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Table 4.3-6 
MAXIMUM DAILY PROJECT OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS 

Emission Source 
Pollutant (lbs/day) 

ROG NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 
Mobile Source Emissions 0.06 0.05 0.54 0.12 0.03 
Area Source Emissions  0.02 0 0 0 0 
Energy Source Emissions 0 0 0 0 0 
Total Operational Emissions 0.08 0.05 0.54 0.12 0.03 
SCAQMD Significance Thresholds 55 55 550 150 55 
Significant? (Yes or No) No No No No No 
Source: Calculated by UltraSystems with CalEEMod (Version 2022.1.1.29) (CAPCOA, 2022). 

b) Would the project 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? 

Less Than Significant Impact 

Since the SCAB is currently in nonattainment for ozone and PM2.5, related projects may exceed an air 
quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality exceedance. The SCAQMD 
neither recommends quantified analyses of construction and/or operational emissions from multiple 
development projects nor provides methodologies or thresholds of significance to be used to assess 
the cumulative emissions generated by multiple cumulative projects. Instead, the District 
recommends that a project’s potential contribution to cumulative impacts be assessed by utilizing 
the same significance criteria as those for project-specific impacts. Furthermore, the SCAQMD states 
that if an individual development project generates less-than-significant construction or operational 
emissions impacts, then the development project would not contribute to a cumulatively 
considerable increase in emissions for those pollutants for which the Basin is in nonattainment. 

As discussed above, the mass daily construction and operational emissions generated by the project 
would not exceed any of the SCAQMD’s significance thresholds. Also, as discussed below, localized 
emissions generated by the Project would not exceed the SCAQMD’s Localized Significance 
Thresholds (LSTs). Therefore, the project would not contribute a cumulatively considerable increase 
in emissions for the pollutants which the SCAB is in nonattainment. Thus, cumulative air quality 
impacts associated with the project would be less than significant. 

c) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Less than Significant Impact 

Construction of the project would generate short-term and intermittent emissions. Following the 
SCAQMD’s Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology (Chico and Koizumi, 2008), only onsite 
construction emissions were considered in the localized significance analysis. The residence south of 
the project site is the nearest sensitive receptor (less than 16 meters away).3 Localized significance 
thresholds (LSTs) for projects in Source Receptor Area 5 (Southeast Los Angeles County) were 
obtained from tables in Appendix C of the aforementioned methodology. Table 4.3-7 shows the 
results of the localized significance analysis for the project. Localized short-term air quality impacts 
from construction of the project would be less than significant. 

 
3  According to SCAQMD guidance, a receptor closer than 25 meters to the source may be assumed to be 25 meters away 

(Chico and Koizumi, 2008, p. 3-3). 
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Table 4.3-7 
RESULTS OF UNMITIGATED LOCALIZED SIGNIFICANCE ANALYSIS 

Nearest Sensitive Receptor 
Maximum Onsite Construction Emissions (pounds/day) 

NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 

Maximum daily unmitigated emissions 31.6 30.2 7.7 3.9 
SCAQMD LST for 3.5 acres @ 25 meters 143 1,170.5 10.5 5.5 
Significant (Yes or No) No No No No 

d) Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely 
affecting a substantial number of people? 

Less than Significant Impact 

A project-related significant adverse effect could occur if construction or operation of the proposed 
project would result in generation of odors that would be perceptible in adjacent sensitive areas. 
According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook (SCAQMD 1993), land uses and industrial 
operations that are associated with odor complaints include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment 
plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and 
fiberglass molding. The project does not include any of those types of land uses. Potential sources 
that may emit odors during construction activities include equipment exhaust. Odors from these 
sources would be localized and generally confined to the immediate area surrounding the project. 
The project would use typical construction techniques, and the odors would be typical of most 
construction sites and temporary in nature. The project would not create substantial objectionable 
odors, and this impact would be less than significant. 
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4.4 Biological Resources 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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 

Methodology 

UltraSystems biologists researched readily available information, including relevant literature, 
databases, agency websites, various previously completed reports and management plans, GIS data, 
maps, aerial imagery from public domain sources, and in‐house records to identify the following: 1) 
habitats, special‐status plant and wildlife species, jurisdictional waters, critical habitats, and wildlife 
corridors that may occur in and near the project site; and 2) local or regional plans, policies, and 
regulations that may apply to the project. Sources accessed by UltraSystems for analysis of potential 
impacts within this Initial Study include: 

• California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), provided by the CDFW, (CNDDB 2025) 

• Rare Plant Program, Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants, California Native Plant Society 
(CNPS, 2025) 

• A Manual of California Vegetation Online Edition (CNPS 2024) 
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• eBird online database of bird distribution and abundance, provided by Cornell Lab of 
Ornithology (eBird, 2025) 

• Sawyer, J.O., T. Keeler-Wolf, J.M. Evens, 2009. A Manual of California Vegetation, Second 
Edition, provided by California Native Plant Society Press 

• Information, Planning and Conservation (IPaC), provided by the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) (USFWS, 2025) 

• National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) website, National Wetlands Mapper, provided by the 
USFWS (USFWS, 2024b) 

• Other sources as cited in text. 

Environmental Setting 

The City of Pico Rivera is located in southeastern Los Angeles County, California. The city is situated on 
the southern edge of the San Gabriel Valley. The existing Rio Hondo Park is located at 8421 San Luis 
Potosi, Pico Rivera. The park is bordered by Beverly Road to the north, Fir Street to the east, San Luis 
Potosi to the south, and the Rio Hondo Channel to the west. The area is highly urbanized; the park is 
surrounded by residential developments, recreational facilities, infrastructure, and the Rio Hondo 
Channel. 

Rio Hondo Park is approximately two miles southeast of Whittier Narrows Recreation Area, and three 
miles west of the Puente Hills. The project site has a relatively flat topography; elevations on the 
project site range from approximately 173 feet to 180 feet above mean sea level (amsl). 

Survey Methodology  

Habitat Assessment Survey  

UltraSystems biologists conducted a literature review and habitat assessment survey for biological 
resources potentially associated with the project site and within a zone 500 feet out from the project 
site; these define the Biological Study Area (BSA). UltraSystems biologist Ms. Scarlett Hensman (SH) 
conducted the survey on January 22, 2025, to assess the habitats, plants and wildlife that occur within 
the BSA (see Figure 4.4-1, Project Location and Biological Study Area [BSA]; also see Table 4.4-1: 
Field Survey). 

Table 4.4-1 
FIELD SURVEY 

Survey Date 
Survey Time 

(am/pm) 
Temperature 

Start/End (°F) 
Cloud Cover 

Start/End (%) 
Precipitation 

(%) 
Biologist Survey Type 

January 22, 
2025 

11:00/1:20 72/79 80/80 0/0 SH 
General Plant 
and Wildlife 

Limitations to the field surveys conducted are as follows: 

• By occurring during daylight hours, the biological field surveys bias towards daylight‐occurring 
species, such as birds, and away from nocturnal species, such as a variety of mammals.  

I I 
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Figure 4.4–1 
PROJECT LOCATION AND BIOLOGICAL STUDY AREA (BSA) 
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• Weather bias may apply, as many species may be less active (e.g., mammals) or more active 
(e.g., amphibians) during or closely following inclement weather (e.g., rain). Similarly, wildlife 
species may go seasonally dormant.  

• Species may be secretive and difficult to observe during a standard daylight survey. For example, 
many mammal species may go unnoticed due to their use of subterranean habitats. Many 
species require specific survey methods that are not met through standard daylight surveys. 

• Many wildlife species occupy a wide geographical range or only occur on a seasonal basis; 
therefore, many species may utilize the BSA despite not being present at the time of the survey. 

a) Would the project 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 with Mitigation Incorporated 

Plant and wildlife species listed under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) or under the 
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) are referred to collectively as “listed species” in this 
section. Plant and wildlife species not listed by ESA or CESA but that are still protected by federal 
agencies, state agencies, local or regional plans, and/or nonprofit resource organizations such as the 
California Native Plant Society (CNPS) are collectively referred to as “sensitive species” in this section. 
The term “special‐status species” is used when collectively referring to both listed and sensitive 
species. 

Special-Status Plants 

The project site is situated on relatively level ground, and no ephemeral, intermittent, or perennial 
streams or rivers were identified in the literature review or observed during the biological survey. 
Vegetation within the BSA primarily consists of non‐native annual grasses and forbs, several 
ornamental and native trees, and landscaped areas with ornamental turf and plants. The City 
estimates that 36 trees will be removed, but none are considered historical or sensitive species. 

Based on a literature review and query from publicly available databases (hereafter, plant inventory; 
CNDDB 2025, CNPS 2025, USFWS 2024a), there were 63 special‐status (four listed and 59 sensitive) 
plant species identified within ten miles of the BSA. These special‐status species were identified by 
one of the following means: reported in the plant inventory, or recognized as occurring based on 
previous surveys or knowledge of the area. 

Five special‐status plant species have been recorded within a two‐mile radius of the BSA (see Figure 
4.4-2, CNDDB Known Occurrences Plant Species and Habitats) and Appendix C, Species Occurrence 
Potential Determinations); however, the BSA does not contain suitable habitat to support these species. 

None of the 63 species identified in the database search were determined to have the potential to occur 
in the BSA; all species that were evaluated for their occurrence potential are listed in Appendix C, 
Species Occurrence Potential Determinations. 

Because none of the special‐status plant species were determined to have the potential to occur 
within the BSA, it is anticipated that construction of the project will incur no impacts to special‐status 
plant species within the BSA. 
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Figure 4.4-2 
CNDDB KNOWN OCCURRENCES: PLANT SPECIES AND HABITATS 
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Special-Status Wildlife 

Based on a literature review and query from publicly available databases (hereafter, wildlife 
inventory; CNDDB 2025, USFWS 2025) for reported occurrences, there were 30 special‐status (nine 
listed and 21 sensitive) wildlife species recorded within a 10‐mile radius of the BSA. These special‐
status wildlife species were identified by one of the following means: reported in the wildlife 
inventory or recognized as occurring based on previous surveys or knowledge of the area. These 
species are listed in Appendix C, Species Occurrence Potential Determination.  

Ten special‐status wildlife species have been recorded within two miles of the BSA (see Figure 4.4-
3, CNDDB Known Occurrences Wildlife Species; and Appendix C, Species Occurrence Potential 
Determination).4 Five listed and seven sensitive wildlife species were determined to have at least a 
low potential to occur in the BSA: Crotch's bumble bee (Bombus crotchii), burrowing owl (Athene 
cunicularia), Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), coastal 
California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica), least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), monarch 
butterfly (Danaus Plexippus pop. 1; California overwintering population), San Garbiel chestnut 
(Glyptostoma gabrielense), southern California legless lizard (Anniella stebbinsi), California glossy 
snake (Arizona elegans occidentalis), Blainville’s horned lizard (Phrynosoma blainvillii), western 
mastiff bat (Eumops perotis californicus), and hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus).  

Of the species with potential to occur in the BSA, monarch butterfly and Swainson’s hawk have a potential 
to occur on the project site but likely restricted to flyover. The site does not contain suitable foraging or 
breeding habitat for these species. Therefore, it is anticipated that construction of the project will have a 
less than significant impact to these special‐status wildlife species. 

One special‐status species, the Cooper’s hawk (Astur cooperii), has a moderate potential to occur, 
however, it was not observed during the surveys. The project site contains foraging habitat and tall 
trees for Cooper’s hawk, the BSA contains large trees, and other physical features that could 
potentially provide foraging, nesting, and cover habitats for Cooper’s hawk.  

Impacts to Breeding and Nesting Birds (Migratory Bird Treaty Act) 

The majority of the birds observed during the field surveys and those birds that could potentially 
breed within the BSA are migratory non‐game birds protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA) and Fish and Game Code (FGC) § 3503, § 3503.5, and § 3513, which prohibit take or 
disturbance of nesting and breeding birds, including their nests, eggs, and young. Implementation of 
mitigation measure (MM) BIO-1, Pre-construction Nesting Bird Survey, would identify and protect 
locations of breeding and nesting bird species, including Cooper’s hawk. 

The project site is surrounded by residences, public facilities and commercial buildings which limit 
the availability of quality habitat for species within the BSA. However, native and ornamental 
vegetation within the project site and BSA provide plentiful potential nesting habitat for birds 
protected by the MBTA and Fish and Game Code (FGC) § 3503, § 3503.5, and § 3513. 

Project construction could result in dust, noise, and vibration which may cause indirect impacts to  

 
4 Impact determinations are based on special-status species and sensitive natural communities within a 10-mile radius 

from the project site. A two-mile radius is used in the figures in this Section, as such maps for a 10-mile radius would 
have too much content to be conveyed effectively.  
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Figure 4.4-3 
CNDDB KNOWN OCCURRENCES WILDLIFE SPECIES 
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nesting and foraging behavior of birds protected under the MBTA. The project site contains large 
California sycamore (Platanus racemosa) and pine (Pinus sp.) trees and other vegetation that could 
provide foraging, nesting, and cover habitats that could support breeding and nesting birds. Birds 
that may breed within the BSA are protected by the MBTA and FGC. Mitigation measure (MM) BIO-1, 
Pre-Construction Breeding Bird Survey), MM BIO-2, Worker Environmental Awareness Program, and 
MM BIO-3, Construction Best Management Practices, would minimize or avoid potential project 
impacts to breeding birds to a less than significant level.  

