would be over excavated and 

replaced with engineered fill for the community building and pedestrian bridge construction to ensure safety 

from any unstable soil, including expansive soil. The proposed project would also be required to comply with 

the requirements of  the CBC. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  
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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. The project site would be served by the existing sewer system and would not use septic tanks or 

other alternative wastewater disposal systems. No impact would occur. 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. According to a paleontological resources 

search conducted by the Los Angeles County Natural History Museum (see Appendix D), there are no fossil 

localities that lie directly on the project site, but there are fossil localities nearby from the same sedimentary 

deposits, within the project site. As the proposed project would include ground disturbing activities, Mitigation 

Measure GEO-1 would be implemented to reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 

GEO-1 Prior to construction, the City shall identify a qualified paleontologist to be on-call. If  unique 

paleontological resources are discovered during excavation and/or construction activities, 

construction shall stop within 25 feet of  the find, and the qualified paleontologist shall be 

consulted to determine whether the resource requires further study. The paleontologist shall 

make recommendations to the City to protect the discovered resources. Any paleontological 

resources recovered shall be provided to the South-Central Coastal Information Center, Los 

Angeles County Natural History Museum, or repository willing and able to accept and house 

the resource to preserve for future scientific study. 

3.8 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Scientists have concluded that human activities are contributing to global climate change by adding large 

amounts of  heat-trapping gases, known as greenhouse gases (GHGs), into the atmosphere. The primary source 

of  these GHG is fossil fuel use. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) has identified four 

major GHGs—water vapor, carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and O3—that are the likely cause of  an 

increase in global average temperatures observed within the 20th and 21st centuries. Other GHG identified by 

the IPCC that contribute to global warming to a lesser extent include nitrous oxide (N2O), sulfur hexafluoride 

(SF6), hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and chlorofluorocarbons2.   

 
 
 
 
2 Water vapor (H2O) is the strongest GHG and the most variable in its phases (vapor, cloud droplets, ice crystals). However, water 

vapor is not considered a pollutant, but part of the feedback loop rather than a primary cause of change. 
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Information on manufacture of  cement, steel, and other “life cycle” emissions that would occur as a result of  

the project are not applicable and are not included in the analysis3.  Black carbon emissions are not included in 

the GHG analysis because the CARB does not include this pollutant in the state’s Senate Bill 32 (SB 32) and 

Assembly Bill 1279 (AB 1279) inventory and treats this short-lived climate pollutant separately4.  A background 

discussion on the GHG regulatory setting and GHG modeling can be found in Appendix A to this IS/MND. 

Would the project: 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project: 
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 

indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

  X  

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse 
gases? 

  X  

 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 

impact on the environment? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Global climate change is not confined to a particular project area and is 

generally accepted as the consequence of  global industrialization over the last 200 years. A typical project, even 

a very large one, does not generate enough greenhouse gas emissions on its own to influence global climate 

change significantly; hence, the issue of  global climate change is, by definition, a cumulative environmental 

impact.  

 
 
 
 
3 Life cycle emissions include indirect emissions associated with materials manufacture. However, these indirect emissions involve 

numerous parties, each of which is responsible for GHG emissions of their particular activity. The California Resources Agency, in 

adopting the CEQA Guidelines Amendments on GHG emissions found that lifecycle analyses was not warranted for project-

specific CEQA analysis in most situations, for a variety of reasons, including lack of control over some sources, and the possibility 

of double-counting emissions (CNRA 2018). Because the amount of materials consumed during the operation or construction of 

the proposed project is not known, the origin of the raw materials purchased is not known, and manufacturing information for 

those raw materials are also not known, calculation of life cycle emissions would be speculative. A life-cycle analysis is not 

warranted (OPR 2008). 

 
4    Particulate matter emissions, which include black carbon, are analyzed in Section 3.3, Air Quality. Black carbon emissions have 

sharply declined due to efforts to reduce on-road and off-road vehicle emissions, especially diesel particulate matter. The state's 
existing air quality policies will virtually eliminate black carbon emissions from on-road diesel engines within 10 years (CARB 
2017). 
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Project-related construction and operation-phase GHG emissions are shown in Table 8, Project-Related Operation 

GHG Emissions. As identified in Section 3.17, Transportation, and in Appendix F, the proposed project would 

generate 279 non-summer weekday vehicle trips and 415 summer weekday vehicle trips5 and 438 weekend 

vehicle trips (Garland and Associates 2023). Furthermore, operation of  the proposed project would result in 

additional water demand, wastewater and solid waste generation, refrigerant use, area sources (e.g., consumer 

cleaning products), and energy usage (i.e., electricity and natural gas). Annual average construction emissions 

from construction activities were amortized over 30 years and included in the emissions inventory to account 

for one-time GHG emissions from the construction phase of  the proposed project. Overall, development and 

operation of  the proposed project would not generate annual GHG emissions that exceed the South Coast 

AQMD Working Group bright-line threshold of  3,000 metric tons of  carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e) 

per year for development projects (South Coast AQMD 2010). In addition, GHG emissions from building 

energy use would be minimized because the proposed community building would be designed to be more 

energy-efficient in order to meet the current California Building and Energy Efficiency Standards. Therefore, 

the proposed project’s cumulative contribution to GHG emissions would be less than significant. 

Table 8 Project-Related Operation GHG Emissions 

Source1 GHG Emissions (MTCO2e/Year) 
Percentage of Total 

Emissions 

Mobile2 376 90% 

Area <1 <1% 

Energy3 24 6% 

Water4 3 1% 

Solid Waste <1 <1% 

Refrigerants <1 <1% 

Amortized Construction Emissions5 12 3% 

Total 416 100% 

South Coast AQMD Bright-Line Threshold 3,000 MTCO2e/Yr NA 

Exceeds Bright-Line Threshold? No NA 

Source: CalEEMod, Version 2022.1.  
Notes: MTCO2e: metric ton of carbon dioxide equivalent 
1   For CalEEMod modeling, a 5,000-square-foot building was modeled which is larger than the proposed 3,588-square-foot buildings (2,533-square-foot park building 

and 1,055-square-foot garden storage building) and provides a conservative analysis. 
2 Vehicle trips provided by Garland and Associates in Appendix E (Garland and Associates 2023). 
3 Estimated electricity and natural gas consumption based on health club energy rates from EDFZ 7 from CalEEMod Appendix G, Default Data Tables, as an 

approximation since CalEEMod "City Park" land use default rates do not account for electricity or natural gas use. 
4 Estimated indoor water use based on health club water rates from EDFZ 7 from CalEEMod Appendix G, Default Data Tables, as an approximation since CalEEMod 

"City Park" land use default rates do not account for indoor water use. 
5 Total construction emission are amortized over 30 years per South Coast AQMD Working Group methodology. 

 

 
 
 
 
5  Modeling assumed an average of 313 weekday vehicle trips based on summer weekday trips occurring during 25 percent of the year 

and non-summer weekday trips occurring over 75 percent of the year. 
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b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 

emissions of greenhouse gases? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Applicable plans adopted for the purpose of  reducing GHG emissions 

include CARB’s Scoping Plan and the SCAG's RTP/SCS. A consistency analysis with these plans is presented 

below. 

CARB Scoping Plan 

CARB’s latest Climate Change Scoping Plan (2022) outlines the State’s strategies to reduce GHG emissions in 

accordance with the targets established under AB 32, SB 32, and AB 1279 (CARB 2022). The Scoping Plan is 

applicable to State agencies and is not directly applicable to cities/counties and individual projects. Nonetheless, 

the Scoping Plan has been the primary tool that is used to develop performance-based and efficiency-based 

CEQA criteria and GHG reduction targets for climate action planning efforts.  

Statewide strategies to reduce GHG emissions in the 2022 Climate Change Scoping Plan include: implementing 

SB 100, which expands the RPS to 60 percent by 2030; expanding the Low Carbon Fuel Standards (LCFS) to 

18 percent by 2030; implementing the Mobile Source Strategy to deploy zero-electric vehicle buses and trucks; 

implementing the Sustainable Freight Action Plan; implementing the Short-Lived Climate Pollutant Reduction 

Strategy, which reduces methane and hydrofluorocarbons to 40 percent below 2013 levels by 2030 and black 

carbon emissions to 50 percent below 2013 levels by 2030; continuing to implement SB 375; creating a post-

2020 Cap-and-Trade Program; and developing an Integrated Natural and Working Lands Action Plan to secure 

California’s land base as a net carbon sink. 

Statewide strategies to reduce GHG emissions include the low carbon fuel standards, California Appliance 

Energy Efficiency regulations, California Renewable Energy Portfolio standard, changes in the CAFE 

standards, and other early action measures as necessary to ensure the State is on target to achieve the GHG 

emissions reduction goals of  AB 32, SB 32, and AB 1279. In addition, new developments are required to 

comply with the current Building Energy Efficiency Standards and CALGreen. The proposed project would 

comply with these GHG emissions reduction measures since they are statewide strategies. The proposed project 

GHG emissions would be further reduced from compliance with statewide measures that have been adopted 

since AB 32, SB 32, and AB 1279 were adopted. Therefore, the proposed project would not obstruct 

implementation of  the 2022 Scoping Plan, and impacts would be less than significant. 

SCAG’s Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

SCAG adopted the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS (Connect SoCal) in September 2020 (SCAG 2020). Connect SoCal 

identifies that land use strategies that focus on new housing and job growth in areas rich with destinations and 

mobility options are consistent with a land use development pattern that supports and complements the 

proposed transportation network. The overarching strategy in Connect SoCal is to plan for the southern 

California region to grow in more compact communities in transit priority areas and priority growth areas; 

provide neighborhoods with efficient and plentiful public transit; establish abundant and safe opportunities to 

walk, bike, and pursue other forms of  active transportation; and preserve more of  the region’s remaining natural 

lands and farmlands (SCAG 2020). Connect SoCal’s transportation projects help more efficiently distribute 
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population, housing, and employment growth, and forecast development is generally consistent with regional-

level general plan data to promote active transportation and reduce GHG emissions. The projected regional 

development, when integrated with the proposed regional transportation network in Connect SoCal, would 

reduce per-capita GHG emissions related to vehicular travel and achieve the GHG reduction per capita targets 

for the SCAG region. 

The Connect SoCal Plan does not require that local general plans, specific plans, or zoning be consistent with 

the SCS, but provides incentives for consistency for governments and developers. The proposed project would 

continue to be a local-serving land use and would provide new internal circulation improvements throughout 

for pedestrians and emergency vehicles. Furthermore, as stated in Section 3.17, Transportation, the proposed 

project would generate up to 438 trips per day, which would be below the VMT threshold of  500 trips per day 

from the Orange County Transportation Implementation Manual. In addition, the proposed project would 

bring greater efficiency to the existing transportation network by redirecting the existing baseball-related traffic 

to one location in the City. The proposed project would also improve coordination of  land uses, which would 

reduce average distance traveled and VMT. As the proposed project would allow little league games to occur 

regularly on site compared to hosting these games across various locations throughout the Stanton area, it 

would create greater efficiency of  land uses. In addition, the proposed project would include multiple features 

at and near the project site that can accommodate bicycle and pedestrian travel, such as bike racks and improved 

pedestrian paths to promote non-motorized means of  travel to the project site. Therefore, the proposed project 

would not interfere with SCAG’s ability to implement the regional strategies outlined in the Connect SoCal 

Plan, and impacts would be less than significant. 

3.9 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Would the project: 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

IX. 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? 

  X  

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? 

  X  

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

  X  

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

  X  
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Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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 or excessive noise for people residing or working in the 
project area? 

   X 

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

  X  

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

 

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 

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 , and US 

Department of  Transportation ). 