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure MM BIO-1: Pre-Construction Nesting Bird Survey 

To maintain compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and Fish and Game Code FGC), and to 
avoid impacts to or take of migratory non‐game breeding birds, their nests, young, and eggs, the following 
measures will be implemented. The measures below will minimize or avoid direct and indirect 
construction‐related impacts to migratory non‐game breeding birds to less than significant levels. 

a) Project activities that will remove or disturb potential nest sites (e.g., open ground, trees, 
shrubs, grasses, or burrows) during the breeding season (typically from February 15 through 
September 15, but can vary slightly from year to year, usually depending on weather 
conditions) will be scheduled outside the breeding bird season to avoid potential direct 
impacts to breeding birds protected by the MBTA and Fish and Game Code. Necessary removal 
of trees, shrubs, etc. that could potentially serve as nest sites will prevent birds from nesting 
within the project site during the breeding season and during construction activities.  

b) If project activities cannot be avoided from February 15 through September 15, a qualified biologist 
will conduct a pre‐construction breeding bird survey for breeding birds and active nests or potential 
nesting sites within the limits of project disturbance. The survey will be conducted at least seven 
days prior to the onset of scheduled activities, such as mobilization and staging. It will end no more 
than three days prior to vegetation, substrate, and structure removal and/or disturbance. 

c) If special‐status bird species are observed within the project site during the pre‐construction 
survey, the biologist will immediately map the area and notify the appropriate resource agency 
to determine suitable protection measures and/or mitigation measures and determine if 
additional surveys or focused protocol surveys are necessary. Project activities may begin 
within the area once concurrence is received from the appropriate resource agency. 

d) If a breeding bird territory or an active bird nest is located during the pre‐construction survey and 
would be impacted by project activities, the site(s) will be mapped on engineering drawings and 
a no‐activity buffer zone will be marked (fencing, stakes, flagging, orange snow fencing, etc.) a 
minimum of 100 feet in all directions for passerines and 500 feet in all directions for raptors. The 
biologist will determine the appropriate buffer size based on the type of activities planned near 
the nest and the species of bird that created the nest. This no‐activity buffer zone will not be 
disturbed until a qualified biologist has determined that the nest is inactive, the young are no 
longer being fed by the parents, the young have fledged, the young have left the area, or the young 
will no longer be impacted by project activities. Periodic monitoring by a biologist will be 
performed to determine when nesting cycle is complete. Once the nesting cycle been deemed 
complete by the qualified biologist, project activities may begin within the buffer zone(s).  

e) Birds or their nests will not be disturbed, captured, handled, or moved. Active nests cannot 
be removed or disturbed. Inactive nests can be removed or disturbed by a qualified biologist 
if the nest is determined to be inactive. 
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f) If no breeding birds or active nests are observed during the pre‐construction surveys, or they are 
observed but will not be impacted, project activities may begin, and no mitigation will be required.  

MM BIO-2: Worker Environmental Awareness Program 

Prior to project construction activities, a qualified biologist would prepare and conduct a Worker 
Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) that would describe the biological constraints on the 
project. All personnel who would work within the project site would attend the WEAP prior to 
performing any work; such requirement shall be included as a condition on grading permits. The WEAP 
would include, but not be limited to the following: results of preconstruction surveys; description of 
sensitive biological resources potentially present within the project site; legal protections afforded the 
sensitive biological resources; Best Management Practices (BMPs) for protecting sensitive biological 
resources (i.e., restrictions, avoidance, protection, and minimization measures); individual 
responsibilities associated with the project; and, a training on grading to reduce impacts to biological 
resources. A condition would be placed on grading permits requiring a qualified biologist to conduct a 
training session for project personnel prior to grading. The training would include a description of the 
species of concern and its habitats, the general provisions of the Endangered Species Act (Act), the 
penalties associated with violating the provisions of the Act, the general measures that are being 
implemented to conserve the species of concern as they relate to the project, and the access routes to the 
project site boundaries within which the project activities must be accomplished. The program would 
also include the reporting requirements if workers encounter a sensitive wildlife species (i.e., notifying 
the biological monitor or the construction foreman, who would then notify the biological monitor). 

Training materials would be language‐appropriate for all construction personnel. Upon completion of the 
WEAP, workers would sign a form stating that they attended the program, understand all protection measures, 
and would abide all the rules of the WEAP. A record of all trained personnel would be kept with the 
construction foreman at the project field construction office and would be made available to any resource 
agency personnel. If new construction personnel are added to the project later, the construction foreman 
would ensure that new personnel receive training before they start working. The biologist would provide 
written hard copies of the WEAP and photos of the sensitive biological resources to the construction foreman. 

MM BIO-3: Construction Best Management Practices 

During project construction, project work crews would be directed to use BMPs where applicable. These 
measures would be identified prior to construction by the construction contractor and incorporated into 
the construction operations. Implementation of this mitigation measure would help to avoid, eliminate or 
reduce impacts to sensitive or common biological resources, such as special‐status terrestrial wildlife 
species, to less than significant levels. Standard BMPs as outlined in the MSHCP (MSHCP, Volume 1, Appendix 
C) and that apply to construction of this project, and are not incorporated to other mitigation measures 
proposed for this project are as follows: 

A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and erosion control plan would be developed and 
implemented in accordance with State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) requirements. Equipment storage, fueling, and staging areas would 
be located on upland sites with minimal risks of direct drainage into riparian areas or other sensitive 
habitats. These designated areas would be located in such a manner as to prevent any runoff from 
entering sensitive habitat. Construction workers would implement BMPs, e.g., concrete curing and 
concrete finishing, hazardous waste management, and cleaning, fueling, and maintenance of vehicles 
and equipment to prevent contamination of surface waters with cement or other hazardous 
materials. Project related spills of hazardous materials would be reported to appropriate entities 
including but not limited to the Los Angeles County Fire Department, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
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(USFWS), California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), and RWQCB, would be cleaned up 
immediately and contaminated soils would be removed to approved disposal areas. 

The Permittee would have the right to access and inspect any sites of approved projects including any 
restoration/enhancement area for compliance with project approval conditions including these BMPs. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation 

With the implementation of mitigation measure BIO-1: Pre-Construction Breeding Bird Survey, BIO-2: 
Worker Environmental Awareness Program, and BIO-3: Construction Best Management Practices, the 
proposed project would result in less significant impact to special‐status wildlife species. 

b) Will the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations 
or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

No impact 

Land Cover Type Mapping 

Three land cover types were mapped within the BSA (see Figure 4.4-4, Land Cover). None of the three 
land cover types are classified as sensitive natural communities in the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (CDFW) California Natural Community List (CDFW, 2023), other local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations, nor are they riparian habitat. Therefore, there are no anticipated impacts to 
sensitive natural communities due to project construction. 

Developed/Ornamental: Developed/ornamental land cover type may generally include man‐made 
structures such as houses, sidewalks, buildings, parks, and ornamental landscaping consisting of 
exotic or non‐native plant species that occurs in parks, gardens, and parking lots. The project site 
contains a public park, open grass fields, recreational buildings and facilities, and residential dwelling 
units, associated driveways, roads, and landscaped areas (Google Earth, 2025). Approximately 44.51 
acres of developed/ornamental land cover that were mapped within the BSA, 12.46 acres of which 
are in the project site (Google Earth Pro, 2025). 

Disturbed: Disturbed lands consist of exposed soils subjected to disturbances including vehicle 
traffic, mowing, disking, excavation or other type of alteration of the soil surface. Approximately 11.29 
acres of Disturbed land cover were mapped within the BSA (Google Earth Pro, 2025). 

Flood Control Channel [Rio Hondo]: The Rio Hondo flood control channel is owned and maintained 
by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD). It is located to the west‐northwest of the 
project area. The flood control channel was historically known as the Old San Garbiel River but a flood 
in 1867 caused it to change course and was subsequently renamed the Rio Hondo River. Channelized 
in the 1930’s by the United States Army Corp of Engineers (USACE), the stream flows south to the Los 
Angeles River and then the Pacific Ocean (USACE, 2013). Presently, the Rio Hondo Flood Control 
Channel is a concrete‐lined channel that serves a flood control function for the Rio Hondo River in 
Los Angeles County. It runs along a formal concrete channel with no riparian vegetation through 
mostly industrial or commercial land uses. The west side of the channel contains a bike path that 
continues further south. This land cover is not considered a vegetation community and is not included 
on the CDFW Sensitive Natural Communities List (CDFW, 2023). Approximately 10.71 acres of Flood 
Control Channel land cover were mapped within the BSA (Google Earth Pro, 2025). 
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Figure 4.4–4 
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The BSA does not support riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities (CDFW, 2023; 
Google Earth Pro, 2025). Therefore, construction of the project would not result in impacts to 
riparian habitat or sensitive natural communities identified in local, regional state, or federal plans, 
policies, or regulations. No impact would occur, and mitigation is not required. 

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

No Impact 

The project site does not contain drainages, depressions, or wetlands (USFWS, 2024b). The BSA 
contains a segment of the Rio Hondo Channel, which is a flood control channel with perennial flow 
fed by urban runoff and stormwater runoff. The Rio Hondo Channel is a tributary to the Los Angeles 
River and ultimately discharges into the Pacific Ocean.  

Construction of the project would involve work conducted to the east of Rio Hondo Channel; the 
project does not involve work within or extending from the channel, or in the channel’s right‐of‐way. 
The project would not involve draining or discharging soil, water, or debris to the Channel. No impact 
would occur, and mitigation is not required.  

d) Would the project 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  

The project site and BSA do not contain habitats suitable to support wildlife nursery sites, and 
impacts to native wildlife nursery sites are not anticipated as a result of the project.  

A wildlife corridor is a connection of habitat, generally native vegetation, which joins two or more 
large areas of similar habitat (e.g., natural landscape blocks) that are otherwise separated by natural 
barriers, changes in vegetation composition, or land permanently altered for human activities. Per 
the California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project provided by CDFW’s BIOS Habitat Connectivity 
Viewer (CNDDB 2025), the project site is not within a Natural Landscape Block (CDFW, 2024b; see 
Figure 4.4-5, CDFW Wildlife Corridors).  

Wildlife corridors may either be contiguous strips of vegetation and habitat, such as ridgelines or 
riverbeds, or intermittent patches of habitat or physical features spaced closely enough to allow safe 
travel. Corridors can be natural, such as a riparian corridor, or man‐made, such as culverts, tunnels, 
drainage pipes, walls, underpasses, overpasses, or streets. Man‐made corridors are often referred to 
as “wildlife crossings” and they allow wildlife to pass over, under, or through physical barriers that 
otherwise hinder movement. 

Predators (e.g., coyotes [Canis latrans]) and smaller mammals (e.g., raccoons [Procyon lotor] and 
striped skunks [Mephitis mephitis]) are known to use medium‐ to low‐density residential 
neighborhoods, and washes for hunting and foraging, using washes (natural and channelized), 
culverts, underpasses, and city streets for travelling, often but not necessarily limited to overnight 
hours when human activity decreases (Baker and Timm, 1998; Grubbs and Krausman, 2009; Ng et. 
al., 2004). Urban areas provide a unique ecosystem with ecological opportunity in the form of 
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anthropogenic food sources such as discarded human food, pet food, human‐associated fruits, and 
domestic animals (Larson et. al., 2020). Due to its proximity to Whittier Narrows Recreation Area and 
Rio Hondo Channel, the project site acts as a hunting, foraging, and movement area, and the BSA 
provides suitable wildlife movement corridors. 

Construction of the project may temporarily impede the use of the site and immediate area as a 
wildlife movement corridor; however, this impediment would end when construction is complete. 
The BSA contains many streets and residential properties that may be used as alternative routes by 
wildlife moving through the area for the duration of construction. Potential impacts to wildlife 
corridors would be less than significant and mitigation is not required. 

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

No Impact 

The City of Pico Rivera Municipal Code § 12.40.020 provides regulations and restrictions related to 
activities such as planting, cutting down, pulling up, burning, destruction, removal, trimming, 
trimming, and pruning of roadside trees, but does not provide similar regulations restricting such 
activities related to City trees or trees on public property other than roadside trees.  

The City estimates that 36 trees will be removed for construction of the project, but none of these are 
roadside trees. Based on the City Municipal code, there will be no conflict with local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources. No impact will 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 not located within an area that has adopted a Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 
Therefore, no impacts are anticipated to these plans. 
 



❖ SECTION 4.4 – BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ❖ 

7220/Rio Hondo Park Project Page 4.4-14 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration July 2026 



❖ SECTION 4.4 – BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ❖ 

7220/Rio Hondo Park Project Page 4.4-15 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration July 2026 

Figure 4.4-5 
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4.5 Cultural Resources 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

   X 

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 formal cemeteries? 

 X   

Information from UltraSystems’ Cultural Resources Inventory Report, dated November 14, 2024 (see 
Appendix D), prepared for the Rio Hondo Park Project, City of Pico Rivera has been included within 
this section. 