Operation of  the proposed project would transport, use, store and dispose of  small amounts of  hazardous 

materials typical of  park facilities such as cleaning and maintenance supplies (cleaners, gasoline, paint and 

pesticides). The proposed project includes a community building, community garden and a large and small dog 

park that would use cleaners and other chemicals in relatively small quantities, which is not typically considered 

hazardous materials that could result in a significant hazard to the public or the environment. No 

manufacturing, industrial, or other uses utilizing large amounts of  hazardous materials would occur within the 

campus. 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. 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 Norm Ross Sports 

Park. Five environmental lists were searched for hazardous materials site on the project site (listed below). Table 

9, Hazardous Waste Sites within 0.25 Mile, shows results from the database search. 
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▪ 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) 

▪ Solid Waste Information System (SWIS). California Department of  Resources Recovery and Recycling 

(Cal Recycle 2024a). 
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According to Geotracker, two Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST) cleanup are sites are located within 

0.25 miles of  the project site. However, both are considered completed-case closed meaning they no longer 

pose a potential risk to the area or project site. According to Enviromapper there are a total of  three active 

hazardous sites within 1,200 feet of  the project site. The active hazardous waste site at 7910 Katella Avenue, is 

a Food 4 Less a grocery store, which has a permanent ID to dispose of  the typical hazardous consumer product 

waste the store sells.  These active sites are permitted uses and dispose of  hazardous waste in accordance to 

state and federal policy. Thus these sites would not affect the proposed project. The project site and its 

surroundings are not identified in any of  the other databases and are not identified as a hazardous materials 

site.  

As discussed in Section 3.9(a), construction activities would require small amounts of  hazardous materials; 

which include vehicle fuels, lubricants, grease and transmission fluids as well as paints and coatings. The use, 

transportation and disposal of  hazardous materials would be in accordance with regulatory standards and 

manufactures’ 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  parks and community gardens such as cleaning and 

Table 9               Hazardous Waste Sites within 0.25 Mile  
Site Address Database Identifier Cleanup Status Proximity to Site 

11151 Beach Boulevard 

Staton, CA 90680 

Geo Tracker LUST Cleanup Site Completed – Case Closed 100 feet East 

11100 Cedar Staton Street 

Stanton, CA 90680 

Geo Tracker LUST Cleanup Site Completed – Case Closed 390 feet Northwest 

7910 Katella Avenue, 

Stanton, CA 90680 

(Food 4 Less) 

Enviromapper Waste Aerosols, Non-
RCRA Hazardous Waste 

(consumer Products) 

Active 500 feet North 

7752 Ruthmann Ave, 
Stanton, CA 90680 

 

Enviromapper Asbestos Inactive (11/14/2018) 850 feet Southwest 

7850 Katella Avenue, 
Stanton, CA 90680 

Enviromapper N/A Inactive (5/6/2019) 925 feet Northwest 

11001 Beach Boulevard, 
Stanton, CA 90680 

(Dental office of 
Sahawneh Dental group) 

Enviromapper N/A Active 950 feet Northeast 

26 Greenbrier Court, 
Stanton, CA 90680 

Enviromapper N/A Inactive (6/30/2009) 1,050 feet Northwest 

10961 Beach Boulevard, 
Stanton, CA 90680 

(G&M Oil Co 50) 

Enviromapper Non-RCRA Hazardous 
Waste (Rags absorbent 

and debus impacted with 
petroleum hydrocarbons 

Active 1,200 feet 
Northwest 

11250 Beach Boulevard, 
Stanton, CA 90680 

 

Enviromapper NA Inactive (6/30/2018) 1,200 feet west 

Source:  SWRCB 2024, USEPA 2024b 
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maintenance supplies (such as cleaners, gasoline, paint and pesticides). Operation of  the proposed project 

would use cleaners and other chemicals in relatively small quantities, which is not typically considered hazardous 

materials that could result in a significant hazard to the public or the environment. Compliance 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. 

The proposed project would be required to be constructed in accordance with the SWPPP which includes 

BMPs to reduce or eliminate pollutants in stormwater discharges. BMPs for hazardous materials may include, 

but are not limited to, offsite refueling, placement of  generators on impervious surfaces, establishing cleanout 

areas for cement, etc. Adherence to existing regulations would ensure compliance with safety standards related 

to the use and storage of  hazardous materials and with the safety procedures mandated by applicable federal, 

state, and local laws and regulations. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

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  part of  an existing Early Education Center and is already 

developed as a joint use park. The project site is currently developed as a park/sports complex and is not 

currently in use with the exception of  the community garden. The proposed project would use typical chemicals 

and materials typical of  construction (during the construction phase) and typical of  park use and maintenance 

(during the operation phase). As discussed under Section 3.9(a), construction and operation of  the proposed 

project would handle small amounts of  hazardous materials typical of  construction activities and those used in 

the operation of  school facilities. The use, transport, and storage of  such hazardous materials would be required 

to comply with all applicable state and federal regulations that would ensure the proper handling of  such 

materials. As discussed under Section 3.9(b), there is no evidence that a hazardous materials release or 

threatened release has occurred on the project site. No significant hazard from hazardous materials is expected 

at the project site. 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 discussed in Section 3.9(b), the project site is not listed on GeoTracker, 

EnviroStor, EJScreen, EnviroMapper, nor SWIS databases. The nearest listing to the project site, is a LUST 

Cleanup Site at 11151 Beach (approximately 100 feet northeast of  the project site), is identified as case 

closed/completed as of  1994 (SWRCB 2024). As the project site is not listed on a hazardous materials site, a 

less than significant impact would occur.  
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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 nearest public use airport to the project site is the Fullerton Municipal Airport, approximately 

4.8 miles north of  the project site. As such, the proposed project would not result in safety hazards or excessive 

noise. 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 City has an Emergency Operations Plan that establishes policies and 

procedures that guide the City during emergency situations and provides coordination between various 

members of  emergency staff  and service elements. Further, emergency evacuations are coordinated by the 

Orange County Sheriff ’s Department, which would provide law enforcement, traffic controls, and activation 

of  any public warning system (Stanton 2008). The proposed project would not conflict with adopted emergency 

response or evacuation plans. The surrounding roadways would continue to provide emergency access to the 

project site and surrounding properties during construction and operation. As discussed in Section 3.17(d), 

emergency access will continue to be provided by an existing gated driveway located at the southeast corner of  

the project site that connects to Ruthann Avenue. The existing and proposed access and circulation features at 

the project site would continue to accommodate emergency ingress and egress by fire trucks, police units, and 

ambulance/paramedic vehicles. The proposed project would improve emergency access by developing concrete 

paved path from the southwest corner of  the project site along the eastern boundary to the northern portion 

of  the project site (see Figure 4, Proposed Site Plan). The proposed project would improve emergency access 

compared to existing conditions; therefore, a less than significant impact shall occur.  

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

involving wildland fires? 

No Impact. The project site and surroundings are not within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHZ) 

(CAL FIRE 2022). The project site is located in an urbanized area. As such, the proposed project would not 

expose people or structures to wildland fires. No impact would occur.  

3.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Would the project: 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

X. 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? 

  X  
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Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

  X  

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;   X  
ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 

runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or 
offsite; 

  X  

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 

  X  

iv) impede or redirect flood flows?   X  
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of 

pollutants due to project inundation?    X  

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

 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 

degrade surface or ground water quality? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is within the jurisdiction of  the Santa Ana Regional Water 

Quality Control Board . Drainage and surface water discharge during construction and operation of  the 

proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.  

Construction 

Site preparation and other soil-disturbing activities during construction of  the proposed project could 

temporarily increase the amount of  soil erosion and siltation entering the local stormwater drainage system. 

Clearing, grading, excavation, and construction activities associated with the proposed project have the potential 

to 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 proposed project would disturb approximately 4.2 acres. Pursuant to Section 402 of  the Clean Water Act, 

the EPA has established regulations under the NPDES program and is responsible for developing permitting 

requirements. The NPDES program regulates industrial pollutant discharges, including construction activities 

for sites larger than one acre. Since implementation of  the proposed project would disturb more than one acre, 

the proposed project would be subject to the NPDES CGP requirements (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ). As 
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part of  the NPDES permit, the proposed project would be required to develop and implement a SWPPP. The 

proposed project’s construction contractor would be required to prepare and implement a SWPPP and 

associated BMPs in compliance with the CGP during grading and construction. The proposed project would 

be required to comply with the MS4 permit. The MS4 permit requires implementation of  a stormwater 

management program to control the quality of  stormwater discharged into the storm drains. Further, consistent 

with Stanton Municipal Code Section 6.20.040, Control of  Urban Runoff, the proposed project would be required 

to adhere to the Orange County DAMP, which includes BMPs for non-residential construction projects, and 

any conditions or requirements established by the planning department. With adherence to regulatory 

requirements and incorporation of  BMPs, the proposed project would not violate any water quality standards 

or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface water. A less than significant impact 

would occur. 

According to the geotechnical study, free groundwater was encountered at depths of 18.8 feet, 19.9 feet, and 

24.7 feet during borings. The three borings took place in the immediate vicinity of the proposed new garden 

storage building, park building, and bridge site on Stanton Park, respectively. Historic high ground water level 

is estimated to be at a depth of approximately 8 feet below surface grade (John R. Byerly 2023). The geotechnical 

study identifies earth work to a maximum depth of up to 16 feet for the pier-type foundations for the pedestrian 

bridge. Other earthwork includes removal of artificial fill and loose soils to provide the proper base and 

foundation for the proposed building and hardscape/paved walkways and anticipates earthwork, including 

overexcavation, to depths between 1 to 7 feet (see Appendix C). Therefore, there is a potential that that 

earthwork may encounter groundwater in the area of the community building and pedestrian bridge. However, 

construction of the proposed project would be required to adhere to the State Water Resources Control Board 

(SWRCB) General Waste Discharge Requirements for discharges to land with a low threat to water quality. 

SWRCB Order No. 2003-0003-DWQ establishes minimum standards for discharges to land with a low threat 

to water quality (such as small/temporary dewatering projects). Dischargers are also required to file a report of 

waste discharge. Additionally, construction activities would be required to adhere to the DAMP, which outlines 

various construction BMPs, including a BMP for dewatering operations. In accordance with the DAMP, the 

construction contractor must select, install, and maintain appropriate BMPs. The use and selection of BMPs is 

site specific to address the conditions of the site. Consistent with Stanton Municipal Code Section 6.20.040, 

prior to the issuance of a grading permit or building permit, the engineering department shall review the project 

plans and impose terms, conditions, and requirements on the project in accordance with the DAMP and any 

conditions or requirements established by the planning department. All construction work would be required 

to adhere to NPDES CGP, SWPPP, and implement BMPs. With adherence with regulatory requirements, the 

proposed project would result in a less than significant impact related to groundwater quality. 

Operation 

Activities typical of  parks are anticipated for the proposed project during operation. These include day-to-day 

activities, such as recreation, lounging, gardening, sports, exercising, landscaping/irrigation, and other park-

related activities. Also, the proposed project would daily generate typical park-related waste, such as 

landscaping/gardening debris, food, paper and plastic wrappers/products, and recyclable materials. These 

materials would be disposed of  in on-site trash enclosures and removed for disposal. Considering these typical 

park activities, potential pollutants generated by the proposed project could include suspended-solid/sediments, 
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nutrients, heavy metals, pathogens (bacteria/virus), pesticides, oil and grease, and trash and debris, which is 

typical of  park uses. As discussed in Section 1.4, Project Description, the majority of  stormwater generated by the 

proposed project would either be captured and treated in an onsite infiltration basin or a bioretention basin 

without underdrain or, similar to existing conditions, percolate into pervious ground surfaces. With the use of  

the proposed stormwater infrastructure and typical best management practices (such as maintaining appropriate 

trash enclosures), the proposed project would not violate water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality. Further, the proposed project 

would also be required to comply with applicable federal, state, and local regulations. Therefore, the proposed 

project would not substantially degrade water quality. Therefore, operational impacts related to water quality 

standards 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. According to the geotechnical study, free groundwater was encountered at 

depths of  18.8 feet, 19.9 feet, and 24.7 feet during borings. Historic high ground water level is estimated to be 

at a depth of  approximately 8 feet below surface grade (John R. Byerly 2023). The geotechnical study assumed 

that the upper seven feet of  soil would be over excavated and replaced with engineered fill and that the bottom 

of  over excavation would be scarified to a depth of  12 inches in the area of  the proposed community building 

and pedestrian bridge. Therefore, there is a potential that that groundwork may encounter groundwater the 

area of  the community building and pedestrian bridge. However, as discussed above under Section (a) in this 

section, construction of  the proposed project would be required to adhere to the SWRCB General Waste 

Discharge Requirements for discharges to land with a low threat to water quality and comply with DAMP which 

requirements implementation of  BMPs. All construction work would be required to adhere to NPDES CGP 

and implement BMPs. With adherence with regulatory requirements, construction in this area would not 

substantially decrease or interfere with groundwater recharge compared to existing conditions.  