4.5.1 Methodology 

A cultural resources inventory was requested May 11, 2023, for the Rio Hondo Park Project site 
(Figure 4.5-1, Topographic Map) that would include a California Historic Resources Inventory 
System (CHRIS) records and literature search at the South Central Coastal Information Center 
(SCCIC), the local facility located at California State University, Fullerton (CSUF). The SCCIC records 
search was conducted on June 22, 2023. Additionally, a request was made to the Native American 
Heritage Commission (NAHC) to conduct a search of their Sacred Lands File (SLF) for potential 
traditional cultural properties as well as to provide a list of local Native American tribal organizations 
to contact. The NAHC request was made on May 24, 2023, and a reply was received on June 19, 2023; 
letters were sent to the listed tribes on June 22, 2023 and follow-up telephone calls were conducted 
following conclusion of the 30-day response period on November 12, 2024. A pedestrian field survey 
of the project site was conducted on July 11, 2023.  

4.5.2 Existing Conditions 

A cultural resources records search was completed at the SCCIC on June 22, 2023. No prehistoric or 
historic cultural resource sites are listed for the project parcel and there were no previous cultural 
resource surveys that included a portion of the project site. There have been six cultural 
investigations in the 0.5-mile radius buffer of the project site boundary that touch upon the western 
edge of the project site, surveys along the Rio Hondo Channel (see Section 4.1 and Tables 4.1-1 and 
Table 4.1-2 in Appendix D). The result of the pedestrian survey was negative for both prehistoric 
and historic sites and isolates. The project site is a city park with landscaping and park- and 
community-related structures. 
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Figure 4.5-1 
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4.5.3 Impact Analysis 

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource pursuant to in § 15064.5? 

No Impact  

A historical resource is defined in § 15064.5(a)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines as any object, building, 
structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript determined to be historically significant or 
significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, 
political, military, or cultural annals of California. Historical resources are further defined as being 
associated with significant events, important persons, or distinctive characteristics of a type, period 
or method of construction; representing the work of an important creative individual; or possessing 
high artistic values. Resources listed in or determined eligible for the California Register, included in 
a local register, or identified as significant in a historic resource survey are also considered as 
historical resources under CEQA. 

Similarly, the National Register criteria (contained in Code of Federal Regulations Title 36 § 60.4) are 
used to evaluate resources when complying with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act. Specifically, the National Register criteria state that eligible resources comprise districts, sites, 
buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association, and that (a) are associated with events that have made a 
significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history; or (b) that are associated with the lives 
of persons significant in our past; or (c) that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, 
or method of construction, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant 
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or (d) that have yielded or 
may be likely to yield, information important to history or prehistory. 

A substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, as a result of a project or 
development, is considered a significant impact on the environment. Substantial adverse change is 
defined as physical demolition, relocation, or alteration of a resource or its immediate surroundings 
such that the significance of the historical resource would be materially impaired. Direct impacts are 
those that cause substantial adverse physical change to a historic property. Indirect impacts are those 
that cause substantial adverse change to the immediate surroundings of a historic property, such that 
the significance of a historical resource would be materially impaired. 

The cultural resources records search conducted at the SCCIC determined that no historic-period 
resources have been recorded within the project parcel. In the 0.5-mile radius of the APE of the 
project boundary there are three historic resources identified (Table 4.1-1 in Appendix D). The 
Union Pacific Railroad (UPR) segment that runs through the Los Angeles area (including Pico Rivera) 
was historically known as the Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR) (19-186112) and dates to the 1870’s 
(Ashkar 1999). The single-track railroad runs from Yuma, Arizona through the Imperial Valley, over 
the San Bernardino Mountains into the San Gabriel Valley and terminates in Los Angeles County. This 
was the third railroad to be constructed in the area after the Los Angeles & San Pedro Railroad and 
the Southern Pacific line (Herbert 2002). During the initial recording of the SPRR in 1999, the 
resource was recommended eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) listing under 
Criterion A and B (Ashkar 1999). Although this railroad was the first transcontinental connection 
from the Los Angeles area, almost none of the original structures remain making this resource not 
eligible for the NRHP (Ramirez and Smith 2009). The UPR tracks in the project area run east/west 
approximately 1,800 feet south of the project boundary. 
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The Beverly Boulevard Bridge (19-187393) crosses the Rio Hondo Channel and two diversion 
channels at the boundary of the cities of Montebello and Pico Rivera (Erikson 2003:1). The bridge is 
536 feet long timber deck over steel girder bridge; with a 4-lane, 48-foot-wide roadway. Constructed 
in 1952, a fire in 1990 lead to replacement of the timber beams. It does not appear eligible for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places (Erickson 2003:4). The bridge is located outside of and 
immediately northwest of the Rio Hondo Park, with the park’s northern boundary along Beverly 
Road a block south of Beverly Boulevard.  

A segment of the Boulder Dam – Los Angeles 287.5kV Transmission Line (19-188983) runs through 
Pico Rivera on its way from Nevada to Los Angeles. The three-mile segment of the Transmission Line 
between Pico Rivera and Downey is oriented north/south and set approximately 1,000 feet to the 
east of Rio Hondo Park. The entire transmission line has been evaluated for National Register 
eligibility in 1999 and found eligible under Criteria A and C (Feldman 2018:2); however, there would 
be no effect on the transmission line by the current project. 

Records search at the SCCIC shows no prior cultural resource surveys that included a portion of the 
project site. There have been six cultural investigations in the 0.5-mile radius project buffer of the 
project site boundary adjacent to the western edge of the project site along the Rio Hondo Channel 
surveys – LA-00358, LA-02667, LA-02882, LA-02970, LA-03102 and LA-03408 (Appendix D), but 
not within the project parcel.  

As a result of the field survey, no historic buildings were identified within the project site. No other 
cultural resources were observed during the survey.  

A search of the Built Environmental Resource Directory (BERD) provided by the Office of Historic 
Preservation was conducted for this project. It was determined that the project APE does not have 
any resources present that have been evaluated under the NRHP. It was determined that within the 
0.5-mile radius of the project area there are 22 resources present that have been evaluated under the 
NRHP (BERD). All of these resources have been determined to be ineligible for the NRHP by 
consensus through the Section 106 process and were not evaluated for the California Register or local 
listing (6Y). (See Section 4.4 in Appendix D.) 

There would be no substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to 
§ 15064.5, and therefore the proposed project would not adversely impact historical resources. 

b) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to § 15064.5? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated 

An archaeological resource is defined in § 15064.5(c) of the CEQA Guidelines as a site, area or place 
determined to be historically significant as defined in § 15064(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, or as a unique 
archaeological resource defined in § 21083.2 of the Public Resources Code as an artifact, object, or site 
that contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions of public interest 
or that has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest or best example of its type, or that 
is directly associated with a scientifically-recognized important prehistoric or historic event or person.  

The cultural resources records search conducted at the SCCIC determined that there are no 
prehistoric cultural resource sites or isolates recorded within the project site. Also, no recorded 
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prehistoric cultural resource sites or isolates were identified within the 0.5-mile radius buffer zone 
of the area of potential effect of the project boundary. (Section 4.1 in Appendix D).  

A Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File (SLF) search was conducted for 
the project area. The NAHC findings letter of June 19, 2023, was positive for the presence of a 
traditional cultural property within this area. Eleven representatives of the seven Native American 
tribes were contacted June 21, 2023, via letter and email asking if they have knowledge of cultural 
resources in the area that they wished to share. (See Section 4.2 and Attachment C in Appendix D.)  

These tribes were the: 

• Gabrielino Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation 
• Gabrielino/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians 
• Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council 
• Gabrielino/Tongva Nation 

• Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe 
• Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla Indians 
• Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians 
 

An email response was received from Christina Conley-Haddock on behalf of the Gabrielino Tongva 
Indians of California on June 26, 2023, stating that the project area is positive for cultural resources 
and that there should be tribal monitoring (during subsurface construction). An email from the 
Admin Specialist for the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation was received June 22, 
2023, requesting the project’s Lead Agency contact information; at the time, the project was being 
analyzed as a Categorical Exemption which does not require AB 52 consultation, and so the Lead 
Agency information was not provided. An email was sent to the Admin specialist on November 12, 
2024, from Mrs. Doukakis apologizing for the delayed response. It was noted that the project scope 
was in the early stages of the project’s development in June of 2023 and it was then placed on hold 
until recently. (It has since been determined that this is a standard CEQA project and AB 52 
consultation will be conducted by the Lead Agency.)   

Following up on the initial contacts, telephone calls were conducted by Mrs. Doukakis on November 
12, 2024, to the seven tribal contacts who had not already responded. There were three telephone 
calls placed with no direct answer and so messages were left describing the project and requesting a 
response. These were to Ms. Sandonne Goad, Chairperson of the Gabrielino/Tongva Nation, Mr. 
Anthony Morales, Chairperson of the Gabrielino/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians, and 
Mr. Sam Dunlap, Cultural Resources Director for the Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe. In the call to Charles 
Alvarez, Chairperson for the Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe the phone line was disconnected, and no 
message could be left. In the call to Joseph Ontiveros and Isaiah Vivanco with the Soboba Band of 
Luiseño Indians, there was no answer, and the mailbox was full so no message could be left. There 
has been no response to date.  

A call to Lovina Redner, Tribal Chair of the Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla Indians, was answered by the 
tribal office receptionist who stated that Ms. Redner was no longer the Tribal Chair. Vanessa Minott 
is the new Tribal Chair and we should contact her by email. This email was sent November 14, 2024. 
There has been no response to date.  

 These contacts and replies are described in the Native American contact log in Attachment C of 
Appendix D to this IS/MND. 

A pedestrian survey of the project site was conducted on July 11, 2023, by Mr. O’Neil using standard 
archaeological procedures and techniques. The survey consisted of walking, visually inspecting, and 
photographing the exposed ground surface areas throughout the project site. The survey was 
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conducted in an opportunistic manner where exposed surface and landscaping was present. The 
survey was conducted in the late morning and early afternoon with a clear sky.  

The survey started in the southwest corner of the park at San Luis Potosi Place. Transects were 
walked east/west from the west edge of the ground to approximately 300 feet into a stand of trees, 
progressing to the north. The surface here and throughout the park is covered with a generally well-
maintained grass lawn interspersed with ornamental trees with little to no ground surface visible. 
These transects continued to the north point of the park where there is a baseball diamond covered 
with decomposed granite (DG); presence of the field cut off the east/west transects and this area was 
walked in an opportunistic manner. Along the far west edge of the park along a fence overlooking the 
Rio Hondo Channel was a band of open soil which was carefully observed for surface and subsurface 
resources that may have been brought up through bioturbation, as well as the lawn along this far-
west area which had deteriorated leaving patches of exposed surface.  

The survey was continued southeast along the north edge of the park (along Beverly Road) which 
has several maintenance features and landscape beds with ornamental shrubs. Upon reaching the 
northeast corner of the Park at Fir Street, the survey continued south until reaching San Luis Potosi 
Place again. This east side of the park’s surface was also covered with well-maintained grass lawn 
and a dense stand of ornamental trees. In the southeast quarter of the park are several park- and 
community-related buildings with connecting concrete sidewalks. The grounds here were also 
walked in west/east transects through the building complex.  

From the southeast corner the Park grounds were walked in west/east transects parallel to San Luis 
Potosi Street until reaching the starting point at the southeast corner of the park.  

There was approximately 10 percent surface visibility on the whole throughout the park grounds 
given the well-maintained landscaping, with the greatest visibility along the west edge in soil that 
had likely originated as a result of dredging alluvium from the Rio Hondo Channel. The result of the 
pedestrian survey was negative for both prehistoric and historic sites and isolates.  

A search of the Built Environmental Resource Directory (BERD) provided by the Office of Historic 
Preservation (2024) was conducted and it was determined that the project site does not have any 
resources present that have been evaluated under the NRHP. 

The cultural resource study findings at the SCCIC suggest that there is a low potential for finding 
cultural resources. The pedestrian field survey did not locate any prehistoric or historic-period 
cultural resources. Four tribes recommended archaeological and tribal monitoring take place at all 
construction projects with subsurface work in this region around the San Gabriel and Rio Hondo 
rivers. Much of the surface area of the project was covered with dense grass and other landscaping; 
the remainder was covered by buildings and concrete pathways. As a result, ground surface could 
only be partially observed during the pedestrian survey. Therefore, it is recommended that if there 
is subsurface excavation into native soil to depths of three feet and deeper, that qualified 
archaeological and tribal monitors be present (CUL-MM-1). If prehistoric and/or historic items are 
observed during subsurface activities, work should be stopped in that area to allow the qualified 
archaeologist to assess the findings and retrieve the material. In the event of an unanticipated 
discovery, implementation of mitigation measures CUL-1, CUL-2, and CUL-3 described below would 
ensure that impacts on archeological resources would be less than significant. 
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Mitigation Measure 

MM CUL-1:  Archaeological Monitoring: At least 30 days prior to grading permit issuance and 
before any grading, excavation, and/or ground-disturbing activities on the site take 
place, the City shall retain a Los Angeles County-certified archaeological monitor to 
monitor all ground-disturbing activities in an effort to identify any unknown 
archaeological resources. Any newly discovered cultural resource deposits shall be 
subject to a cultural resources evaluation. 

 The Secretary of the Interior qualified Project Archaeologist shall manage and 
oversee monitoring for all initial ground disturbing activities and excavation of each 
portion of the project site including clearing, grubbing, tree removals, mass or rough 
grading, trenching, stockpiling of materials, rock crushing, structure demolition, etc. 
The Project Archaeologist shall have the authority to temporarily divert, redirect or 
halt the ground disturbance activities to allow identification, evaluation, and 
potential recovery of cultural resources in coordination with any required special 
interest or tribal monitors. 

 A final report documenting the monitoring activity and disposition of any recovered 
cultural resources shall be prepared by the Project Archaeologist and submitted to 
the City of Pico Rivera and the SCCIC within 60 days of completion of monitoring. 

MM CUL-2:  Native American Monitoring: Native American Tribal monitors shall also 
participate in monitoring of ground-disturbing activity. At least 30 days prior to 
issuance of grading permits, an agreement between the permittee/owner and the 
Consulting Tribe(s) shall be developed regarding prehistoric cultural resources and 
shall identify any monitoring requirements and treatment of Tribal Cultural 
Resources (TCRs) so as to meet the requirements of CEQA. The monitoring agreement 
shall address the treatment of known Tribal Cultural Resources, the designation, 
responsibilities, and participation of professional Native American Tribal monitors 
during grading, excavation, and ground-disturbing activities, project grading, and 
development scheduling.  

MM CUL 3:  Worker Environmental Awareness Program:  The Project Archeologist shall 
attend the pre-grading meeting with the construction manager and any contractors 
and will conduct a mandatory Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training to 
those in attendance. The Training will include a review of the cultural sensitivity of 
the project and the surrounding area, what resources could potentially be identified 
during earthmoving activities, the requirements of the monitoring program, the 
protocols that apply in the event inadvertent discoveries of cultural resources are 
identified, including who to contact and appropriate avoidance measures until the 
find(s) can be properly evaluated, and any other appropriate protocols. All new 
construction personnel that will conduct earthwork or grading activities that begin 
work on the project following the initial Training must take the Cultural Sensitivity 
Training prior to beginning work and the Project Archaeologist shall be available to 
provide the training on an as-needed basis. 
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Level of Significance After Mitigation 

With implementation of mitigation measure MM CUL-1, MM CUL-2, and MM CUL-3 above, potential 
impacts related to archaeological resources would be less than significant.  

c) Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated 

The project improvements would be built on relatively undisturbed land that received surficial 
grading with some cut-and-fill that was performed when the park was originally developed with 
landscaping, parking and utility lines for buildings. No human remains have been previously 
identified or recorded onsite.  

The project proposes grading activities for the installation of various improvements. Grading would 
involve new subsurface disturbance and could result in the unanticipated discovery of unknown 
human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. In the unlikely event of an 
unexpected discovery, implementation of mitigation measure CUL-4 would ensure that impacts 
related to the accidental discovery of human remains would be less than significant.  

California Health and Safety Code § 7050.5 specifies the procedures to follow during the unlikely 
discovery of human remains. CEQA § 15064.5 describes determining the significance of impacts on 
archeological and historical resources. California Public Resources Code § 5097.98 stipulates the 
notification process during the discovery of Native American human remains, descendants, 
disposition of human remains, and associated grave goods.  

Mitigation Measure 

MM CUL-4 If human remains are encountered during excavations associated with this project, 
all work will stop within a 30-foot radius of the discovery and the Los Angeles County 
Coroner will be notified (§ 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code). The coroner will 
determine whether the remains are recent human origin or older Native American 
ancestry. If the coroner, with the aid of the supervising archaeologist, determines that 
the remains are prehistoric, they will contact the NAHC. The NAHC will be responsible 
for designating the Most Likely Descendant (MLD). The MLD (either an individual or 
sometimes a committee) will be responsible for the ultimate disposition of the 
remains, as required by § 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code. The MLD 
will make recommendations within 24 hours of their notification by the NAHC. These 
recommendations may include scientific removal and nondestructive analysis of 
human remains and items associated with Native American burials (§ 7050.5 of the 
Health and Safety Code). 

Level of Significance After Mitigation 

With adherence to applicable codes and regulations protecting cultural resources and with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure MM CUL-4 above, the proposed project would result in less 
than significant impacts to human remains. 
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4.6 Energy 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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) Would the project 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 

Electricity 

Construction Use 

During project construction, energy would be consumed in the form of electricity associated with the 
conveyance and treatment of water used for dust control and, on a limited basis, powering lights, electronic 
equipment, or other construction activities needing electrical power. Electric power for as-necessary 
lighting and electronic equipment would be supplied to the project site by Southern California Edison 
(SCE)(CAPCOA, 2022). The amount of electricity used during construction would be temporary and 
minimal, as demand would primarily stem from the use of electrically powered hand tools. Therefore, 
project construction would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of electricity, 
and impacts would be less than significant. 

Operational Use  

Project operation would require electricity for multiple purposes, including, but not limited to, 
building heating and cooling, lighting, appliances, and electronics. Additionally, the supply, 
conveyance, treatment, and distribution of water used by the project would indirectly result in 
electricity usage. The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), as part of the air quality and 
greenhouse gas emissions analyses (refer to Section 4.3 and Section 4.8), was used to estimate the 
electricity demand for the proposed project, which is shown in Table 4.6-1. 

Natural Gas 

Construction Use 

Southern California Gas (SoCalGas) will supply natural gas for the proposed project. Construction 
activities, including new buildings and facilities, typically do not involve natural gas consumption. 
Any minor amounts of natural gas that may be used during project construction would be temporary 
and negligible and would not have an adverse effect; construction would not lead to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of natural gas. Since the project involves improvements to 
an existing park and the scope focuses on renovations and new park features, per capita energy use 
was not calculated. Therefore, the impacts would be less than significant. 
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Table 4.6-1 
ESTIMATED PROJECT OPERATIONAL ENERGY USE 

Energy Type Units Value 

Onroad Motor Vehicle Travel 
(Fuel)a 

Gallons gasoline/year 1,197 
Gallons diesel/year 103 

Electricity Use Kilowatt-hours per year 19,232 
Natural Gas Use 1,000 BTU per year 0 

a Onroad Motor Vehicle Fuel Consumption calculated by UltraSystems using EMFAC2021(v1.0.2) emissions inventory web 
platform tool (ARB, 2024d) and CalEEMod (Version 2022.1.1.29) (CAPCOA, 2022); see Appendix B1. 
Electricity use was calculated by UltraSystems with CalEEMod (Version 2022.1.1.29) (CAPCOA, 2022).  

Operational Use  

Natural gas would not be consumed during park operation, as shown in the CalEEMod results, which 
indicate zero natural gas use. This includes all potential uses, such as heating, cooling, and other 
operational activities. As a result, no natural gas demand is anticipated for the park as part of the 
proposed project. Therefore, no operational natural gas demand is anticipated for the park as part of 
the proposed project. 

Petroleum 

Construction Use 

Petroleum-based fuel consumed by construction equipment would be the primary energy resource 
expended throughout construction. The transportation of construction materials and construction 
workers would also result in petroleum consumption. Heavy-duty construction equipment, vendor 
trucks, and haul trucks use diesel fuel. Construction workers would likely travel to and from the 
project area in gasoline-powered vehicles. Construction for the proposed project is anticipated to 
take 14 months, from July 2025 to September 2026. Because of the short-term nature of construction 
and the relatively small scale of the project, the project’s petroleum consumption would be negligible 
when compared to California’s daily total use of approximately 1.8 million barrels of petroleum.  

During project construction, trucks and construction equipment would be required to comply with 
the ARB's anti-idling regulations. ARB's In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets regulation (ARB, 
2024c) would also apply. Vehicles driven to or from the project site (delivery trucks, construction 
employee vehicles, etc.) are subject to fuel efficiency standards established by the Federal 
Government. Therefore, project construction activities regarding fuel use would not result in 
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Operational Use 

During operations, the majority of fuel consumption resulting from the project would involve the use 
of motor vehicles traveling to and from the project site, as well as fuels used for alternative modes of 
transportation that may be used by employees and visitors to the project site. Annual project 
operation electricity usage, which was estimated by CalEEMod and is shown in Table 4.6-1, which 
also shows annual gasoline and diesel fuel use. 

The project would comply with all applicable regulations and codes that require the achievement of 
various levels of energy efficiency in building operations. These include (1) the 2022 California 
Energy Efficiency Standards for Nonresidential Buildings (California Code of Regulations Title 24, 
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Part 6), and (2) the 2022 California Green Building Standards Code (CalGreen; California Code of 
Regulations Title 24 Part 11). 

As shown in Table 4.6-1, the project would consume approximately 1,300 gallons of petroleum-
based fuel per year during operation. In comparison, approximately 13.6 billion gallons of finished 
gasoline were consumed by Californians in 2023 (CEC, 2024a). The anticipated increase in 
consumption associated with one year of project operation is 0.0000096 percent of the statewide 
use. Although implementing the project would result in an increase in petroleum use during 
operation, vehicles would use less petroleum over time due to advances in fuel economy.  

The proposed project would consume approximately 19,232 kilowatt-hours (kWh) of electricity per 
year and no natural gas per year. By comparison, in 2022, the latest year for which data are available, 
approximately 8,720 gigawatt hours (GWh) of electricity were consumed by the SCE non-residential 
sector in Los Angeles County (CEC, 2024b). The increase in electricity and natural gas demand at the 
project site would be negligible relative to the use in SCE and SoCalGas service areas. 

Continued use of energy resources is consistent with the anticipated growth within the incorporated 
city and the general vicinity and would not result in energy consumption that would require a 
significant increase in energy production for the energy provider. Based on the information provided 
above, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact regarding wasteful, inefficient, 
or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during project construction or operation.  

b) Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy 
or energy efficiency? 

Less than Significant Impact 

Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards  

The Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings (Title 24, Part 6, of the 
California Code of Regulations) were established in 1978 in response to a legislative mandate to 
reduce California's energy consumption. The standards are updated periodically to allow 
consideration and possible incorporation of new energy efficiency technologies and methods. 
Compliance with Title 24 will result in a decrease in GHG emissions.  

The Title 24 standards are updated on a three-year schedule, with the most current 2022 standards 
adopted on August 11, 2021. In December 2021, the 2022 standards were approved by the California 
Building Standards Commission for inclusion in the California Building Standards Code. The Building 
Energy Efficiency Standards (Energy Code) apply to newly constructed buildings, additions, and 
alterations. They are a vital pillar of California’s climate action plan. The 2022 Energy Code will 
produce benefits to support the state’s public health, climate, and clean energy goals. The 2022 
Energy Code encourages efficient electric heat pumps, establishes electric-ready requirements for 
new homes, expands solar photovoltaic and battery storage standards, strengthens ventilation 
standards, and more. Buildings with permit applications applied for on or after January 1, 2023, must 
comply with the 2022 Energy Code. Public Resources Code §§ 25402 subdivisions (a)-(b) and § 
25402.1 emphasize the importance of building design and construction flexibility by requiring the 
California Energy Commission (CEC) to establish performance standards, in the form of an “energy 
budget” in terms of the energy consumption per square foot of floor space (CEC, 2022).  
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The provisions of Title 24, Part 6 apply to all buildings for which an application for a building permit 
or renewal of an existing permit is required by law. They regulate the design and construction of the 
building envelope, space-conditioning and water-heating systems, indoor and outdoor lighting 
systems of buildings, and signs located either indoors or outdoors. Title 24, Part 6 specifies 
mandatory, prescriptive, and performance measures, all designed to optimize energy use in buildings 
and decrease overall consumption of energy to construct and operate residential and non-residential 
buildings. Mandatory measures establish requirements for manufacturing, constructing, and 
installing certain systems, equipment, and building components in buildings. 

Title 24 California Green Building Standards Code 

The California Green Building Standards Code (Title 24, Part 11), commonly referred to as the 
CALGreen Code, is a statewide mandatory construction code developed and adopted by the California 
Building Standards Commission and the Department of Housing and Community Development. The 
CALGreen standards require new residential and commercial buildings to comply with mandatory 
measures under the topics of planning and design, energy efficiency, water efficiency/conservation, 
material conservation and resource efficiency, and environmental quality. CALGreen also provides 
voluntary tiers and measures that local governments may adopt that encourage or require additional 
measures in the five green building topics.  

The proposed project would be designed with energy-efficient features, including insulated and glazed 
windows and low-emissivity low-E coating on windows, and will be built in compliance with the 
CALGreen Code.5  

 

 
5 Low-emissivity coatings are thin, transparent metallic layers applied to glass surfaces to reduce heat transfer and 

improve energy efficiency. They reflect some infrared light (heat) back into the room during winter and preventing 
heat from entering the building during summer. 



❖ SECTION 4.7 – GEOLOGY AND SOILS ❖ 

7220/RHA-Pico Rivera-Rio Hondo Park Page 4.7-1 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration July 2026 

4.7 Geology and Soils 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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? 

  X  

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  

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   

The information in this section is based in part on the following technical reports: 

• Geotechnical Investigation and Water Percolation Test Report: Rio Hondo Park Improvements, 8421 
San Luis Potosi, City Of Pico Rivera, Los Angeles County, California. Prepared by Converse Consultants 
dated June 24, 2024; a complete copy of this report is included as Appendix D1 to this IS/MND. 