Further, while the proposed project would increase the imperviousness of  the project site, most of  the project 

site would remain pervious. The proposed project does not propose groundwater wells that would extract 

groundwater from an aquifer, nor would the proposed project affect recharge capabilities for the basin, as there 

are no wetlands onsite. The proposed project would not impact the drainage channel to the north of  the site. 

The proposed project would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 

groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of  the basin. As 

such, less than significant impact would occur. 

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. The proposed project would not alter the course of  a stream or river. 

The proposed project includes the construction of  a new pedestrian bridge over the existing stormwater 

channel along the northern side of  the project site; however, the footings for the pedestrian bridge would 
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be entirely outside of  the channel and the bridge would extend over the channel. Construction of  the 

proposed project would increase the potential for erosion and siltation during construction and operation. 

As discussed above, the proposed project would be required to comply with the NPDES program, MS4, 

and DAMP requirements during construction and operation. Compliance with these regulations would 

ensure that substantial erosion or siltation would not occur during the construction and operation of  the 

proposed project. The construction and operation of  the proposed project would include BMPs, which 

would reduce runoff. Further, during operation, the proposed project would capture and treat stormwater 

runoff  in an onsite infiltration basin or a bioretention basin without underdrain, which would maintain a 

portion of  stormwater runoff  onsite. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in substantial 

erosion on or offsite.   Therefore, a less than significant impact would occur.  

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 developed with the existing Norm Ross Sports Park 

and is within Zone X (FEMA Map ID # 06059C0136J) (FEMA 2009). Zone X are areas of  0.2 percent 

annual chance of  flood, areas of  1 percent change of  flood with an average depth of  less than one foot or 

with drainage areas of  less than one square mile. As such, the proposed project is not within the boundaries 

of  a designated 100-year flood zone. As discussed in Section 1.4, Project Description, the proposed project 

would increase impervious surfaces on the project site, which could increase the amount of  runoff  

compared to existing conditions. However, as discussed above, the proposed project would be required to 

comply with the NPDES program, MS4 permit, and DAMP requirements during construction and 

operation. Compliance with these regulations would ensure that substantial runoff  would not occur during 

the construction and operation of  the proposed project. The construction and operation of  the proposed 

project would include BMPs, which would reduce runoff. Further, during operation, the proposed project 

would capture and treat stormwater runoff  in an onsite infiltration basin or a bioretention basin without 

underdrain, which would maintain a portion of  stormwater runoff  onsite. Therefore, the proposed project 

would not substantially increase the rate or amount of  surface runoff  in a manner which would result in 

flooding. Therefore, a less than significant impact would occur.  

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. As discussed in Section 1.4, Project Description, the proposed project would 

increase impervious surfaces on the project site, which could increase the amount of  runoff  compared to 

existing conditions. However, as discussed above, the proposed project would be required to comply with 

the NPDES program, MS4 permit, and DAMP requirements during construction and operation. 

Compliance with these regulations would ensure that substantial runoff  would not occur during the 

construction and operation of  the proposed project. The construction and operation of  the proposed 

project would include BMPs, which would reduce runoff. Further, during operation, the proposed project 

would capture and treat stormwater runoff  in an onsite infiltration basin or a bioretention basin without 

underdrain. Therefore, the proposed project would not create or contribute runoff  water which would 
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exceed the capacity of  existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional 

sources of  polluted runoff. Therefore, a less than significant impact would occur.  

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is developed with the existing Norm Ross Sports Park 

and is within Zone X (FEMA Map ID # 06059C0136J) (FEMA 2009). Zone X are areas of  0.2 percent 

annual chance of  flood, areas of  1 percent change of  flood with an average depth of  less than one foot or 

with drainage areas of  less than one square mile. As such, the proposed project is not within a 100-year 

flood zone. The proposed project includes the construction of  a new pedestrian bridge over the existing 

stormwater channel along the northern side of  the project site; however, the footings for the pedestrian 

bridge would be entirely outside of  the channel and the bridge would extend over the channel. Therefore, 

the proposed project would not interfere with water flows within the existing drainage channel. Since the 

likelihood of  floods in the project site is low and the proposed project would not interfere with the drainage 

channel, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact on impeding or redirecting flood 

flows. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not keep substantial amounts of  hazards 

materials; potentially hazards materials (such as gasoline and fertilizer for landscaping and gardening needs and 

park maintenance) would be stored and handled in accordance with manufacturer instructions, which would 

not pose a risk to the accidental release of  pollutants. 

As discussed under Section 3.10(c)(iv), the project site is located within a FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map 

Zone X, which has a low risk of  flooding. Less than significant impact would occur. According to the Terra 

Geosciences report (contained in Appendix C) and based on the City of  Stanton “Prado Dam Potential 

Inundation Areas” map, the project site is shown to be located within the flooding limits for the Prado Dam 

failure, which is located approximately 21 miles to the east-northeast of  the project site. Additionally, the Terra 

Geosciences report further indicates that the project site is within the potential inundation occurring from 

failure of  the Carbon Canyon Dam, approximately 12 miles northeast of  the project site. While the project site 

could experience inundation due to dam failure (in extremely rare conditions), the proposed project would be 

required to be designed to comply with the CBC, and the project civil engineer and City engineer would require 

appropriate site-specific measures to reduce flood impacts to the project site. While the proposed project is 

expected to use small amounts of  hazardous materials during construction and operation (e.g., paints, cleaners, 

oils, etc.), the construction and operation of  the proposed project would be required to comply with applicable 

regulations for proper handling, usage, and storage of  potentially hazardous materials (see Section 3.9, Hazards 

and Hazardous Materials). Therefore, the proposed project would not release pollutants due to project inundation. 

A seiche is a surface wave created when a body of  water is shaken, usually by earthquake activity. Seiches are 

of  concern relative to water storage facilities because inundation from a seiche can occur if  the wave overflows 

a containment wall, such as the wall of  a reservoir, water storage tank, dam, or other artificial body of  water. 

Although there are no large water tanks in the area that could impact the project site, there are dams in the 

region that could create flooding impacts. The nearest dam to the project site is the Yorba Dam approximately 
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11.4 miles northeast of  the project site (DWR 2023). Based on the far distance of  large, open bodies of  water 

and the elevation of  the site with respect to sea level, the possibility of  seiches is considered nil. No impact 

would occur related to seiches.  

A tsunami is earthquake-induced flooding that is created from a large displacement of  the ocean flood. The 

project site is 7.2 miles northeast of  the Pacific Ocean; therefore, the likelihood of  a tsunami impacting the 

project site is not likely. No impact would occur related to tsunami. 

Given that standard BMPs will be implemented and the proposed project will adhere to proper handling and 

storage of  hazardous materials, the proposed project would not substantially degrade water quality. As such, no 

impact would occur related to release of  pollutants due to project inundation from flood, tsunami or seiches.  

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

groundwater management plan? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not obstruct or conflict with the implementation 

of  a water quality control plan or sustainable water management plan. The proposed project would comply 

with the water quality and use requirements of  these plans, such as the DAMP, through the implementation of  

BMPs. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.   

3.11 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Would the project: 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project: 
a) Physically divide an established community?     X 
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?  

  X  

 

a) Physically divide an established community? 

No Impact. The project site is part of  an existing Early Education Center and is already developed as a joint 

use park. The proposed project would occur within these existing sport park boundaries and no established 

community would be physically divided. 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? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is part of  an existing Early Education Center and is already 

developed as a joint use park. The proposed project would extend the hours used by the public per the updated 
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joint use agreement, but would not change the current use of  the project site as a joint use park. It would 

rehabilitate and improve the existing park amenities. The proposed project would not require any amendments 

to applicable land use plan, policy, or regulations adopted for the purpose of  avoiding or mitigating an 

environmental effect. Impacts would be less than significant.  

 

3.12 MINERAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
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? 

   X 

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? 

   X 

 

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. The project site is part of  an existing Early Education Center and is already developed as a joint 

use park. The project site is not used for mineral extraction. According to the California Division of  Mines and 

Geology the project site is within Mineral Resource Zone 4 (MRZ-4), areas where available information is 

inadequate for assignment to any other MRZ zone (California Division of  Mines and Geology 1975). The City 

of  Stanton is in an urban environment and does not have any zoned areas for mineral resource extraction (i.e. 

mining sites) (Staton 2008). Therefore, there is no known area of  mineral resources within the City of  Stanton. 

The proposed project would not change the existing recreational use of  the project site and would not result 

in a loss of  any known mineral resources. No impact would occur.  

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. The City of  Stanton General Plan does not designate any locally important mineral resource 

recovery site within the city (Stanton 2008). The project site is part of  an existing Early Education Center and 

is already developed as a joint use park; therefore, no locally important mineral resource recovery site would be 

lost due to implementation of  the proposed project. No impact would occur.  
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3.13 NOISE 

Would the project result in: 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

XIII. NOISE. Would the project result in: 
a) 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? 

  X  

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels?  X   

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? 

   X 

Noise Fundamentals 

Noise is defined as unwanted sound and, when over-exposed to it, is known to have several adverse effects on 

people, including hearing loss, speech and sleep interference, physiological responses, and annoyance. Based on 

these known adverse effects of  noise, federal, state, and city governments have established criteria to protect 

public health and safety and to prevent the disruption of  certain human activities, such as classroom instruction, 

communication, or sleep. Additional information on noise and vibration fundamentals and applicable 

regulations are contained in Appendix E. 

Environmental Setting 

The proposed project site is an existing recreational Stanton Community Garden and Norm Ross Sports Park. 

Single-family residences are located directly south, adjacent to the project site. Additionally, adjacent to the 

project site to the southeast is the Jade Palace Hotel, and approximately 43 feet to the north of  the project site 

across the Stanton Storm Channel is Stanton Park. Carver Early Education Center bounds the project site to 

the west. 

Existing Noise Traffic Modelling Setting 

Existing traffic noise conditions were modeled using a version of  the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 

RD-77-108 Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model. Average daily traffic (ADT) was obtained from the 

Website provided by Caltrans. Existing 24-hour community noise equivalent levels (CNEL) at 50 feet and the 

distances to the 60, 65, and 70 dBA CNEL contours along State Route 39 (Beach Boulevard) from the model 

are tabulated in Table 10, Existing Traffic Noise Levels, to present existing noise levels from major roadways. 

Detailed calculations can be found in Appendix E. 
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Table 10 Existing Traffic Noise Levels  

Roadway Segment Existing ADT 
CNEL at 50 feet, 

dBA 

Distance to Noise Contour in Feet 

70 CNEL Contour 65 CNEL Contour 60 CNEL Contour 

SR 39 – south of Katella Avenue 64,600 81.3 283 610 1315 

Source: Caltrans Annual Average Daily Traffic, 2019.  

The edge of  the project site to the centerline of  State Route 39 (Beach Boulevard) is approximately 280 feet 

west with the furthest edge of  the project site from the centerline being approximately 687 feet west. Therefore, 

residences adjacent to the project site as well as the project site itself, without considering any natural or 

manmade obstruction, would face noise levels of  approximately 64.0 to 70.99 dBA CNEL as they approach 

closer to Beach Boulevard. The Jade Palace Hotel is within the 70 dBA CNEL contour of  SR-39. 

Ambient Noise Monitoring  

Short Term 

To determine a baseline noise level at different environments within the project area, ambient noise monitoring 

was conducted in the vicinity of  Norm Ross and Stanton Park. Staff  conducted noise monitoring at a nearby 

neighborhoods of  the project site on June 6, 2023. Noise measurements consisted of  three short-term (15-

minute each) measurements at representative noise-sensitive receiver locations.  

The primary noise source at all measurement locations is traffic or park activity. Urban, school, and residential 

activity (such as barking dogs, car doors shutting, and conversations of  passersby) also contributed to the overall 

noise environment. Meteorological conditions during the measurement periods were favorable for outdoor 

sound measurements and were noted to be representative of  the typical conditions for the season. Generally, 

conditions included clear skies with temperatures varying between 78-85 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) with winds 

ranging between 3 and 6 miles per hour (mph). The sound level meter was equipped with a windscreen during 

all measurements. 