• Paleontological Records Search for the proposed Rio Hondo Park Project. Prepared by Natural 
History Museum of Los Angeles County, dated June 4, 2023. A complete copy of this report is 
included as Appendix D2 to this IS/MND. 
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a) Would the project 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 

The Alquist-Priolo Zones Special Studies Act defines active faults as those that have experienced surface 
displacement or movement during the last 11,000 years. The nearest Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone 
to the project site is along the East Montebello Fault about two miles to the north (CGS, 2025), as shown in 
Figure 4.7-1. No active fault is mapped in or next to the project site, and project development would not 
exacerbate hazards from surface fault rupture. No impact would occur and no mitigation is required. 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less than Significant Impact 

As shown in Figure 4.7-2, the project is located within a seismically active region of Southern 
California, and all structures in the region are susceptible to collapse, buckling of walls, and damage 
to foundations from strong seismic ground shaking. The nearest mapped active fault to the project 
site is the East Montebello Fault approximately two miles to the north.  

The effect of seismic shaking on future structures and land development projects within the city may be 
mitigated by adhering to adopted building codes. The project would be constructed in accordance with 
the applicable 2022 California Building Code (CBC) issued by the California Building Standards 
Commission and used throughout the state (California Code of Regulations, Title 24; ICC, 2025). In 
addition, the CBC is adopted as §15.08.010 of the City’s Municipal Code (ecode360.com, 2025). The CBC 
contains provisions for earthquake safety based on factors including occupancy type, the types of soil and 
rock onsite, and the strength of ground motion with specified probability of occurring at the site. The 
geotechnical investigation report sets forth seismic design parameters for use in project design and 
construction (Converse, 2024, p. 9). Impacts from strong ground shaking would be less than significant 
after adherence with the seismic design parameters, and mitigation is not required. 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Less than Significant Impact 

General types of ground failures that might occur as a consequence of severe ground shaking typically 
include landslides, ground subsidence, ground lurching and shallow ground rupture. The probability of 
occurrence of each type of ground failure depends on the severity of the earthquake, distance from the 
faults, topography, subsoils and relatively shallow groundwater tables (approximately 50 feet or less 
below ground surface), in addition to other factors.  

Liquefaction typically occurs when saturated or partially saturated soils exhibit qualities of a liquid, which 
is a result of losses in strength and stiffness in response to an applied stress caused by ground shaking or 
other sudden change in stress conditions. The project site is in a zone of required investigation for 
liquefaction (see Figure 4.7-3) (CGS, 2025).  
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Figure 4.7-1 
ALQUIST PRIOLO FAULT ZONES 
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Figure 4.7-2 
REGIONALLY ACTIVE FAULTS 
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Figure 4.7-3 
LANDSLIDES AND LIQUEFACTION 

A liquefaction analysis performed as part of the geotechnical investigation estimated liquefaction 
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settlement onsite as 0.81 inches; and differential settlement as half the liquefaction settlement (that 
is, 0.41 inches) over 40 horizontal feet (Converse, 2024, p. C-1). The geotechnical investigation report 
sets forth recommendations regarding continuous and/or isolated stiffened spread footings 
foundation design (Converse, 2024, p. 15) devised in consideration of the liquefaction potential 
onsite. Impacts regarding seismic ground failure would be less than significant after implementation 
of recommendations, and no mitigation is required. 

iv) Landslides? 

No Impact 

The project site is relatively flat. The existing surface elevation at the proposed project site ranges 

from approximately 174 to 176 amsl. Project development would not exacerbate risks from 

earthquake-induced landslides, and no impact would occur. No mitigation is required. 

b) Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Less than Significant Impact 

Sediments on and near the project site consist of unconsolidated gravel, sand and silt of Holocene 
and late Pleistocene age (USGS, 2014).6 

Construction 

The project site would be most susceptible to erosion during the construction phase, when soil is 
exposed, and before landscaped areas have been installed. To minimize the potential for water and 
wind erosion, the project would be required to obtain coverage under the Statewide General 
Construction Permit issued by the State Water Resources Control Board (Order No. 2022-0057-
DWQ). Projects obtain coverage by developing and implementing a Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP) estimating sediment risk from construction activities to receiving waters and 
specifying Best Management Practices (BMPs) that would be used by the project to minimize 
pollution of stormwater. Construction BMPs are grouped in six categories: erosion control (prevents 
soil particles from being detached from soil surface), sediment control (prevents soil particles from 
being transported offsite by water and being deposited elsewhere), wind erosion control, tracking 
control (prevents soil from being tracked offsite by vehicles), non-stormwater management controls 
(prohibits discharges other than stormwater, such as those from cleaning, maintenance, and fueling 
of vehicles and equipment), and waste management and controls (good housekeeping practices). 
Section 4.10 of this document discusses water quality regulations further. 

Operation 

The project proposes grass and synthetic turf playfields, other turf areas, landscaping, a restroom 
building, and other hardscape areas. This combination of impervious surfaces and landscaped areas 
would reduce the potential of the project for soil erosion to a negligible level during project operations.  

With the implementation of soil erosion and sedimentation BMPs during the construction phase and 
the proposed combination of impervious and landscaped surfaces during the operational phase, the 
project would have less than significant impacts related to soil erosion or loss of topsoil, and 
mitigation is not required. 

 
6  The Holocene Epoch extends from the present to about 11,700 years before present (ybp), and the late Pleistocene 

Epoch extends from approximately 11,700 to 129,000 ybp (ICS, 2020).  
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c) Would the project 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  

Impacts related to liquefaction and landslides are discussed above in Section 4.7 a). Additionally, the 
project would be constructed in accordance with the requirements of the City of Pico Rivera, the California 
Building Code, and the Occupational Safety and Health Administration, which are designed to assure safe 
construction and include building foundation requirements appropriate to site-specific conditions.  

Lateral Spreading 

Lateral spreading is the downslope movement of surface sediment due to liquefaction in a subsurface 
layer. Liquefaction potential onsite is addressed above in Section 4.7.a.iii. The foundation design 
recommendations in the geotechnical investigation report account for the estimated liquefaction 
potential onsite. Impacts would be less than significant after adherence to such recommendations.  

Collapsible Soils 

Collapsible soils shrink upon being wetted and/or being subject to a load. Tests of collapse potential 
on two samples of subsurface site soils yielded collapse potentials of 0.4 percent and 1.3 percent, 
indicating slight collapse potential. Collapse potential of 2.0 percent or greater is usually considered 
a concern (Converse, 2024, p. 7). The geotechnical investigation report recommends excavation to 
18 inches below footing bottoms, or three feet below ground surface, whichever is greater (Converse, 
2024, p. 11). Impacts arising from collapsible soils would be less than significant after adherence to 
the recommendations in the geotechnical investigation report for site grading and foundation design. 

Subsidence 

The major cause of ground subsidence is the excessive withdrawal of groundwater. Soils with high 
silt or clay content are particularly susceptible to subsidence. The project site is not in an area of 
subsidence mapped by the USGS (USGS, 2025). Project development would not exacerbate hazards 
related to ground subsidence and impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

d) Would the project 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 shrink and swell with changes in soil moisture. Soil moisture may change from 
landscape irrigation, rainfall, and utility leakage. A test of expansion potential in a sample from the 
upper five feet of soil onsite yielded an expansion index of zero, indicating very low expansion 
potential (Converse, 2024, p. 8). Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  
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e) Would the project 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 connect to the City of Pico Rivera’s existing sewer system. Therefore, the 
project would not use septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. For this reason, no 
impacts associated with septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems would occur.  

f) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or 
site or unique geologic feature? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated 

The project site boundary is encompassed entirely by a single geological deposit (Dibble and Ehrenspeck, 
1999). The project site is underlain by Holocene-aged alluvial fan deposits (Qa) (Dibble and Ehrenspeck, 
1999). This deposit consists of sand and silt of valleys and floodplains and dates to the Holocene (11,650 
years before present [ybp]). Holocene alluvial units are considered to be of high preservation value, but 
the material found is unlikely to be fossil material due to the relatively young ages of the deposits. 

A paleontology records search by the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County yielded records 
of four fossil localities in the project region, as listed below in Table 4.7-1. Several paleontological 
resources have been discovered in the region. While no localities have been recorded within the 
project boundary itself, there are “fossil localities nearby from the same sedimentary deposits that 
occur in the proposed project area, either at surface or at depth” (Bell 2023:1).  

Table 4.7-1 
PALEONTOLOGICAL RECORDS SEARCH RESULTS 

Locality  Location Formation Taxa Depth 

LACM 
VP 7702 

Intersection of 26th St and 
Atlantic Blvd, Bell Gardens 

Unknown Formation 
(Pleistocene; silt) 

Fish (Gasterosteus) 
Snake (Colubridae) 
Rodents (Thomomys, 
Microtus, Reithrodontomys) 
Rabbit (Sylvilagus) 

30 ft bgs 

LACM 
VP 3363 

W of Monterey Pass Road in 
Coyote Pass; E of the Long 
Beach Freeway & S of the N 
boundary of Section 32; 
Monterey Park 

Unknown Formation 
(Pleistocene; sand 
and silt) 

Horse (Equus) unknown 

LACM 
VP 3347 

11204 Bluefield; Whittier 

La Habra Formation 
(lacustrine silt with 
caliche & plant 
detritus) 

Horse (Equus) 2 ft bgs 

LACM 
VP 7758 

South Region Middle school No. 
6; S. Western Ave & 46th St 

Unknown Formation 
(Pleistocene) 

Three-spined stickleback 
(Gasterosteus) 
Rodents (Perognathus, 
Thomomys, Microtus) 

16 ft bgs 

Fossils could be present in site soils. Project site preparation, grading, and construction could damage 
fossils. This impact would be significant. In the event of an unexpected discovery, implementation of 
mitigation measure GEO-1 would ensure paleontological resources or unique geologic features are 
not significantly affected. 
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Mitigation Measure 

MM GEO-1  The City of Pico Rivera shall retain a qualified paleontologist, prior to the issuance of 
building/grading permit, to remain on-call during project ground-disturbing 
activities. If paleontological resources are uncovered during project construction, the 
contractor shall halt construction activities within 50 feet of the find and notify the 
City Planning Manager or his/her designee. The on-call paleontologist shall be 
notified and afforded the necessary time and funds to recover, analyze, and curate the 
find(s). The paleontologist shall curate the find(s) at an accredited repository for 
paleontological resources such as the Los Angeles County Natural History Museum. 
Subsequently, the monitor shall remain onsite for the duration of the ground 
disturbance to ensure the protection of any other resources that are found during 
construction on the project site. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation 

With implementation of MM GEO-1, potential impacts to paleontological resources would be reduced 
to a less than significant level. 
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4.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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  

4.8.1 Background Information on Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Life on Earth depends on energy coming from the sun. About half the light reaching Earth's 
atmosphere passes through the air and clouds to the surface, where it is absorbed and then radiated 
upward in the form of infrared heat. About 90 percent of this heat is then absorbed by carbon dioxide 
(CO2) and other greenhouse gases (GHGs) and radiated back toward the surface, which is warmed to 
a life-supporting average of 59 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) (NASA, 2024). 

Human activities are changing the natural greenhouse. Over the last century, the burning of fossil 
fuels such as coal and oil has increased the concentration of atmospheric CO2. This happens because 
the coal or oil burning process combines carbon in the fuel with oxygen in the air to make CO2. To a 
lesser extent, the clearing of land for agriculture, industry, and other human activities has increased 
concentrations of GHGs (NASA, 2024). 

GHGs are defined under the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 as CO2, methane (CH4), 
nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride 
(SF6) (AB 32, chapter 488). HFCs, PFCs, and SF6 would not be emitted in significant amounts by the 
new activities in the proposed Rio Hondo Park project, so they will not be discussed further in this 
section. 

Associated with each GHG species is a “global warming potential” (GWP), which is a value used to 
compare the abilities of different GHGs to trap heat in the atmosphere. GWPs are based on the heat-
absorbing ability of each gas relative to that of CO2, as well as the decay rate of each gas (the amount 
removed from the atmosphere over a given number of years). The GWPs of CO2, CH4, and N2O are 1, 
25, and 298, respectively (GMI, 2022). “Carbon dioxide equivalent” (CO2e) emissions are calculated 
by weighting each GHG compound’s emissions by its GWP and then summing the products.  

Carbon Dioxide (CO2). Carbon dioxide is a colorless, odorless gas consisting of molecules made up 
of two oxygen atoms and one carbon atom. CO2 is produced when an organic carbon material (such 
as wood) or fossilized organic matter (such as coal, oil, or natural gas) is burned in the presence of 
oxygen. Since the industrial revolution began in the mid-1700s, industrial activities have increased 
in scale and distribution. Before the industrial revolution, CO2 concentrations were stable at a range 
of 275 to 285 ppm (IPCC, 2007). The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s Earth 
System Research Laboratory indicates that the global concentration of CO2 was 419.3 parts per 
million (ppm) in 2023 (NOAA, 2024). These concentrations of CO2 exceed by far the natural range 
over the last 650,000 years (180 to 300 ppm) as determined from ice cores. 
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Methane (CH4). Methane is a colorless, odorless non-toxic gas consisting of molecules made up of 
four hydrogen atoms and one carbon atom. CH4 is combustible and is the main constituent of natural 
gas, a fossil fuel. CH4 is released when organic matter decomposes in low-oxygen environments. 
Natural sources include wetlands, swamps and marshes, termites, and oceans. Anthropogenic 
sources include the mining of fossil fuels and transportation of natural gas, digestive processes in 
ruminant animals such as cattle, rice paddies, and the buried waste in landfills. Over the last 50 years, 
human activities such as growing rice, raising cattle, using natural gas, and mining coal have added 
to the atmospheric concentration of CH4. Other anthropogenic sources include fossil-fuel combustion 
and biomass burning. 