The short-term sound level meter used (Larson Davis LxT) for noise monitoring satisfies the American 

National Standards Institute standard for Type 1 instrumentation. The short-term sound level meter was set to 

“slow” response and “A” weighting (dBA). The meter was calibrated prior to and after each monitoring period. 

All measurements were at 5 feet above the ground and away from reflective surfaces. Short-term measurement 

locations are described below and shown in Figure 8, Approximate Noise Monitoring Locations, and results are 

summarized in Table 11, Short-Term Noise Measurements Summary in A-weighted Sound Levels. 

• Short-Term Location 1 (ST-1) was conducted in the parking lot in front of  Stanton Park behind the 

Food 4 Less. A 15-minute noise measurement began at 12:06 PM on Tuesday, June 6, 2023. The noise 

environment is characterized primarily by cars passing by as well as children playing within Stanton 

Park.  

• Short-Term Location 2 (ST-2) was next to 7901 Ruthann Avenue (residence). A 15-minute noise 

measurement began at 12:51 PM on Tuesday, June 6, 2023. The noise environment is characterized 
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primarily by residential noise and bird chirping activity within the neighborhood and traffic along Beach 

Boulevard. 

• Short-Term Location 3 (ST-3) was in front of  11226 Ale Lane (residence). A 15-minute noise 

measurement began at 1:13 PM on Tuesday, June 6, 2023. The noise environment is characterized 

primarily by cars passing by.  

Table 11 Short-Term Noise Measurements Summary in A-weighted Sound Levels 
Monitoring 
Location Description 

15-minute Noise Level, dBA 

Leq Lmax Lmin L50 L25 L8 L2 

ST-1 

Located in the Stanton Park - Parking 
Lot behind the Food 4 Less 

6/06/2023, 12:06 PM 

53.4 94.0 45.8 52.6 54.4 58.4 67.5 

ST-2 
Next to 7901 Ruthann Avenue 
(residence) 
6/06/2023, 12:51 PM 

54.1 65.5 47.6 52.9 54.3 56.6 60.8 

ST-3 
Next to 11226 Ale Lane (residence) 
6/06/2023, 1:13 PM 

51.7 74.0 45.0 50.0 51.4 53.4 55.2 

 

 

Sensitive Receptors 

Certain land uses are particularly sensitive to noise and vibration. These uses include residences, schools, 

hospital facilities, houses of  worship, and open space/recreation areas where quiet environments are necessary 

for the enjoyment, public health, and safety of  the community. The nearest sensitive receptors to the project 

site include the Stanton Park located 43 feet north, the single-family residences located directly adjacent to the 

project site immediately to the south, and the Jade Palace Hotel which is located immediately to the southeast 

of  the project site. Additionally, to the immediate west of  the project site is the Carver Early Education Center.  

Applicable Standards 

California Building Code 

The State of  California’s noise insulation standards for non-residential uses are codified in the California Code 

of  Regulations, Title 24, Building Standards Administrative Code, Part 11, CALGreen. CALGreen noise 

standards are applied to new or renovation construction projects in California to control interior noise levels 

resulting from exterior noise sources. Proposed projects may use either the prescriptive method (Section 

5.507.4.1) or the performance method (Section 5.507.4.2) to show compliance. Under the prescriptive method, 

a project must demonstrate transmission loss ratings for the wall and roof-ceiling assemblies and exterior 

windows when located within a noise environment of  65 dBA CNEL or higher. Under the performance 

method, a project must demonstrate that interior noise levels do not exceed 50 dBA Leq(1hr). 
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City of Stanton Municipal Code 

Exterior/Stationary Noise Standards 

Stationary sources of  noise are governed under Stanton Municipal Code, Chapter 9.28, Noise Control (Stanton 

2023b). Section 9.28.050 states that no person shall, within the City, create any sound, radiated for extended 

periods from any premises which produces a sound pressure level at any point on the property in excess of  55 

dBA from the hours of  7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. and 50 dBA from the hours of  10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. to any 

residential property. Section 9.28.070 of  the municipal code also exempts certain noise sources from the 

provisions of  this code, including activities conducted on any park or playground if  it is a publicly owned entity, 

sound created by emergency activities and sound created by governmental units, and noise from temporary 

construction, repair, or demolition from this chapter’s noise standards between the hours of  7:00 am and 8:00 

pm. Section 9.28.080 states it is unlawful for any person to create any noise that would cause noise levels to 

exceed noise levels standards in 9.28.050 which are applied to residences to also now be applied to nearby 

schools, churches, and hospitals when they are in use. 

Vibration 

The City of  Stanton does not have specific limits or thresholds for vibration. The Federal Transit 

Administration (FTA) provides criteria for acceptable levels of  ground-borne vibration for various types of  

buildings. The FTA criteria were utilized for this analysis. Structures that amplify groundborne vibration and 

wood-frame buildings, such as typical residential structures, are more affected by ground vibration than heavier 

buildings. The level at which groundborne vibration is strong enough to cause architectural damage has not 

been determined conclusively. The most conservative estimates are reflected in the FTA standards, shown in 

Table 12, Groundborne Vibration Criteria. 

 

Federal Transit Administration 

The City of  Stanton does not have a quantified threshold for temporary construction noise. Therefore, to 

determine impact significance, the FTA criterion of  80 dBA Leq for daytime residential uses is used in this 

analysis. 

 

  

Table 12 Groundborne Vibration Criteria 

Building Category PPV (in/sec) 

I. Reinforced concrete, steel, or timber (no plaster) 0.5 

II. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3 

III. Nonengineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2 

IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 

Source: FTA 2018.  
PPV = peak particle velocity 
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Would the project result in: 

a) 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? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  Following is a discussion of  the temporary and permanent noise impacts as 

a result of  the proposed project’s construction and operational phases. 

Construction Noise 

Two types of  short-term noise impacts could occur during construction: (1) mobile-source noise from 

transport of  workers, material deliveries, and debris and soil haul and (2) stationary-source noise from use of  

construction equipment on the project site. 

Construction Vehicles 

The transport of  workers and materials to and from the construction site would incrementally increase noise 

levels along site access roadways. Individual construction vehicle pass-bys may create momentary noise levels 

of  up to approximately 85 dBA Lmax at 50 feet from the worker and vendor vehicles. However, these 

occurrences would generally be infrequent and lasting only a short period of  time.  

Worker and vendor trips would total a maximum of  approximately 97 daily trips and a total of  2 haul trips 

during overlapping construction activity phases. Site access would be through Ruthann Avenue, which currently 

has an existing ADT volume of  more than 2,000. The addition of  99 daily construction trips would result in a 

temporary noise increase of  0.2 dBA CNEL or less, which would not be substantial nor permanent. The 

proposed project would limit construction vehicles traversing residential streets to the extent feasible, to limit 

the disturbances to nearby residential uses. Therefore, construction-vehicle noise impacts would be considered 

less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Construction Equipment 

Noise generated by onsite 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 

Lmax 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 
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diminishes at a rate of  at least 6 dBA per doubling of  distance (conservatively ignoring 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 project site with 

different loads and power requirements.  

On-site Construction Noise 

Average noise levels from project-related construction activities are calculated by modeling the three loudest 

pieces of  equipment per activity phase. Equipment for grading, site preparation, and demolition 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 off-site sensitive receptors for mobile 

equipment. Similarly, construction noise from paving activities is modeled from the center of  proposed 

hardcourt areas. Construction equipment for building construction and architectural coating is modeled from 

the edge of  the proposed building to the nearest sensitive receptors. Lastly, finishing and landscaping finishing 

could occur throughout the project site, and so it is measured from the center of  the project site.  

The proposed project’s expected construction equipment mix was categorized by construction activity using 

the FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM). The associated, aggregate sound levels—grouped 

by construction activity—are summarized in Table 13, Project-Related Construction Noise, dBA Leq. RCNM 

modeling input and output worksheets are included in Appendix E. 

As shown in Table 13, on-site construction-related noise levels would not exceed the 80 dBA Leq threshold at 

the nearest off-site sensitive receptors. Therefore, construction-equipment noise impacts would be considered 

less than significant.  

Table 13 Project-Related Construction Noise, dBA Leq 

Construction 
Activity Phase 

RCNM Reference 
Noise Level  

Residence at 35 
Juniper Court 

Jade Palace Motel to 
the east at 11231 
Beach Boulevard 

Residence at 7872 
Ruthann Avenue 

Residence at 11205 
Mario Lane 

Distance in feet 50 710 260 225 540 
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Table 13 Project-Related Construction Noise, dBA Leq 

Construction 
Activity Phase 

RCNM Reference 
Noise Level  

Residence at 35 
Juniper Court 

Jade Palace Motel to 
the east at 11231 
Beach Boulevard 

Residence at 7872 
Ruthann Avenue 

Residence at 11205 
Mario Lane 

Demolition 85 62 71 72 64 

Site Preparation 83 60 69 70 62 

Rough Grading 85 62 71 72 64 

Distance in feet 50 470 420 350 510 

Building Construction 83 64 65 66 63 

Architectural Coating 74 55 56 57 54 

Distance in feet 50 570 410 320 500 

Paving 85 64 67 69 65 

Distance in feet 50 710 260 225 540 

Finish and Landscaping 77 54 63 64 56 

Utility Trenching 82 59 68 69 61 

Maximum dBA Leq  64 71 72 65 

Exceed 80 Leq dBA Threshold? No No No No 

Notes: Calculations performed with the FHWA RCNM software are included in Appendix E.  

Operational Noise 

Mobile Noise  

A project will normally have a significant effect on the environment related to noise if  it substantially increases 

the ambient noise levels for adjoining areas. Most people can detect changes in sound levels of  approximately 

3 dBA under normal, quiet conditions, and changes of  1 to 3 dBA 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 

outdoor environment. Noise levels above 65 dBA CNEL are normally unacceptable at sensitive receptor 

locations such as residences, and noise environments in these areas would be considered degraded. Based on 

this, a significant impact would occur if  the following traffic noise increases occur relative to the existing noise 

environment:  

• For project-related traffic noise, the proposed project causes the ambient noise levels measured at the 

property line of  affected uses to increase by 3 dBA to or within the “normally unacceptable” or “clearly 

unacceptable” categories; or  

• The proposed project causes the ambient noise levels measured at the property line of  affected uses 

to increase by 5 dBA or more within the “normally acceptable” or “conditionally acceptable” 

categories. 

ADT was provided by Garland Associates (2023) for two roadways which include Beach Boulevard and Katella 

Avenue. ADT data provided existing, existing plus project, future, and future plus project. Modelling for the 

four scenarios as shown in Table 14, Project Net Traffic Noise Increases, the noise increase from the proposed 

project would result in less than one dBA increase in existing and future conditions. A 1 dBA increase as stated 

before is barely perceptible as the human ear can only detect changes at 3 dBA or more in an outdoor 
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environment. Therefore, impacts related to traffic increase from the proposed project would be less than 

significant. 

Table 14 Project Net Traffic Noise Increases  

 
Roadway Segment 

Average Daily Traffic Volumes dBA CNEL Increase 

Existing No 
Project 

Existing 
Plus 

Project 

Future 
No 

Project 

Future 
Plus 

Project 

Project 
Noise 

Increase 

Cumulative 
Increase 

Project 
Cumulative 

Contribution 

Beach Boulevard - North of Katella Avenue 66,000 66,104 66,700 66,804 0.01 0.05 0.01 

Beach Boulevard - South of Katella Avenue 
to Park Exit 

66,000 66,208 66,700 66,908 0.01 0.06 0.01 

Beach Boulevard - South of Park Exit to U-
turn 

66,000 66,415 66,700 67,115 0.03 0.07 0.03 

Beach Boulevard - North of Orangewood 
Avenue 

66,000 66,104 66,700 66,804 0.01 0.05 0.01 

Katella Avenue - West of Cedar Street 31,200 31,304 31,500 31,604 0.01 0.06 0.01 

Katella Avenue - Cedar Street to Beach 
Boulevard 

31,200 31,408 31,500 31,708 0.03 0.07 0.03 

Katella Avenue - East of Beach Boulevard 25,000 25,104 31,500 31,604 0.02 1.02 0.01 

Source: Garland Associates 2023 

Mechanical Equipment Noise 

Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) systems are anticipated to be installed on the roof  of  the 

proposed building. The nearest sensitive receptor property line to the new proposed community building is 

approximately 360 feet to the south. Typical HVAC equipment generates noise levels ranging up to 72 dBA at 

distance of  3 feet. At a distance of  360 feet from the proposed building, noise levels would attenuate to 30 

dBA and would, therefore, not exceed the City of Stanton’s stationary noise standard of 55 dBA or 50 dBA at 

daytime or nighttime hours, respectively. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant impact and no 

mitigation measures are necessary. 