Nitrous Oxide (N2O). Nitrous oxide is a colorless, non-flammable gas with a sweetish odor, commonly 
known as “laughing gas,” and sometimes used as an anesthetic. N2O is naturally produced in the 
oceans and in rainforests (USEPA, 2024). Manmade sources of N2O include the use of fertilizers in 
agriculture, nylon, and nitric acid production; cars with catalytic converters; and the burning of 
organic matter. Concentrations of N2O also began to rise at the beginning of the Industrial 
Revolution. 

4.8.2 Regulatory Setting 

GHGs are regulated at the national, state, and air basin level; each agency has a different degree of 
control. The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) regulates at the national level; 
the California Air Resources Board (ARB) regulates at the state level; and the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) regulates at the air basin level in the project area. 

4.8.2.1 Federal Regulations 

The USEPA collects several types of GHG emissions data. These data help policymakers, businesses, 
and the USEPA track GHG emissions trends and identify opportunities for reducing emissions and 
increasing efficiency. The USEPA has been maintaining a national inventory of GHG emissions since 
1990 and in 2009 established mandatory reporting of GHG emissions from large GHG emissions 
sources. 

EPA is also getting GHG reductions through partnerships and initiatives, evaluating policy options, 
costs, and benefits, advancing the science, partnering internationally and with states, localities, and 
tribes, and helping communities adapt. 

Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) Standards 

The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) Corporate Average Fuel Economy 
(CAFE) standards regulate the distance vehicles must cover per gallon of fuel. The agency establishes 
CAFE standards for passenger cars and light trucks (referred to as light-duty vehicles), as well as 
separate guidelines for fuel consumption by medium- and heavy-duty trucks and engines. The latest 
CAFE standards were proposed by the NHTSA in July 2023 and finalized in June 2024 (NHTSA, 2024). 
Effective August 23, 2024, passenger cars and light trucks will see an increase of 2 percent annually 
for passenger cars in model years 2027–31. For light trucks, the increase will be 0 percent per year 
for model years 2027–28 and 2 percent per year for model years 2029–31. Additionally, NHTSA is 
setting final fuel efficiency standards for heavy-duty pickup trucks and vans (HDPUVs) with a 10 
percent annual increase for model years 2030–32 and further increases for model years 2033–35. 
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Safer Affordable Fuel-Efficient (SAFE) Vehicles Rule  

On March 31, 2020, the USEPA and the NHTSA published the Safer Affordable Fuel-Efficient (SAFE) 
Vehicles Rule Part One: One National Program, which revoked California’s authority to set its own 
GHG emissions standards and set zero-emission vehicle (ZEV) mandates in California. The loss of the 
ZEV sales requirements would likely have resulted in additional gasoline-fueled vehicles being sold 
in the State and increases in criteria pollutant emissions. On April 30, 2020, USEPA and NHTSA issued 
the Final SAFE Rule (ARB, 2020), which relaxed the federal GHG emissions and CAFE standards and 
would probably have resulted in increased CO2 emissions. However, this regulation was repealed on 
December 21, 2021, by the Biden administration (NHTSA, 2021).  

4.8.2.2 State Regulations 

Executive Order S 3-05 

On June 1, 2005, the governor issued EO S 3-05, which set the following GHG emission reduction targets: 

• By 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels. 
• By 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels. 
• By 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels. 

To meet these targets, the Climate Action Team (CAT)7 prepared a report to the governor in 2006 that 
contained recommendations and strategies to help ensure that the targets in EO S-3-05 would be met. 

Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32) 

In 2006, the California State Legislature enacted the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, 
also known as AB 32. AB 32 focuses on reducing GHG emissions in California. GHGs, as defined under AB 
32, include CO2, CH4, N2O, HFCs, PFCs, and SF6. AB 32 required that GHGs emitted in California be reduced 
to 1990 levels by the year 2020. The ARB is the state agency charged with monitoring and regulating 
sources of emissions of GHGs that cause global warming. AB 32 also required that by January 1, 2008, 
the ARB determine what the statewide GHG emissions level was in 1990, and that it had to approve a 
statewide GHG emissions limit, so it could be applied to the 2020 benchmark. The ARB approved a 1990 
GHG emissions level of 427 million metric tons of CO2e (MMTCO2e), on December 6, 2007, in its Staff 
Report. Therefore, in 2020, emissions in California were required to be at or below 427 MMTCO2e. 

Under the “business as usual or (BAU)8” scenario established in 2008, statewide emissions were increasing 
at a rate of approximately one percent per year, as noted below. It was estimated that the 2020 estimated 
BAU of 596 MMTCO2e would have required a 28 percent reduction to reach the 1990 level of 427 MMTCO2e.  

Part of the 2014 update, the ARB revised the 2020 Statewide limit to 431 million MT of CO2e, an approximately 
one percent increase from the original estimate. The 2020 BAU forecast in the update is 509 million MT of 
CO2e. The state must reduce emissions by 15.3 percent to meet the 431 million MT of CO2e 2020 limit. 

 
7  The Climate Action Team (CAT) members are state agency secretaries and the heads of agencies, boards, and 

departments, led by the Secretary of the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA). They coordinate 
statewide efforts to implement global warming emission reduction programs and the state's Climate Adaptation 
Strategy. 

8    A business-as-usual (BAU) scenario assumes that none of the Scoping Plan measures are implemented (ARB, 2022). 
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2020 Emissions and Target Achievement 

According to the ARB 2022 report on GHG emissions from 2000 to 2020, the state’s actual emissions in 2020 
were 369.2 MMTCO2e, significantly below the 2020 target of 431 MMTCO2e. The decrease in emissions was 
primarily driven by the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic, which temporarily reduced emissions in sectors like 
transportation and industry. California met its ambitious climate target ahead of the 2020 deadline (ARB, 2022a). 

Climate Change Scoping Plan 

The first AB 32 Scoping Plan (ARB, 2008) contained the main strategies to achieve the 2020 
emissions cap. The GHG reduction strategies contained in the AB 32 Scoping Plan included direct 
regulations, alternative compliance mechanisms, monetary and non-monetary incentives, voluntary 
actions, and market-based mechanisms such as a cap-and-trade system. In August 2011, the Scoping 
Plan was reapproved by the Board and included the Final Supplement to the Scoping Plan Functional 
Equivalent Document (ARB, 2011). The 2011 Scoping Plan expanded the list of nine Early Action 
Measures into a list of 39 Recommended Actions contained in Appendices C and E of the Plan. In May 
2014, ARB developed, in collaboration with the CAT, the First Update to California’s Climate Change 
Scoping Plan (Update) (ARB, 2014), which showed that California was on track to meet the near-term 
2020 GHG limit and was well positioned to maintain and continue reductions beyond 2020 as 
required by AB 32. In November 2017, ARB published the 2017 Scoping Plan (ARB, 2017), which was 
built upon the former Scoping Plan and Update. It outlined priorities and recommendations for the 
state to achieve its target of a 40 percent reduction in GHGs by 2030, compared to 1990 levels.  

In December 2022, ARB approved its Final 2022 Scoping Plan Update (ARB, 2022b), which adds carbon 
neutrality to the former Scoping Plan. The 2022 Plan identifies a technologically feasible, cost-effective 
path to reduce GHG emissions by 85 percent below 1990 levels and achieve carbon neutrality by 2045 or 
earlier. Through the lens of carbon neutrality, the 2022 Plan expands the scope to more meaningfully 
consider how our natural and working lands (NWL) contribute to our long-term climate goal through 
carbon capture. The 2022 Plan focuses on efforts to shift away from fossil fuels, which would result in a 
94 percent decrease in liquid petroleum demand, a 71 percent decrease in smog-related pollutants, a job 
increase of 4 million, and $200 billion of health cost savings for Californians (ARB, 2022b). 

Renewables Portfolio Standard (Scoping Action E-3) 

The California Energy Commission estimates that in 2000 about 12 percent of California’s retail 
electric load was met with renewable resources. Renewable energy includes (but is not limited to) 
wind, solar, geothermal, small hydroelectric, biomass, anaerobic digestion, and landfill gas. 
California’s current Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) was intended to increase that share to 33 
percent by 2020. It was reported that in 2021, over 37 percent of California’s retail electricity sales 
were provided by RPS-certified renewables (CEC, 2021). Increased use of renewables will decrease 
California’s reliance on fossil fuels, thus reducing emissions of GHGs from the electricity sector. In 
October 2015, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 350, which requires retail sellers and publicly 
owned utilities to procure 50 percent of their electricity from eligible renewable energy resources by 
2030. Signed in 2018, SB 100 requires an increase in the RPS to 60 percent by 2030, along with a 
long-term goal of 100 percent of RPS and zero-carbon energy by 2045 (CEC, 2021). 

Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) 

Senate Bill (SB) 375 passed the Senate on August 30, 2008, and was signed by the governor on 
September 30, 2008. Per SB 375, the transportation sector is the largest contributor of GHG emissions 
and accounts for approximately 45 percent of the GHG emissions in California, with automobiles and 
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light trucks alone contributing almost 30 percent. SB 375 indicates that GHGs from automobiles and 
light trucks can be reduced by new vehicle technology. However, significant reductions from changed 
land use patterns and improved transportation also are necessary. SB 375 states, “Without improved 
land use and transportation policy, California will not be able to achieve the goals of AB 32.” SB 375 (1) 
requires metropolitan planning organizations to include sustainable community strategies in their 
regional transportation plans for reducing GHG emissions, (2) aligns planning for transportation and 
housing, and (3) creates specified incentives for the implementation of the strategies. 

Executive Order B-30-15 

On April 29, 2015, Governor Brown issued EO B-30-15, which added an interim target of GHG emissions 
reductions to help ensure the State meets its 80 percent reduction by 2050, as set in EO S-3-05. The 
interim target is to reduce GHG emissions by 40 percent by 2030. It also directs State agencies to update 
the Scoping Plan, update the Adaptation Strategy every three years, and take climate change into account 
in their planning and investment strategies. Additionally, it requires the State’s Five-Year Infrastructure 
Plan to take current and future climate change impacts into account in all infrastructure projects. 

Title 24 

Although not originally intended to reduce GHGs, California Code of Regulations Title 24 Part 6: 
California’s Building Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings was 
first adopted in 1978 in response to a legislative mandate to reduce California's energy consumption. 
The standards are updated periodically to allow consideration and possible incorporation of new 
energy-efficient technologies and methods. The California Energy Commission updates the standards 
every three years. The 2022 standard, effective January 1, 2023, encourages efficient electric heat 
pumps, establishes electric-ready requirements for new homes, expands solar photovoltaic and 
battery storage standards, strengthens ventilation standards, and more (CEC, 2024). 

Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards  

During the 2021 Triennial Code Adoption Cycle, California state agencies reviewed the most recent 
edition of national model codes and standards and made amendments and additions to most parts of 
the California Building Standards Code. The latest version of Title 24 of the California Code of 
Regulations (Title 24) was published on July 1, 2022, and became effective on January 1, 2023 (State 
of California, 2023a). Below are modified chapters in Part 6 Building Energy Efficiency Standards that 
are relevant to the proposed project and would reduce GHG emissions (State of California, 2023a) 

Administrative Regulations: 

• Lighting controls and mechanical systems Acceptance Test Technician Certification 
Providers (ATTCPs) must record related Certificates of Compliance, Installation, and 
Acceptance Testing in an electronic database. § 10-103.1(c)3H and § 10-103.2(c)3H.9 

• Energy Commission-approved community shared solar or renewable system and energy 
storage system qualification requirements updated. §10-115.10 

 
9  10-103 – Permit, Certificate, Informational, And Enforcement Requirements For Designers, Installers, Builders, 

Manufacturers, And Suppliers. Accessed online at https://energycodeace.com/content/10-103-permit-certificate-
informational-and-enforcement-r.  

10  10-115 – Community Shared Solar Electric Generation System Or Community Shared Battery Storage System 
Compliance Option For On-Site Solar Electric Generation Or Battery Storage Requirements. Accessed online at 
https://energycodeace.com/content/10-115-community-shared-solar-electric-generation-system-or.  
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Mandatory Requirements: 

• Demand responsive lighting controls trigger changed to 4,000 watts or more, and 
requirements added for controlled receptacles. § 110.12 & § 160.5(b)4E.11,12 

• EV Charging Infrastructure: The parking lot will include multiple EV charging stations to support low-
emission transportation, complying with Title 24’s infrastructure requirements for electric vehicles. 

• Water Conservation: The park will use water-efficient plumbing fixtures and irrigation 
systems to reduce energy used in water transportation and comply with water conservation 
standards. § 110.3.13 

The California Green Building Standards Code (Title 24, Part 11 Code), commonly referred to as the 
CALGreen Code, is a statewide mandatory construction code developed and adopted by the California 
Building Standards Commission and the Department of Housing and Community Development. 