Outdoor Recreational Noise 

The proposed project includes reconfiguration of  the existing community garden and the little league baseball 

field. The proposed project would include new hardcourts and dog park on the northern portion of  the project 

site, and a new playground on the northwest portion (see Figure 4, Proposed Site Plan).  

Outdoor recreational noise that characterizes the area includes the community gardens uses on-site, and 

surrounding playfields/hardcourts at Carver Early Education Center and Stanton Park to the west and the 

north, respectively. . Reconfiguration of  existing outdoor recreational spaces under the proposed project would 

not result in a significant noise increase above existing conditions. However, the basketball court and the little 

league baseball field would include field lighting which would mean these areas would potentially operate into 

the nighttime hours.  

Reference noise measurements were conducted in the past to record noise levels from typical outdoor activities. 

A baseball/softball game typically produces noise levels of  52 dBA Leq at 72 feet, and a basketball game 

produces 60 dBA Leq at 20 feet. Therefore, when measuring from the edge of  the basketball court to the nearest 
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residences approximately 330 feet to the south, noise levels would approach 35 dBA Leq. Thus, noise associated 

with the basketball court would be below the City of  Stanton’s 55 dBA Leq daytime threshold and nighttime 50 

dBA Leq threshold at the nearest off-site residences. When measuring noise level at the proposed batting area 

of  the little league field to the nearest residence approximately 85 feet to the south, noise levels would approach 

up to 55 dBA Leq. This would meet the City of  Stanton daytime stationary threshold of  55 dBA Leq but would 

exceed the nighttime threshold of  50 dBA Leq. However, the residences to the south have a 6-foot-high 

backyard wall abutting the property boundary, and the proposed project would replace the southern wall with 

a 8-foot high CMU wall to the south and the east; typically, an 8foot-high wall provides a 6 dBA reduction. 

Therefore, the actual exterior noise the residents to the south may experience from the baseball field is 49 dBA 

Leq and 29 dBA Leq from the basketball court. Therefore, the operation of  the proposed park would be below 

the City of  Stanton’s stationary noise threshold of  55 dBA Leq for daytime and 50 dBA Leq for nighttime noise 

sources. 

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

 Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.  

Construction Vibration 

Construction operations can generate varying degrees of  ground vibration, depending on the construction 

procedures and equipment. The operation 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.  

For reference, a vibration level of  0.20 in/sec peak velocity (PPV) is used as the limit for non-engineered timber 

and masonry buildings, which would conservatively apply to the surrounding residential structures, and the 0.30 

in/sec PPV is used as the limit for engineered concrete and masonry structures which will apply to the 

surrounding commercial buildings (FTA 2018). To determine potential vibration-induced architectural damage, 

the distance from the vibration source (construction equipment) to the vibration-sensitive structures is 

measured from the edge of  the construction site to the nearest building façade. Vibration-induced architectural 

damage is assessed in terms of  PPV. As shown in Table 15, Vibration Damage levels for Typical Construction 

Equipment, PPV levels for typical construction equipment would not exceed the 0.20 in/sec PPV standard at 

the nearest residences to the south of  the project site. However, the 0.30 in/sec PPV threshold for commercial 

buildings would be exceeded for the commercial building approximately 10 feet to the east. At that distance, a 

vibratory roller and a large bulldozer would exceed the applicable threshold. However, with the incorporation 

of  mitigation measure N-1, vibration impacts would be below the applicable threshold, and vibration damage 

impacts would be reduced to less than significant.  
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Table 15 Vibration Damage Levels for Typical Construction Equipment  

Equipment 

PPV (in/sec)  

FTA Reference at 
25 feet 

Commercial Building 
to the North at 50 

feet 

Commercial Building 
to the East at 10 feet 

Residence to the South 
at 30 feet 

Institutional Building to 
the West at 50 feet 

Vibratory Roller 0.21 0.074 0.830 0.160 0.074 

Static Roller 0.05 0.018 0.198 0.038 0.018 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 0.031 0.352 0.068 0.031 

Loaded Trucks 0.076 0.027 0.300 0.058 0.027 

Jackhammer 0.035 0.012 0.138 0.027 0.012 

Small Bulldozer 0.003 0.001 0.012 0.002 0.001 

Sources: Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual, September 2018. 
NA= Not Applicable  
Bold = Threshold exceedance 

 

Implementation of  Mitigation Measure N-1 would reduce project-related construction vibration impacts to the 

surrounding structures to a less than significant level. Specifically, alternative gravel compaction methods and 

the use of  a static roller would reduce vibration levels associated with paving. A static roller is estimated to 

generate vibration levels of  approximately 0.05 in/sec PPV at a distance of  25 feet (New Zealand Transport 

Agency 2012). Earthwork equipment used for grading shall be limited to equipment with 100 horsepower or 

less as detailed in Mitigation Measure N-1. With incorporation of  Mitigation Measure N-1, the proposed 

projects construction groundborne vibration and groundborne noise levels shall be reduced to a less than 

significant impact with mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation Measure: 

N-1 The City and its construction contractor shall implement the following measures during all ground-

disturbing activities: 

▪ Vibratory compaction that is within 10 to 25 feet of  any surrounding structure shall be 

conducted with the use of  a static roller in lieu of  a vibratory roller. At a distance greater 

than 25 feet, a vibratory roller would no longer exceed 0.20 inches per second (in/sec) 

peak particle velocity PPV and would be allowed for use. Therefore, a static roller shall be 

used within 25 feet where levels would be reduced to 0.20 in/sec PPV or less and mitigate 

vibration damage.  

▪ Paving activities within 10 feet of  a structure shall employ self-compacting pea gravel for 

the base and a concrete finish as to not require vibratory compaction.  

▪ Demolitions activities within 10 feet of  adjacent structures shall be conducted with off-

road equipment that is limited to 100 horsepower or less and the use of  small 

dozer/tractor is to be used in lieu of  a larger dozer.  
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Vibration Annoyance 

Groundborne vibration is rarely annoying to people who are outdoors, so it is usually evaluated in terms of  

indoor receivers. For annoyance, vibration is typically noticed nearby when objects in a building generate noise 

from rattling windows or picture frames. Since construction activities are distributed throughout the project 

site, vibration annoyance impacts are typically based on average vibration levels (levels that would be 

experienced by sensitive receptors most of  the time). Unlike vibration damage where exceedance of  thresholds 

is measured from the edge of  the project site; vibration annoyance is measured from the center of  the project 

site to the nearest sensitive receptor (residences) in order to determine if  the project would cause long term 

annoyance. For vibration annoyance the FTA set forth a vibration limit of  72 velocity decibels (VdB) as the 

max threshold for daily events at a residence. As shown in the modeling which can be found in Appendix E, 

the nearest residence is approximately 240 feet to the south from the center of  the existing Norm Ross Park. 

At that distance, the vibration annoyance levels would range anywhere from 28.5 up to 64.5 VdB. This 

represents a highly conservative calculation, as the southern area closest to the residences would remain largely 

untouched except for new walking paths, landscaping, and field light installation. Therefore, vibration 

annoyance thresholds would be below those set forth by the FTA and would be considered less than significant. 

Operational Vibration 

The proposed project is not the type of project that would generate extensive vibration (such as certain 

industrial uses or result in an installation or increased usage of railroads). The operation of the proposed project 

would not include any substantial long-term vibration sources. Further, any minor vibrations, such as walking, 

would quickly dissipate and would not expand beyond the project site. Thus, no significant vibration impacts 

from operation of the proposed project would occur. 

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. The nearest public airport to the project site is Fullerton Municipal Airport, approximately 4.8 

miles to the northeast. Additionally, the nearest private airstrip is the Los Alamitos Army Airfield which is 

located approximately 2.15 miles to the west of  the project site. The proposed project would not expose people 

residing or working in the project area to excessive aircraft noise levels. Therefore, no impact would occur, and 

no mitigation measures are necessary. 

3.14 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Would the project: 
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Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
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)? 

   X 

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

   X 

 

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 redevelop an existing joint-use sports park in an urbanized area. The 

project site is already served with roads and other infrastructure. The proposed project would serve the existing 

population in Stanton and would not induce substantial unplanned population growth in the area directly or 

indirectly. 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 redevelop the existing joint-use sports park in an urbanized area. No 

housing or people would be displaced, and no replacement housing construction would be necessary. No 

impact would occur.  

3.15 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: 



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

3. Environmental Analysis 

Page 94                                          

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project: 
a) 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: 

    

Fire protection?   X  
Police protection?   X  
Schools?   X  
Parks?   X  
Other public facilities?   X  

 

Service informational request letters and questionnaires were mailed to Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA) 

and Orange County Sheriff ’s Department (OCSD) on January 5, 2024. No responses were received.  

a) Fire protection? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Fire protection and emergency medical services are provided to the City by 

the OCFA. The City is served by one fire station, which is Station 46 at 7871 Pacific Street, approximately 0.7 

miles north of  the project site. Daily staffing of  Station 46 includes one fire captain, one fire apparatus engineer, 

and three firefighters. Total staffing of  Station 46 includes 15 firefighters. Station 46 has one fire engine and 

one medical apparatus (OCFA 2023).  

As discussed in Section 3.14(a), the proposed project would not directly or indirectly increase population within 

the City of  Station. The proposed project would serve existing populations of  the City. However, since the 

project site is currently closed and not in use (except for the community garden), the proposed project could 

result in a slight increase in calls for fire protection and emergency medical service at the project site due to the 

increase of  people onsite. Nevertheless, since the proposed project would not affect population growth in the 

city, the proposed project’s demand for fire protection services would be within OCFA Station 46’s existing 

service capacity. Further, the proposed project would maintain the existing fire access point on the southeast 

corner of  the project site off  of  Ruthann Avenue. Emergency access can also be provided from the parking 

lot on in Stanton Park. Development of  the proposed project is required to comply with the most current 

adopted fire codes, building codes, and nationally recognized fire and life safety standards, which impose design 

standards and requirements that seek to minimize and mitigate fire risk. As part of  the project design review 

process, OCFA and DSA would review and approve project plans to ensure adequate fire access. Therefore, 

since proposed project is not a growth-inducing project, and it would not adversely affect OCFA’s ability to 

provide adequate service nor require new or expanded fire facilities that could result in adverse environmental 

impacts, impacts would be less than significant. 
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b) Police protection? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The OCSD has provided police protection services to the City of  Stanton 

since 1988. The OCSD Stanton Station is located at 11100 Cedar Street in the City of  Stanton, approximately 

0.1 mile north of  the project site (OCSD 2023). Stanton Station is equipped with five sergeants, 20 patrol 

deputies, one motor deputy, two deputies assigned to the City’s Community Enhancement Team, two 

investigators, two investigative assistants, two office specialists, and a part time cadet. Community programs 

provided by the Stanton Station include gang reduction and intervention partnership program, neighborhood 

watch, business watch, homeless outreach and community events. The OCSD also provides street and regional 

narcotics suppression programs, a gang enforcement team, a mounted unit, a special weapons and tactics team, 

the hazardous devices squad, hostage negotiations, numerous special investigation units, helicopter patrols, the 

“drug use is life abuse” drug education program, Stanton sheriff ’s explorers, and a large complement of  

professional service and patrol trained reserve deputy sheriffs that are available to serve the City (OCSD 2023).  

The project site is within the boundaries of  the existing Carver Early Education Center and currently is 

developed as a sports complex that is not currently in use with the exception of  the community garden. As 

discussed in Section 3.14(a), the proposed project would not directly or indirectly increase population within 

the City of  Station. The proposed project would serve existing populations of  the City. However, since the 

project site is currently closed and not in use (except for the community garden), the proposed project could 

result in a slight increase in calls for police protection services at the project site due to the increase of  people 

onsite. Nevertheless, since the proposed project would not affect population growth in the city, the proposed 

project’s demand for police protection services would be within Stanton Station’s existing service capacity. 