In the 2021 Triennial Code Adoption Cycle, California state agencies made amendments and 
additions to most parts of the California Building Standards Code, Title 24 of the California Code of 
Regulations (Title 24) which became effective on January 1, 2023 (State of California, 2023a). Listed 
below  are modified sections in Part 11 California Green Building Standards Code that would reduce 
GHG emissions and are relevant to the proposed project. 

• Chapter 5: Non-residential Mandatory Measures 

o Energy Efficiency 

o Solar Power/Lighting 

• Appendix 5 Non-residential Voluntary Measures 

o A5.2 Energy Efficiency 

o A5.3 Water Efficiency and Conservation 

4.8.2.3 South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 

Over the past two decades, the South Coast Air Quality management District (SCAQMD) has advanced 
various programs to address climate change as part of its ongoing efforts to reduce local air pollution. 
These include initiatives focused on energy conservation, low-carbon fuel technologies (such as 
natural gas vehicles, electric-hybrids, hydraulic-hybrids, and battery-electric vehicles), renewable 
energy, vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction, and market-based incentive programs (SCAQMD, 
2024). A few of the programs initiated by the SCAQMD are: 

• The Carl Moyer Memorial Air Quality Standards Attainment Program (Carl Moyer Program). 

• Community Air Protection Program (CAPP) – Incentives. 

 
11  Section 110.12 – Mandatory Requirements For Demand Management. Accessed online at 

https://energycodeace.com/content/section-11012-mandatory-requirements-for-demand-management.  
12   Section 160.5 - Mandatory Lighting Requirements for Indoor and Outdoor Spaces. Accessed online at 

https://energycodeace.com/content/section-1605-mandatory-lighting-requirements-for-indoor-and.  
13   Section 110.3 – Mandatory Requirements For Service Water-Heating Systems And Equipment. Accessed online at 

https://energycodeace.com/content/section-1103-mandatory-requirements-for-service-water-heati, on February 
21, 2025. 
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• Off-Road Diesel Engines (SOON Program). 

Air Quality-Related Energy Policy  

In 2011, the SCAQMD Board adopted an Air Quality-Related Energy Policy (SCAQMD, 2011) integrating 
air quality, energy, and climate change issues in a coordinated and consolidated manner. The Energy 
Policy presents policies to guide and coordinate SCAQMD efforts and actions to support the policies. 

Relevant Policies: 

For the proposed Rio Hondo Park project, the following policies and actions from the SCAQMD Air 
Quality-Related Energy Policy are relevant to GHG emissions: 

Policy 1 – Promote zero and near-zero emission technologies to meet air quality, energy security, 
and climate change objectives through ultra-clean energy strategies. 

Policy 2 – Promote zero and near-zero emission technologies in both stationary and mobile 
applications to the extent feasible. 

Policy 4 – Promote demand-side management programs to manage energy demand growth. Such 
programs include but are not limited to energy conservation, energy efficiency, and load-shifting 
measures. 

Policy 5 – Promote in-Basin distributed electricity generation, with emphasis on distributed 
renewable electricity generation, to reduce reliance on energy imports or central power plants, 
and to minimize the air quality, climate, and cross-media environmental impacts of traditional 
power generation. 

Policy 9 – Educate and incentivize the public and businesses to shift toward the lowest emissions 
technologies, considering emissions of criteria pollutants, toxic air contaminants, greenhouse 
gases, energy efficiency, and the potential to create local jobs. 

Policy 10 – Incorporate energy efficiency and conservation as an emissions reduction strategy 
for stationary and mobile sources through AQMD’s planning, rulemaking, advocacy, and CEQA 
commenting activities. 

Relevant Actions: 

Action 1 – Advocate for studies on zero and near-zero emission technologies that reduce GHG 
emissions.  

Action 3 – Develop an AQMD action plan to develop and deploy electrification and other zero and 
near-zero emissions measures for various sectors. 

Action 9 – Partner with local utilities and local government stakeholders to promote energy 
conservation and efficiency. 

These policies and actions would help to reduce GHG emissions from the proposed project's energy use and 
operations, focusing on energy efficiency, electrification, and the adoption of low-emission technologies. 

4.8.2.4 Local Regulations 

The City of Pico Rivera adopted its Climate Action & Adaptation Plan (CAAP) in January 2025. The 
CAAP outlines strategies for reducing GHG emissions and adapting to the impacts of climate change. 
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As a locally driven initiative, the CAAP reflects the City's commitment to environmental sustainability 
and resilience in the face of climate change (City of Pico Rivera, 2025b). 

The City of Pico Rivera’s General Plan Update EIR (City of Pico Rivera, 2014) includes goals and 
policies in its Environmental Resources Element that also reduce GHG emissions: 

Environmental Resources Element 

Goal 8.1 Create a sustainable community that reduces fossil fuel dependency and GHG emissions 
through efficient land use, transportation, and energy practices. 

• Policy 8.1-4 Promote compact development, walkability, and bicycle use to reduce GHG 
emissions and support sustainable growth. 

• Policy 8.1-5 Improve energy efficiency in park lighting, conserve water, and increase 
renewable energy use in city facilities. 

Goal 8.2 Continued improvement in local and regional air quality with reduced GHG emissions to 
protect the community’s health. 

• Policy 8.2-2 Reduce GHG emissions by promoting mixed-use development, transit-oriented 
projects, and alternative transportation. 

Goal 8.3 Enhance energy conservation and efficiency across all sectors to reduce environmental impact. 

• Policy 8.3-3 Continue planting shade trees in public spaces to reduce heat and lower energy 
consumption. 

• Policy 8.3-5 Encourage new development to install renewable energy systems, like solar 
panels, to reduce energy-related emissions. 

Goal 8.4 Protect the city's water resources with sustainable water practices that reduce 
environmental impact. 

• Policy 8.4-9 Implement water-efficient techniques and sustainable landscaping on city 
properties to reduce environmental impact 

4.8.3 Impact Thresholds 

The following thresholds of significance are based on criteria in Appendix G of the State CEQA 
Guidelines. A project has the potential to create a significant environmental impact if it would: 

• Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on 
the environment; or 

• Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
emissions of GHG. 

4.8.4 Impact Analysis 

a) Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may 
have a significant impact on the environment? 

Less than Significant Impact  

Several pieces of California legislation relate to GHG emissions and climate change, many of which 
set aggressive goals for GHG reductions within the state. Per Senate Bill 97, the California Natural 
Resources Agency adopted amendments to the CEQA Guidelines, which address the specific 
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obligations of public agencies when analyzing GHG emissions under CEQA to determine a project’s 
effects on the environment. However, neither a threshold of significance nor any specific mitigations 
are included or provided in these CEQA Guideline amendments. 

GHG Significance Threshold 

Neither the City of Pico Rivera, the SCAQMD, nor the State CEQA Guidelines Amendments have adopted 
quantitative thresholds of significance for addressing a project’s GHG emissions. Nonetheless, § 15064.4 
of the CEQA Guidelines serves to assist lead agencies in determining the significance of the impacts of 
GHGs. As required in § 15064.4 of the CEQA Guidelines, this analysis includes an impact determination 
based on (1) an estimate of the amount of GHG emissions resulting from the Rio Hondo Park Project; (2) a 
qualitative analysis or performance-based standards; (3) quantification of the extent to which the Rio 
Hondo Park Project increases GHG emissions as compared to the existing environmental setting; and 
(4) the extent to which the Rio Hondo Park Project complies with regulations or requirements adopted 
to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions. 

SCAQMD’s guidance (SCAQMD, 2008) uses a tiered approach rather than a single numerical emissions 
threshold. If a project’s GHG emissions “fail” the non-significance of a given tier, then one goes to the next tier. 

The threshold selected for this analysis is Tier 3, which establishes a screening significance threshold 
level to determine significance using a 90% emission capture rate. For Tier 3, the SCAQMD estimated 
that at a threshold of approximately 3,000 metric tons CO2e per year, emissions would capture 90% 
of the GHG emissions from new residential projects. Thus, this analysis uses 3,000 MTCO2e per year 
as the significance threshold under the first impact criterion in Section 4.8.3. 

Construction GHG Emissions 

Construction is an episodic, temporary source of GHG emissions. Emissions are generally associated 
with the operation of construction equipment, the import or export of soil, and the disposal of 
construction waste. To be consistent with the guidance from the SCAQMD for calculating criteria 
pollutants from construction activities, only GHG emissions from onsite construction activities and 
offsite hauling and construction worker commuting are considered as project generated. As explained 
by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) in its 2008 white paper (CAPCOA, 
2008), the information needed to characterize GHG emissions from the manufacture, transport, and end-
of-life of construction materials would be speculative at the CEQA analysis level; CEQA does not require 
an evaluation of speculative impacts (CEQA Guidelines § 15145). Therefore, the construction analysis 
does not consider such GHG emissions but does consider non-speculative onsite construction activities, 
and offsite hauling and construction worker trips. All GHG emissions are identified on an annual basis. 

Estimated GHG emissions from the Rio Hondo Park Project’s onsite and offsite project construction 
activities were calculated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), Version 
2022.1.1.29 (CAPCOA, 2024), which was described in Section 4.3.7. The results of this analysis are 
presented in Table 4.8-1. The total construction GHG emissions would be 354.69 MTCO2e. 
Consistent with SCAQMD recommendations and to ensure that construction emissions are assessed 
in a quantitative sense, construction GHG emissions have been amortized over 30 years. The 
amortized value for the project is 11.82 MTCO2e. For each operational year, the amortized 
construction emissions were added to the operating emissions. Modeling results are in Appendix B. 
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Table 4.8-1 
PROJECT CONSTRUCTION-RELATED GHG EMISSIONS 

Year 
Annual Emissions (MT) 

CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 
2025 175.17 0.01 0.002 175.82 
2026 178.24 0.01 0.001 178.87 

Source: Calculated by UltraSystems with CalEEMod (Version 2022.1.1.29) (CAPCOA, 2024). 

Operational GHG Emissions 

The proposed Project would consist of improvements to existing park features, and the construction 
of various new park structures and features. The new construction would include replacing the 
softball/ baseball and soccer fields, a shaded plaza, a picnic shelter, walking and exercise paths, and 
various additional features and amenities. It would also include the repair and/or renovation of the 
basketball courts, concession and restroom building, parking lot repair and restriping, as well as 
removal of the existing handball court, which would result in operational emissions. The operational 
GHG emissions calculated by CalEEMod Version 2022.1.1.29 (CAPCOA, 2024) are shown in 
Table 4.8-2. Total annual unmitigated emissions from the Project, including the amortized 
construction emissions, would be 28.36 MTCO2e per year.14  

Table 4.8-2 
PROJECT OPERATIONAL GHG EMISSIONS 

Emissions Source 
Estimated Project Generated CO2e Emissions 

(Metric Tons per Year) 

Area Sources <0.01 

Energy Demand (Electricity & Natural Gas) 4.66 

Mobile (Motor Vehicles) 11.12 

Solid Waste Generation 0.20 

Water Demand 0.56 

Operational Emissions (subtotal) 16.54 

Construction Emissionsa 11.82 

Total 28.36 
Source: Calculated by UltraSystems with CalEEMod (Version 2022.1.1.29) (CAPCOA, 2024) 

aTotal construction GHG emissions were amortized over 30 years and added to those resulting from the operation of the project. 

Therefore, under the first significance criterion, GHG emissions would be far below the threshold of 
3,000 MT of CO2e per year and therefore would be less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

b) Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for 
the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHG? 

Less than Significant Impact 

As mentioned in Section 4.8.2, the City of Pico Rivera adopted its Climate Action & Adaptation Plan 
(CAAP) in January 2025, and it includes actions such as increasing energy efficiency, promoting 
renewable energy, and enhancing transportation systems to reduce emissions (City of Pico Rivera, 
2025b). 

 
14  Calculations are provided in Appendix B1. 
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The proposed project would not conflict with the goals or strategies outlined in the CAAP. It aligns 
with the city's climate goals, as it includes sustainable features such as: 

• Energy-efficient LED and solar lighting for outdoor areas, reducing energy consumption and 
contributing to the city's renewable energy goals. 

• Energy-efficient design elements, including energy-efficient building systems and the use of 
renewable energy sources where possible. 

• Electric vehicle (EV) charging infrastructure, supporting the transition to clean 
transportation and reducing emissions from vehicles. 

• Walking and exercise paths that promote active transportation and reduce reliance on 
automobiles, encouraging healthier, more sustainable mobility. 

• Sustainable landscaping that uses water-efficient practices, reducing the need for irrigation 
and contributing to water conservation goals. 

Thus, the project would not result in a conflict with the city's GHG reduction plans, policies, or 
regulations. Therefore, the impact is considered less than significant. 
 



❖ SECTION 4.9 – HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS ❖ 

7220/RHA-Pico Rivera-Rio Hondo Park Page 4.9-1 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration July 2026 

4.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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 Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment? 

 X   

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 

The information in this section is based on the following technical studies: 

• Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (referred as Phase I or Phase I ESA) by Citadel EHS 
dated June 26, 2023 (Refer to Appendix G1). A Phase I report presents information 
conducted from a site reconnaissance of the project area, historical developments of the 
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project site, and a comprehensive database search to determine if the project site contains 
potentially Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs).15  

• Phase II Subsurface Investigation Report completed by Citadel EHS dated September 26, 
2025. A complete copy of this Report is included as Appendix G2. 