Therefore, since proposed project is not a growth-inducing project, and it would not adversely affect OCSD’s 

ability to provide adequate service nor require new or expanded police facilities that could result in adverse 

environmental impacts, impacts would be less than significant. 

c) Schools? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in Section 3.14(a), the proposed project would not directly or 

indirectly increase population within the City of  Station. As such, the proposed project would not increase the 

demand for schools and would not require construction of  new or expanded school facilities. The proposed 

project is a joint-use park on the Garden Grove USD’s Carver Early Childhood Center property. The project 

site has been used as a joint use sports park since the agreement was signed in 1983. The project site has been 

closed and is not currently in use. The proposed project would not impact the existing operation of  the Carver 

Early Childhood Center and would not increase or otherwise impact demand for school services. The proposed 

project would not induce population growth in the area, either directly or indirectly. The proposed project 

would be a benefit to the city residents and students. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.   

d) Parks? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Demand for parks and recreational facilities in an area are usually determined 

by the area’s population. The proposed project does not include the development of new homes, which typically 

results in the need for additional park and recreational amenities. The proposed project would provide necessary 

improvements to the existing Norm Ross Sports Park which has not been in use due to its dilapidated condition. 
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The proposed project would not create demands for parks, but instead provide and improve amenities. Physical 

impacts from development of the proposed project are addressed in this IS/MND, and no additional impacts 

beyond what is addressed in this IS/MND would occur. Impacts would be less than significant. 

e) Other public facilities? 

Less than Significant Impact. Physical impacts to public services are usually associated with population in-

migration and growth, which increase the demand for public services and facilities. As discussed in Section 

3.14(a), the proposed project would not directly or indirectly increase population within the City of  Station.  

The project would not result in impacts associated with the provision of  other new or physically altered public 

facilities (e.g., libraries, hospitals, childcare, teen or senior centers). The project would not induce population 

growth. Less than significant impacts to other public facilities would occur. 

3.16 RECREATION 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
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? 

  X  

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? 

  X  

 

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? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Demand for parks and recreational facilities in an area are usually determined 

by the area’s population. As stated in Section 3.14(a), the proposed project does not include the development 

of  new homes and would not generate population growth, which typically result in the need for additional park 

and recreation facilities. The project site, which is currently developed with the Norm Ross Sports Park is closed 

and not currently in use with the exception of  the community garden. The existing Norm Ross Sports Park is 

on the Carver Early Education Center property and operates under a joint-use agreement with the City of  

Stanton. The proposed project would continue to have a joint-use agreement between both agencies, and with 

development of  the proposed project, the project site would be reopened for general use. Therefore, since the 

proposed project would not induce population growth, the proposed project would not increase the use of  

existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that physical deterioration of  the 

facility would occur. The proposed project would be beneficial for the existing neighborhood recreational 

facilities by increasing park amenities in the area. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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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? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed under Threshold 3.16(a), above, the proposed project involves 

the redevelopment of a joint-use park to serve the existing community. The environmental effects associated 

with construction and operation of the proposed project are evaluated throughout this IS/MND. The proposed 

project would not result in physical environmental impacts to other recreational facilities. Therefore, impacts 

would be less than significant. 

3.17 TRANSPORTATION 

The analysis in this section is based in part on the following technical studies, included as Appendix F to this 

IS/MND: 

▪ Traffic/Transportation Analysis, For the proposed Norm Ross Sports Park Improvement Project, Garland Associates., 

December, 2023  

Would the project: 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

XVII. TRANSPORTATION. Would the project: 
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing 

the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities?  

  X  

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3, 
subdivision (b)?    X  

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

   X 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?    X 
 

Street, Sidewalk and Crosswalk Networks 

The streets that provide access to the park site include Katella Avenue, Beach Boulevard, Cedar Street, and 

Ruthann Avenue. The following paragraphs provide a brief  description of  the characteristics of  these streets. 

Street Network 

Katella Avenue 

Katella Avenue is a six lane east-west arterial street located approximately 800 feet north of  the park site. It has 

sidewalks on both sides of  the street and parking is prohibited on both sides of  the street in the vicinity of  the 

project site. Katella Avenue is a divided highway with raised medians. Access to the park site is provided from 

Katella Avenue via Cedar Street. The speed limit on Katella Avenue is 45 miles per hour (mph). 
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Beach Boulevard/State Route 39 

Beach Boulevard/State Route 39 is an eight lane north-south arterial street located approximately 200 feet east 

of  the park site. It has sidewalks on both sides of  the street and parking is prohibited on both sides of  the 

street in the vicinity of  the project site. Beach Boulevard is a divided highway with raised medians. Egress from 

the parking lot on the north side of  the park site is provided on Beach Boulevard. The speed limit on Beach 

Boulevard is 45 mph. 

Cedar Street 

Cedar Street is a two lane north-south street that provides a link between Katella Avenue and the parking lot 

on the north side of  the project site. It has sidewalks on both sides of  the street and parking is provided on the 

west side of  the street. The speed limit on Cedar Street is 25 mph. 

Ruthann Avenue 

Ruthann Avenue is a two lane east-west local residential street located approximately 60 feet south of  the park 

site. It has sidewalks and parking on both sides of  the street. A gated emergency access driveway is provided 

from Ruthann Avenue to the park on the southeast corner of  the project site. The speed limit on Ruthann 

Avenue is 25 mph. 

Intersections Near the Park Site 

The intersections that are near the park site and the types of  traffic control at each intersection are shown in 

Table 16, Intersections near the Project Site. The locations of  the existing crosswalks are also shown. The crosswalks 

at the signalized intersections are equipped with pedestrian push buttons and pedestrian WALK signals. 
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Table 16  Intersections near the Project Site  
Intersection Traffic Control Crosswalks 

Beach Boulevard at Katella Avenue Traffic Signal On All Four Sides 

Katella Avenue at Rose Street Traff Signal On North & East Sides 

Katella Avenue at Cedar Street Traffic Signal On East & South Sides 

Cedar Street at Parking Garage North Driveway 3-Way Stop Signs On South & West Sides 

Cedar Street at Parking Garage North Driveway Stop Sign at Driveway Exit On West Side at Driveway 

Sources: Garland Associates, 2023 (See Appendix E) 

 

Bike Lanes 

There are no marked bike lanes on the streets in the immediate vicinity of  the project site. Bike racks are 

provided at the Stanton City Hall on the west side of  Cedar Street and at the Stanton Branch of  the Orange 

County Library on the east side of  Cedar Street. 

Public Transportation 

OCTA operates Routes 29, 29A, and 529 on Beach Boulevard. Routes 29 and 29A run from Huntington Beach 

to La Habra. Route 529 is a weekday-only express bus that runs from Huntington Beach to Fullerton. These 

bus routes have northbound and southbound bus stops at Katella Avenue. OCTA also operates Route 50 on 

Katella Avenue. It runs from Long Beach to Orange and has eastbound and westbound bus stops at Beach 

Boulevard and Cedar Street. These bus routes offer a convenient public transportation option for patrons of  

the park. 

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including 

transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  

Construction 

Construction of  the project would entail large construction equipment, transportation of  equipment to and 

from the project site, and worker vehicles. Construction vehicles would access the project site from the existing 

driveway on Ruthann Avenue. Construction work and vehicle on and to the project site would be temporary, 

and all construction activity and staging areas would be on the project site. Therefore, the proposed project 

would not obstruct traffic lanes and would not conflict with the circulation system. A less than significant 

impact would occur during construction.  

Operation 

Project Generated Vehicle Trips 

The volumes of  traffic expected to be generated by the proposed sports park were determined in order to 

estimate the impacts of  the project on the study area streets. Table 17, Project-Generated Traffic, shows the 
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estimated volumes of  project generated traffic for the morning and afternoon peak hours and for an entire day 

and shows the anticipated traffic volumes for three scenarios: a weekday during non-summer times of  the year 

when there would be two little league games on a given day, a weekday during the summer months when there 

would be four games per day, and a Saturday when there would be five games per day. The trip generation rates 

for the park are from the Institute of  Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual (2021). The trip rates 

for the little league games are based on the assumption that each team will have 15 players and two coaches and 

that each of  them will travel to and from the sports park in a single vehicle (with players driven by parents). It 

is highly likely that there would be multiple players traveling in many of  the vehicles, which would reduce the 

traffic volumes shown in the table. The numbers shown in the table, therefore, represent a worst-case scenario. 

Table 17 shows the anticipated traffic volumes for three scenarios: a weekday during non-summer times of  the 

year when there would be two little league games on a given day, a weekday during the summer months when 

there would be four games per day, and a Saturday when there would be five games per day. 

Table 17       Project-Generated Traffic  

Land Use 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily 

Traffic Total In Out Total In Out 

Trip Generation Rates 

Public Park (trips per acre) 4.50 59% 41% 3.50 55% 45% 34.0 

Little League Baseball (trips per player and 

coach per game) 
0 0 0 2 1 1 2 

Generated Traffic Volumes 

Public Park – 4.2 acres 19 11 8 15 8 7 143 

Baseball – Weekday Non-Summer (2 games, 

15 players & 2 coaches per team = 60 players 

& 8 coaches per day) 

0 0 0 68 34 34 136 

Baseball – Weekday Summer (4 games, 15 

players & 2 coaches per team = 120 players & 

16 coaches per day) 

0 0 0 68 34 34 272 

Baseball – Saturday (5 games, 15 players & 2 

coaches per team = 150 players & 20 coaches 

per day)  

0 0 0 68 34 34 340 

TOTAL – Park + Baseball 

     Weekday Non-Summer 

     Weekday Summer 

     Saturday 

19 

19 

19 

11 

11 

11 

8 

8 

8 

83 

83 

83 

42 

42 

42 

41 

41 

41 

279 

415 

483 

NOTE:  The trip generation rates for little league baseball are based on the worst-case assumption that each player will be driven to the park in a separate vehicle by parents. 

The PM peak hour traffic volumes for the baseball games involves two teams arriving and two teams departing during the one-hour period. 

Sources: Garland Associates, 2023 (See Appendix E) 

Table 17 indicates that the public park (exclusive of  the baseball games) would generate an estimated 19 vehicle 

trips during the morning peak hour (11 inbound and 8 outbound), 15 trips during the afternoon peak hour (8 

inbound and 7 outbound), and approximately 143 vehicle trips per day. On weekdays when little league baseball 

games would occur, the project site would generate an estimated 83 trips during the afternoon peak hour (42 

inbound and 41 outbound). This level of  project generated traffic is applicable to non-summer and summer 

times of  year as well as Saturdays. The morning peak hour would remain unchanged and would only involve 
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park traffic because little league games would not occur at that time of  day. Table 17 indicates that the proposed 

project would generate 279 daily trips on non-summer weekdays, 415 daily trips on a summer weekday, and 483 

daily trips on a Saturday. 

It should be noted that the traffic volumes shown in Table 17 do not necessarily introduce new traffic to the 

overall roadway network but instead represent the traffic that would be re-directed to the project site from other 

existing parks, because the little league games take place at other locations in the Stanton area. Most of  the 

baseball-related traffic would be traveling on the roadway network regardless of  the proposed project. It has 

been assumed for the traffic analysis, however, that the additional site-generated traffic would be new traffic on 

the roadway network.  

To quantify the increases in traffic volumes on each of  the most-directly affected arterial streets resulting from 

the proposed project, the project generated traffic was geographically distributed onto the street network using 

directional percentages that are based on the layout of  the street network, the existing traffic patterns, and the 

anticipated geographical distribution of  the patrons of  the park facilities. 

Table 18, Project Impacts on Daily Traffic Volumes, shows the existing and projected daily traffic volumes on various 

segments of  Beach Boulevard and Katella Avenue. The table shows the existing traffic volume, the anticipated 

volume of  project generated traffic, the “existing plus project” traffic volume, the projected future traffic 

volume for the year 2024 (without the project), and the “future with project” traffic volume for each street 

segment. 

Table 18  Project Impacts on Daily Traffic Volumes 
Street Segment Existing ADT Project Traffic Existing + Project Future with Project 

Beach Boulevard 

    North of Katella Avenue 66,000 104 66,104 66,808 

    South of Katella Avenue to Park Exit 66,000 208 66,208 66,908 

    South of Park Exit to U-Turn 66,000 415 66,415 67,115 

    North of Orange wood Avenue 66,000 104 66,104 66,804 

Katella Avenue 

    West of Cedar Street 31,200 104 31,304 31,604 

    Cedar Street to Beach Boulevard 31,200 208 31,408 31,708 

    East of Beach Boulevard 25,000 104 25,104 31,604 

Sources: Garland Associates, 2023 (See Appendix E) 

 

Table 18 indicates that the increases in daily traffic volumes generated by the proposed park would be negligible 

compared to the existing and projected traffic volumes on Beach Boulevard and Katella Avenue. The proposed 

project would not generate an inefficient transportation network. The proposed project would support Stanton 

General Plan Goal ICS-1.1, “Provide an efficient, coherent, and well-maintained transportation network that 

supports the General plan Land Use Concept.”  

Further, the proposed project would support Goal ICS-1.2, “Encourage alternatives to the private automobile 

by increasing access and opportunities to public transit, as well as to other alternative modes of  transportation, 
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such as biking and walking” (Stanton 2008). The proposed project would bring greater efficiency to the existing 

transportation network by redeveloping the Norm Ross Sports Park with new facilities and reopening the park 

to the public. The proposed project would provide park facilities and recreational opportunities near walking 

distance of  residences and commercial uses which would promote walking and biking.  

Non-Motorized Transportation and Transit 

The proposed project would generate an increased demand for non-motorized travel as some park patrons and 

little league participants would travel to and from the project site as pedestrians or on bicycles. The streets in 

the vicinity of  the park site have sidewalks along both sides of  the street and the nearby intersections are 

equipped with painted crosswalks. The signalized intersections have pedestrian push buttons and pedestrian 

WALK signals. While there are no bike lanes on the nearby streets, little league players could potentially ride 

their bikes on the sidewalks of  these major arterial routes. Nearby bike racks are available at City Hall and the 

Stanton Branch of  the Orange County Library and bike racks would be provided at the project site. So there 

are multiple features at and near the project site that can accommodate bicycle and pedestrian travel. 

With regard to public transit, some park patrons, little league baseball players, and coaches could potentially use 

the OCTA buses to travel to and/or from the park site. OCTA operates Routes 29, 29A, and 529 on Beach 

Boulevard and Route 50 on Katella Avenue in the vicinity of  the project site. The project’s impact on the 

operation and ridership levels on these bus routes would be negligible. 

The proposed project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation 

system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. The Infrastructure and Community Services 

Element of  the Stanton General Plan includes various goals and policies to maintain and improve the 

infrastructure and public service systems (i.e. parks) within the City to ensure community safety and public 

health (Stanton 2008). As discussed above, the proposed project would support Goal ICS 1.2, which encourages 

use of  public transit and non-motorized transit (i.e. biking and walking), and Goal ICS 4.1, which aims to 

maintain public parks and ensure they are accessible to all residents.  The project site is not currently in use 

with the exception of  the community garden; however, the proposed project would improve park facilities and 

install a new pedestrian bridge, so residents are able to use and access the park. The proposed project will be 

accessible to the public and host little league baseball games, which would use existing bike racks and pedestrian 

paths for non-motorized transportation to and from the project site.  

Additionally, the SCAG’s Connect SoCal plan connects land use and transportation to increase mobility options 

and achieve a more sustainable growth patten within the SCAG region (SCAG 2020). Connect SoCal includes 

10 goals and 7 guiding principles to implement the Connect SoCal plan. While Connect SoCal is not directly 

applicable to a single park project, the proposed project would support SCAG’s Connect SoCal goals. The 

proposed project would redevelop an existing sports complex that has been closed to the public and reopen 

the park. This would provide park and recreational opportunities within walking distance of  surrounding 

residential, commercial, and academic uses, which reduces the need for single-occupancy vehicles and 

encourages alternatives forms of  transportation (such as walking and bicycling). Thus, the proposed project 

would support Connect SoCal Goals 4, “increase person and goods movement and travel choices within the 



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

3. Environmental Analysis 

April 2025                                Page 103 

transportation system”, 5, “reduce greenhouse gas emissions and improve air quality”, and 6, “support healthy 

and equitable communities” (SCAG 2020).  

The proposed project would not adversely affect traffic conditions on the study area roadway network or the 

performance of  any transit, pedestrian, or bicycle facilities. The proposed project would support the goals and 

policies related to transit, pedestrian, and bicycle travel within Stanton’s General Plan and SCAG’s Connect 

SoCal plan. The proposed project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the 

circulation system, including transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities; thus, a less than significant impact would 

occur. 

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Vehicle delays and levels of  service (LOS) have historically been used as the 

basis for determining the significance of  traffic impacts as standard practice in CEQA documents. On 

September 27, 2013, SB 743 was signed into law, starting a process that fundamentally changed transportation 

impact analyses as part of  CEQA compliance. SB 743 eliminates auto delay, LOS, and other similar measures 

of  vehicular capacity or traffic congestion as the sole basis for determining significant impacts under CEQA. 

As part of  the new CEQA Guidelines, the new criteria “shall promote the reduction of  greenhouse gas 

emissions, the development of  multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of  land uses” (Public 

Resources Code Section 21099(b)(1)). Pursuant to SB 743, the California Natural Resources Agency adopted 

revisions to the CEQA Guidelines on December 28, 2018, to implement SB 743. CEQA Guidelines Section 

15064.3 describes how transportation impacts are to be analyzed after SB 743. Under the new Guidelines, 

metrics related to VMT are required beginning July 1, 2020, to evaluate the significance of  transportation 

impacts under CEQA for development projects, land use plans, and transportation infrastructure projects. The 

State provided an “opt-in period” and did not require lead agencies to apply a VMT metric until July 1, 2020. 

However, in January 2020, State courts stated that under the Public Resources Code Section 21099, subdivision 

(b)(2), “automobile delay, as described solely by level of  service or similar measures of  vehicular capacity or 

traffic congestion shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment” under CEQA, except for 

roadway capacity projects.  

As stated in the Orange County “Transportation Implementation Manual” and the “Guidelines for Evaluating 

Vehicle Miles Traveled Under CEQA”, a project that generates 500 or fewer ADT may be assumed to result in 

a less than significant transportation impact and can be screened from a CEQA VMT analysis because it falls 

into the small project category (Garland 2023). As the traffic that would be generated by the proposed project 

is below the VMT threshold of  500 trips per day (see Table 17, Project-Generated Traffic), it can be screened from 

any further CEQA VMT analysis and would not result in a significant impact relative to VMT. 

In addition, the Orange County guidelines state that the development of  public facilities, which includes 

institutional/government and public service uses, can be screened from a CEQA VMT analysis. As the 

proposed sports park project is included in the public facilities category, it can be screened in accordance with 

the Orange County guidelines. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict or be inconsistent with 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b), and impacts would be less than significant. 
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c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

No Impact. The proposed project would not provide any on- or off-site access or circulation features that 

would create or increase any design hazards or incompatible uses. Access to the park site for vehicles, bicyclists, 

and pedestrians would continue to occur via properly designed streets, driveways, sidewalks, and on-site 

pedestrian pathways and a new pedestrian bridge would be constructed across the Stanton Storm Channel to 

improve pedestrian access to the proposed project. The streets, intersections, driveways, and on-site circulation 

system are designed to accommodate the anticipated levels of  vehicular and pedestrian activity and have 

historically been accommodating park-related traffic on a daily basis. These facilities would continue to be 

compatible with the design and operation of  a park. 

As the proposed project would not result in any adverse changes to the access or circulation features at the 

project site or on the surrounding streets, there would be no increased hazards due to a geometric design feature 

or incompatible uses. No impact would occur.  

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

 No Impact. Emergency access will continue to be provided by an existing gated driveway located at the 

southeast corner of  the project site that connects to Ruthann Avenue. In addition, emergency vehicles can also 

access the parking lot to the north side of  the project site via Cedar Street. The existing and proposed access 

and circulation features at the project site would continue to accommodate emergency ingress and egress by 

fire trucks, police units, and ambulance/paramedic vehicles. The proposed project would improve emergency 

access by developing concrete paved path from the southwest corner of  the project site along the eastern 

boundary to the northern portion of  the project site (see Figure 4, Proposed Site Plan). The proposed project 

would improve emergency access compared to existing conditions; therefore, a less than significant impact shall 

occur. 

3.18 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
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 

  X  
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Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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. 

 X   

 

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 

resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 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 

Less than Significant Impact. The project site is within the Carver Early Education Center and is 

currently developed with an existing sports complex. The project site is not listed as a historical resource 

in the Office of  Historic Preservation’s Listed California Historical Resources, California Points of  

Historical Interest, California Historical Landmarks, California Register of  Historical Resources, and is not 

in the National Register of  Historic Places (SCCIC 2023). Implementation of  the proposed project would 

not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of  a historical resource. The project site does not 

meet the historic resource criteria and does not meet the definition of  a historic resource pursuant to 

CEQA. Implementation of  the proposed project would not result in any substantial adverse change in a 

tribal cultural resource defined pursuant to PRC Section 5024.1 or PRC Section 5020.1(k). A less than 

significant impact would occur. 

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 section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource 

Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a 

California Native American tribe. 

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. The records search performed by the 

South-Central Coastal Information Center indicated the project site is not listed in the Office of  Historic 

Preservation’s Listed California Historical Resources, California Points of  Historical Interest, California 

Historical Landmarks, California Register of  Historical Resources, or in the National Register of  Historic 

Places (SCCIC 2023). The project site does not contain any known tribal resources pursuant to PRC section 

5024.1.  
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In accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21080.1(d), and pursuant to AB 52, the City mailed and 

emailed tribal consultation letters to the following tribes: Gabrieleño Band of  Mission Indians – Kizh 

Nation, Manzanita Band of  Kumeyaay Nation, Cahuilla Band of  Indians, Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe, 

Juaneño Band of  Mission Indians Acjachemen Nation, Juaneño Band of  Mission Indians Acjachemen 

Nation – Belardes, Juaneño Band of  Mission Indians Acjachemen Nation 84A, Gabrielino Tongva Indians 

of  California Tribal Council, Ewiiaapaayp Tribal Office, Pala Band of  Mission Indians, Gabrielino/Tongva 

nation, Mesa Grande Band of  Diegueno Mission Indians, Sycuan Band of  Kumeyaay Nation, Campo Band 

of  Diegueno Mission Indians, Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of  Mission Indians, La Posta Band 

of  Diegueno Mission Indians, Santa Rosa Band of  Cahuilla Indians, and Soboba Band of  Luiseno Indians.  

The Pala Band of  Mission Indians, Santa Rosa Band of  Cahuilla Indians, and the Gabrieleño Band of  

Mission Indians – Kizh Nation responded. The Pala Band of  Mission Indians notified the City that the 

project site is not within the boundaries of  the recognized Pala Indian Reservation, and beyond the territory 

that the tribe considers its traditional use area. The Pala Band of  Mission Indians have declined AB-52 

consultation. The Santa Rosa Band of  Cahuilla Indians declined consultation. The Gabrieleño Band of  

Mission Indians – Kizh Nation requested consultation with the City in accordance with AB 52. The City 

and the Gabrieleño Band of  Mission Indians – Kizh Nation conducted consultation and agreed to 

mitigation measures TCR-1 though TCR-3, which require the presence of  a tribal monitor during 

earthwork activities and provides procedures in the event that a tribal cultural resources is encountered 

during construction. The mitigation measures would ensure that impacts to tribal cultural resources are less 

than significant. With the incorporation of  mitigation measures TCR-1 through TCR-3, a less than 

significant impact would occur. 

Mitigation Measure 

TCR-1 Retain a Native American Monitor Prior to Commencement of  Ground-Disturbing Activities 

A. The City shall retain a Native American Monitor from or approved by the Gabrieleño Band 

of  Mission Indians – Kizh Nation. The monitor shall be retained prior to the commencement 

of  any “ground-disturbing activity” for the subject project at all project locations (i.e., both 

on-site and any off-site locations that are included in the project description/definition and/or 

required in connection with the project, such as public improvement work). “Ground-

disturbing activity” shall include, but is not limited to, demolition, pavement removal, 

potholing, auguring, grubbing, tree removal, boring, grading, excavation, drilling, and 

trenching. 

B. A copy of  the executed monitoring agreement shall be submitted to the City prior to the earlier 

of  the commencement of  any ground-disturbing activity, or the issuance of  any permit 

necessary to commence a ground-disturbing activity.  

C. The monitor will complete daily monitoring logs that will provide descriptions of  the relevant 

ground-disturbing activities, the type of  construction activities performed, locations of  

ground-disturbing activities, soil types, cultural-related materials, and any other facts, 

conditions, materials, or discoveries of  significance to the Tribe. Monitor logs will identify and 
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describe any discovered TCRs, including but not limited to, Native American cultural and 

historical artifacts, remains, places of  significance, etc., (collectively, tribal cultural resources, 

or “TCR”), as well as any discovered Native American (ancestral) human remains and burial 

goods. Copies of  monitor logs will be provided to the City upon written request to the Tribe. 

D. On-site tribal monitoring shall conclude upon the earlier of  the following (1) written 

confirmation to the Kizh from a designated point of  contact for the City that all ground-

disturbing activities and phases that may involve ground-disturbing activities on the project 

site or in connection with the project are complete; or (2) a determination and written 

notification by the Kizh to the City that no future, planned construction activity and/or 

development/construction phase at the project site possesses the potential to impact Kizh 

TCRs. 

TCR-2 Unanticipated Discovery of  Tribal Cultural Resources Objects (Non-Funerary/Non-Ceremonial) 

Upon discovery of  any TCRs, all construction activities in the immediate vicinity of  the discovery 

shall cease (i.e., not less than the surrounding 50 feet) and shall not resume until the discovered 

TCR has been assessed by the Kizh monitor or Kizh archaeologist. The Kizh will recover and 

retain all discovered TCRs in the form and/or manner the Tribe deems appropriate, in the Tribe’s 

sole discretion, and for any purpose the Tribe deems appropriate, including for educational, 

cultural and/or historic purposes. 

TCR-3 Unanticipated Discovery of  Human Remains and Associated Funerary or Ceremonial Objects 

A. Native American human remains are defined in PRC 5097.98 (d)(1) as an inhumation or 

cremation, and in any state of  decomposition or skeletal completeness. Funerary objects, 

called associated grave goods in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, are also to be treated 

according to this statute. 

B. If  Native American human remains and/or grave goods are discovered or recognized on the 

project site, then Public Resource Code 5097.9 as well as Health and Safety Code Section 

7050.5 shall be followed. 

C. Human remains and grave/burial goods shall be treated alike per California Public Resources 

Code section 5097.98(d)(1) and (2). 

D. Preservation in place (i.e., avoidance) is the preferred manner of  treatment for discovered 

human remains and/or burial goods. 

E. Any discovery of  human remains/burial goods shall be kept confidential to prevent further 

disturbance. 
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3.19 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would the project: 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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? 

  X  

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

  X  

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? 

  X  

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?  

  X  

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

 

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. The proposed project involves the redevelopment of  the Norm Ross Sports 

Park. The project site is on a school campus in an urbanized area. The project site is presently served by water, 

stormwater, electrical power and telecommunication facilities. Since there are no restrooms or buildings onsite, 

the project site is not currently served by wastewater infrastructure. Since park uses do not have a need for 

natural gas, the project site is also not currently served by natural gas. The proposed project would include the 

construction of  park and sport facilities that would connect to existing utility lines, including water, wastewater, 

electric power, and natural gas, that currently serve the school campus and surrounding urban area. The 

connection and extension of  the utility lines would not cause significant environmental effects since the project 

site is in a highly urbanized area.  

As discussed in Section 1.4, Project Description, the proposed project includes new stormwater infrastructure, 

such as a infiltration basin or a bioretention basin without underdrain. The implementation of  the stormwater 

infrastructure onsite would ensure that the proposed project’s stormwater does not exceed the capacity of  the 

stormwater infrastructure on public rights of  way and Carver Elementary School. 
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Further, the proposed project includes the construction and operation of  a sports park that would serve the 

existing community. The proposed project would not increase population growth in the city. The proposed 

project would also be designed in accordance with the latest CBC, which includes requirements for water flow 

and energy use. Therefore, the proposed project would be adequately served by existing utilities.  The proposed 

project would not require 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. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

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 project site is currently not in use except for the community garden, and 

the proposed project would increase park goers to the project site. As such the proposed project would be 

expected to result in a slight increase in water demand at the project site. However, the proposed project would 

not result in direct or indirect population growth. Further, compared to existing conditions, the proposed 

project would increase the amount of  hardscape surfaces, which does not need to be watered.  Therefore, the 

proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in water demand. The project site is within the 

service boundary of  the Golden State Water Company (GSWC) – West Orange. According to the 2020 Urban 

Water Management Plan, GSWC – West Orange has reliable supplies to meet its retail customer demands in 

normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years through 2045 (GSWC 2021). GSWC’s contract with Municipal Water 

District of  Orange County  and groundwater supplies from the Orange County Groundwater Basin ensure 

resiliency during dry conditions. As such, GSWC – West Orange would not be faced with shortages during 

normal or dry years through the planning horizon of  the 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (GSWC 2021). 

The project site is currently developed with the Norm Ross Sports Park, and the proposed project would 

improve the facilities onsite. While the proposed project may result in a minimal increase in water use, it would 

not generate population growth and would be within the projections of  the 2020 Urban Water Management 

Plan. GSWC – West Orange would not have water supply shortages through the planning horizon of  the plan. 

Therefore, the proposed project’s impact 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 is collected by the City of  Stanton Public Works Department and 

then treated by the Orange County Sanitation District (OC SAN). OC SAN has two operating facilities that 

treat wastewater from residential, commercial, and industrial sources, which treated approximately 179 million 

gallons per day in the 2021-2022 year (OC SAN 2023). The proposed project would improve an existing sports 

complex. The project site is currently not in use except for the community garden, and the proposed project 

would increase park goers to the project site. As such the proposed project would be expected to result in an 

increase in wastewater generation at the project site. However, the proposed project would not result in direct 

or indirect population growth and would not result in a substantial increase in wastewater generation. The 

increase would be nominal and would not exceed the capacity of  the existing treatment facilities. Therefore, 

impact would be less than significant.  
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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. The project site is currently not in use except for the community garden, and 

the proposed project would increase park goers to the project site. As such the proposed project would be 

expected to result in an increase in solid waste generation at the project site. However, the proposed project 

would not result in direct or indirect population growth and would not result in a substantial increase in solid 

waste generation. Solid waste generation from the proposed project would be similar to existing conditions, as 

the proposed project would not result in a change in the use of  the site. Solid waste from the project site would 

be transferred to the Frank R. Bowerman Sanitary Landfill located at 11002 Bee Canyon Access Road in Irvine. 

The landfill has a maximum permitted throughput of  11,500 tons per day, a remaining capacity of  205,000,000 

cubic yards, and a cease date of  December 31, 2053 (CalRecycle 2024b). Since the proposed project would not 

generate substantial amounts of  solid waste, the proposed project would result in a 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. Solid waste would be generated during construction and operation of  the 

proposed project. The Solid Waste Ruse and Recycling Access Act of  1991 requires that adequate areas be 

provided for collecting and loading recyclable materials such as paper, products, glass, and other recyclables. 

Chapter 6.04, Integrated Waste Management, of  the City’s Municipal Code, provides provisions for the 

collection and storage of  solid waste, including construction and demolition waste management. Additionally, 

the proposed project would comply with solid waste disposal requirements, including requirements to divert 

solid waste to landfills through recycling. During construction, the proposed project would comply with 

CALGreen, which requires recycling and/or salvaging for reuse a minimum of  65 percent of  the nonhazardous 

construction and demolition waste generated during most “new construction” projects (CALGreen Sections 

4.408 and 5.408). As such, the impact would be less than significant. 

3.20 WILDFIRE 

If  located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would 

the project: 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

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?    X 

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? 

   X 
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Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
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? 

   X 

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? 

   X 

 

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

No Impact. The project site and surroundings are in a heavily urbanized area and are not within nor near a 

VHFHSZ (CAL FIRE 2022). The nearest VHSHSZ is approximately 7 miles to the north of  the project site. 

The OCFA would review development plans to ensure adequate emergency access. Emergency access to the 

site would continue to be provided via Ruthann Avenue. Additionally, the proposed project would be required 

to comply with the most current CBC and CFC regulations, which would ensure adequate access. The proposed 

project would not substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. No 

impact would occur.  

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. The project site is not in, adjacent to, nor within proximity of  a VHFHSZ. The nearest VHSHSZ 

is approximately 7 miles to the north of  the project site. The project site and its surroundings are in a heavily 

urbanized area. Therefore, the proposed project would not expose project occupants to pollutant 

concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of  a wildfire. No impact would occur. 

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. The project site is not in, adjacent to or within proximity of  a VHFHSZ. The nearest VHSHSZ 

is approximately 7 miles to the north of  the project site. The project site is in an urbanized area with existing 

utilities lines onsite and surrounding the site. New utility lines would be installed per the requirements of  the 

utility providers. Therefore, the proposed project would not require the installation of  new infrastructure that 

may exacerbate fire risk. No impact would occur.  
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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? 

No Impact. The project site is not in, adjacent to or within proximity of  a VHFHSZ. The nearest VHSHSZ 

is approximately 7 miles to the north of  the project site. The project site is already developed with a sports 

complex and is currently unused. As indicated in Section 3.7 and Section 3.10, above, the project site is not 

within a landslide hazard zone and the site is within flood Zone X. Therefore, the proposed project would not 

result in runoff, postfire slope instability, or drainage changes (see Section 3.7, Geology and Soils, and Section 

3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, respectively. No impact would occur. 

3.21 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 
a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade 

the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat 
of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population 
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a 
plant or animal community, substantially reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

  X  

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” 
means that the incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects.) 

  X  

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 

  X  

 

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, 

substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to 

drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially 

reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate 

important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  As discussed in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, the proposed project site is 

currently developed with park/sport complex uses that is closed and unused with the exception of  the 

community garden. It does not contain any special-status or sensitive biological resources. The proposed project 

would not substantially reduce the habitat of  a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to 

drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a sensitive plant or animal community, or substantially 

reduce the number or restrict the range of  a rare or endangered plant or animal. 
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As discussed in Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, and Section 3.18, Tribal Cultural Resources, the proposed project 

site is currently developed with park/sport complex uses that is closed and unused with the exception of  the 

community garden. The project site does not contain built environment resources and no known archaeological  

nor tribal cultural resources. The proposed project therefore would not eliminate important examples of  the 

major periods of  California history and would not have an adverse impact on California’s prehistoric cultural 

resources. Further, the proposed project would incorporate Mitigation Measures CUL-1, TCR-1, TCR-2, and 

TCR-3, which provides procedures in the event of  an accidental archaeological find, which would ensure that 

impacts related to cultural and tribal cultural resources are less than significant. 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 

(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable 

when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, 

and the effects of probable future projects.) 

Less Than Significant Impact.  The proposed project would redevelop an existing sports complex/park. As 

discussed throughout this Initial Study, the proposed project would have no impact, a less than significant 

impact, or a less than significant with mitigation measures to aesthetics, agricultural/forestry resources, air 

quality, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology/soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and 

hazardous materials, hydrology/water quality, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise, population and 

housing, public services, recreation, transportation, tribal cultural resources, utilities and service systems, and 

wildfire. For this reason, the proposed project would not result in significant cumulative impacts to any 

resources. Therefore, all impacts are individually limited and would not result in any cumulatively significant 

impact. Impacts would be less than significant. 

c) Does the project have environmental effects, which will cause substantial adverse effects on 

human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  The proposed project would redevelop an existing sports complex/park. 

Thus, the proposed project would provide opportunities for recreation, exercise, and gathering. As discussed 

in the previous analyses, the proposed project would not result in significant direct or indirect adverse impacts 

or result in substantial adverse effects on human beings. Impacts would be less than significant.  
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