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

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated 

The Phase I ESA (refer to Appendix G1) was conducted for the project site and revealed a recognized 
environmental condition (REC) in connection with the subject property. The backfill under the 
existing baseball diamond and surrounding area in the northeast portion of the Site was reported to 
contain soil contaminated with trash and debris to a depth of at least eight feet (Citadel, 2023, p. iv). 
The project site has been used as a park since at least 1964 (a baseball field appeared on the north 
part of the site; Citadel, 2023, p. 14). The Phase II subsurface investigation (Appendix G2) included 
testing of 18 soil samples for volatile organic compounds (VOCs), total petroleum hydrocarbons 
(TPH), and Title 22 metals. No VOCs were reported above reporting limits, and TPHd (diesel) and 
TPHmo (motor oil) were reported below respective screening levels. Metals were reported below 
the applicable screening levels, except for arsenic, which was reported in each of the soil samples 
above the Commercial and Construction Worker screening levels but below the Southern California 
Background Metals in Soil level (Citadel, 2025, p. 7). Twelve soil vapor samples were analyzed for 
VOCs and for fixed gases including methane. VOCs were reported below the Commercial and 
Construction Worker vapor intrusion screening level (VI SLs), except for 1,2-dibromoethane at a 
concentration of 2.5 µg/m³ at one sample location; the screening level is 0.67 µg/m³. Methane was 
reported in each of the soil vapor samples at concentrations ranging from 0.00025% to 0.016%, well 
below the lower explosive limit (LEL) of 5% (Citadel, 2025, p. 8). 

The leak check compound 1,1-DFA was reported in four soil vapor samples at concentrations ranging 
from 1.5 µg/m³ to 2.6 µg/m³, indicating small leaks in each of the samples. The leaks indicate ambient 
air may have entered the sampling train and the soil vapor results at those locations may be biased 
low (Citadel, 2025, p. 8). 

The presence of VOCs and methane in soil vapor samples may indicate the potential presence of a 
near surface source, such as impacts from the historic fill material. However, an off-site source for 
VOCs cannot be ruled out. A soil management plan for the site is recommended (Citadel, 2025, p. 8). 

Construction 

Project construction would involve use of hazardous materials such as fuels, lubricants, greases, 
degreasers, cleansers, paints and other architectural coatings, pesticides, and fertilizers. The use, 
transport, and disposal of hazardous materials would be conducted in compliance with multiple 
existing regulations and agencies such as the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA); 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA); Occupational 

 
15  A recognized environmental condition is the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum 

products in, at or on a property due to any release to the environment; under conditions indicative of a release to the 
environment; under conditions that pose a material threat of a future release to the environment (Citadel EHS, 2023, 
p. iii). 
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Safety and Health Administration (OSHA); California hazardous waste control law (California Health 
and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.5, Hazardous Waste Control); California Division of Safety 
and Health (DOSH); South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD); and Los Angeles County 
Fire Department (LACoFD).16 Impacts from routine use of hazardous materials would be less than 
significant after regulatory compliance. 

Operation 

Project operation would require the transport, storage, use, and disposal of certain chemicals 
typically used for landscape maintenance and cleaning purposes, such as commercial cleansers, 
paints, and lubricants. These materials would be stored, handled, and disposed of in accordance with 
applicable regulations. The proposed project would not involve the routine transport, use, or disposal 
of quantities of hazardous materials that may create a significant hazard to the public or 
environment. Therefore, hazardous materials impacts from project operation would be less than 
significant.  

Mitigation Measure 

HAZ-1 Prior to the beginning of project construction, the City shall have a soil management 
plan (SMP) prepared for the project site. The SMP shall define specific soil-handling 
controls required for complying with local, state, and federal regulations, and the 
appropriate response upon potential discovery of underground tanks, piping, or 
contaminated soil.  

b) Would the project 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  

Construction 

Project construction would involve transport, storage, and use of chemical agents, solvents, paints, 
and other hazardous materials commonly associated with construction activities. The construction 
contractor would maintain equipment and supplies onsite for containing and cleaning up small spills 
of hazardous materials and would train employees in such containment and cleanup. In the event of 
a release of hazardous materials of quantity and/or toxicity that onsite workers could not safely 
contain and clean up, the contractor would notify the LACoFD immediately. Therefore, compliance 
with applicable laws and regulations during project construction would reduce the potential for 
accidental releases of hazardous materials, and construction hazards impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Operation 

Project operation would involve the handling and storage of materials such as commercial cleansers, 
solvents and other janitorial or industrial-use materials, paints, and landscape fertilizers/pesticides. 

 
16  The Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACoFD) is the Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) for most of Los 

Angeles County, including the city of Pico Rivera; the Certified Unified Program coordinates and makes consistent 
enforcement of several state and federal regulations governing hazardous materials. 
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However, these materials would be stored, handled, and disposed of in accordance with applicable 
regulations and would not be stored in amounts that would create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment through accidental release. The project would have a less than significant impact 
in this regard. 

c) Would the project 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 

Two schools are within 0.25 mile of the project site: Armenian Mesrobian School and Montebello 
Gardens Elementary School.  

Construction 

During construction, the project would involve the use and handling of limited volumes of commonly 
used hazardous materials. Project personnel would ensure that use of hazardous materials during 
construction would adhere to applicable local, state, and/or federal regulations. Project construction 
would not subject persons at nearby schools to substantial hazards, and therefore impacts would be 
less than significant. 

Operation 

Project operations would involve the handling and storage of small amounts of hazardous materials 
such as cleansers, solvents, paints, fertilizers, and pesticides. However, these materials would be 
stored, handled, and disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations and would not be used or 
stored in amounts that would pose a hazard to persons at nearby schools. Therefore, the project 
would have less than significant impacts in this regard. 

d) Would the project 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 with Mitigation Incorporated 

Government Code § 65962.5 requires the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) to compile 
and update, at least annually, lists of the following: 

• Hazardous waste and substances sites from the DTSC EnviroStor database. 

• Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) sites by county and fiscal year in the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) GeoTracker database. 

• Solid waste disposal sites identified by SWRCB with waste constituents above hazardous 
waste levels outside waste management units. 

• SWRCB Cease and Desist Orders (CDOs), and Cleanup and Abatement Orders (CAOs). 
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• Hazardous waste facilities subject to corrective action pursuant to § 25187.5 of the Health 
and Safety Code, identified by DTSC. 

These lists are collectively referred to as the “Cortese List.” The project site is not included on the 
Cortese List (EPA, 2025). The Phase I identified one environmental database listing for the project 
site, identified on the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works’s (LADPW) listing of industrial 
waste, UST, and storm water sites. According to the Online File Review, two industrial waste 
inspections were performed in November 2022. A notice of violation (NOV) was issued for the failure 
to provide pumping records and manifests for the site’s grease interceptor. This listing is not 
expected to represent a significant environmental concern (Citadel, 2023, p. iii). A Phase II subsurface 
soil investigation completed in September 2025 detected one VOC, 1,2-dibromoethane, in soil vapor 
at a concentration above the Commercial VI SL (Citadel, 2025, p. 8). The investigation did not 
determine conclusively whether the VOC is from a near-surface source or is from offsite. However, 
the investigation recommended preparation and implementation of a soil management plan (SMP); 
preparation of the SMP is required as mitigation measure HAZ-1 set forth above in Section 4.9.a. 

The Phase I also identified one database listing for a leaking underground storage tank site within 
0.25 mile of the site. The former La Mesa Service Station, located at 8540 East Beverly Boulevard, 
approximately 687 feet east-northeast and up-gradient from the site, is listed for a release of 
gasoline; the case was closed in 2000 (Citadel, 2023, p. iii). That site is not an environmental concern 
for the project site due to the case closure.  

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? 

No Impact 

The nearest public-use airport to the project site is the San Gabriel Valley Airport, approximately 5.8 
miles to the northeast (Figure 4.9-1). The project site is outside of zones surrounding the San Gabriel 
Valley Airport where land uses are regulated to minimize aviation-related hazards to persons on the 
ground, and outside of noise compatibility contours for the airport (Los Angeles County, 2004).  

Project development would not cause airport-related hazards, or excessive noise, to people at the 
project site. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required. 

f) Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

Less than Significant Impact  

The proposed project would not increase the population within the city or expand into existing 
rights-of-way.  Additionally, the proposed project would adhere to applicable construction 
regulations, which would ensure there is adequate circulation during construction. Impacts would 
be less than significant. 
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Figure 4.9-1 
AIRPORTS IN THE PROJECT REGION 
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g) Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires? 

No Impact 

The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) developed Fire Hazard 
Severity Zones (FHSZ) for State Responsibility Areas (SRAs) and Local Responsibility Areas (LRAs).  

Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) designation refers to either:  
 

a) Wildland areas supporting high to extreme fire behavior resulting from climax fuels 
typified by well developed surface fuel profiles (e.g., mature chaparral) or forested 
systems where crown fire is likely. Additional site elements include steep and mixed 
topography and climate/fire weather patterns that include seasonal extreme weather 
conditions of strong winds and dry fuel moistures. Burn frequency is typically high 
and should be evidenced by numerous historical large fires in the area. Firebrands 
from both short  (<200 yards) and long-range sources are often abundant. 

OR 
 

b) Developed/urban areas typically with high vegetation density (>70-percent cover) 
and associated high fuel continuity, allowing for frontal flame spread over much of 
the area to progress impeded by only isolated nonburnable fractions. Often where 
tree cover is abundant, these areas look very similar to adjacent wildland areas. 
Developed areas may have less vegetation cover and still be in this class when in the 
immediate vicinity (0.25 mile) of wildland areas zoned as Very High (see above). 

 
The project site is not in or near a fire hazard severity zone (FHSZ) mapped by CAL FIRE within a 
Local Responsibility Area (LRA, i.e., where cities and counties are responsible for the costs of wildfire 
prevention and suppression), or within a State Responsibility Area (SRA) (see Figures 4.9-2 and 4.9-
3, respectively). The project site is bounded on three sides by urban development and to the west by 
the Rio Hondo Channel. The Rio Hondo Channel consists of a concrete bed and banks and does not 
support vegetation that would be wildfire fuel. The nearest FHSZ to the site is in LRA approximately 
1.9 miles to the east, and the nearest FHSZ in SRA is about 3.1 miles to the east (CAL FIRE, 2025). 
Project development would not expose people or structures to substantial hazards from wildfire, and 
there would be no impact. 
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Figure 4.9-2 
FIRE HAZARD SEVERITY ZONES – LOCAL RESPONSIBILITY AREA 
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Figure 4.9-3 
FIRE HAZARD SEVERITY ZONES – STATE RESPONSIBILITY AREA 
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4.10 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

  X  

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 substantial erosion or siltation on 

or offsite; 
  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) Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? 

Less than Significant Impact 

The California State Water Resources Control Board requires its nine Regional Water Quality Control 
Boards (RWQCBs) to develop water quality control plans (Basin Plans) designed to preserve and 
enhance water quality and protect the beneficial uses of all Regional waters. Specifically, Basin Plans 
designate beneficial uses for surface waters and groundwater, set narrative and numerical objectives 
that must be attained or maintained to protect the designated beneficial uses and conform to the 
State antidegradation policy, and describe implementation programs to protect all waters in the 
Regions (RWQCB 1995). In addition, Basin Plans incorporate by reference all applicable State and 
Regional Board plans and policies, and other pertinent water quality policies and regulations. The 
proposed project is under the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles (Region 4) RWQCB. 

As shown in Figure 10.4-1, USGS Surface Waters and Watersheds, the project site is located within the 
USGS Los Angeles Subbasin (HU Code 18070105). The Los Angeles Watershed spans 830 square miles 
of western, central, and southern Los Angeles County and some small areas of eastern Ventura County. 
The watershed extends from the San Gabriel Mountains on the northeast, to the Santa Susana Mountains  
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Figure 4.10-1 
USGS SURFACE WATERS AND WATERSHEDS 
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and Santa Monica Mountains on the northwest and west, respectively, and extending south to the mouth 
of the Los Angeles River in the City of Long Beach. The Los Angeles River, the primary stream in the 
watershed, extends 48 miles from the confluence of Bell Creek and the Arroyo Calabasas in the 
southwest San Fernando Valley to the Pacific Ocean at the City of Long Beach (LARWQCB, 2025).The 
nearest existing storm drainage improvements to the project site are three inlets next to the east bank 
of the Rio Hondo Channel: one next to the northwest corner of the park; one next to the southwest side 
of the park; and one next to the southwest corner of the park (LACPW, 2025). The Rio Hondo Channel 
next to the site consists of a concrete bed and banks. Proposed drainage improvements include an 
underground stormwater basin along the south half of the west site boundary. Other improvements to 
reduce runoff include permeable pavers and low-water-use landscape areas with bioswales. 

Development of the project has the potential to result in two types of water quality impacts: 
(1) short-term impacts due to construction-related discharges; and (2) long-term impacts from 
operation. Temporary soil disturbance would occur during project construction, due to earth-moving 
activities such as excavation and trenching for foundations and utilities, soil compaction and moving, 
cut and fill activities, and grading. Disturbed soils are susceptible to high rates of erosion from wind 
and rain, resulting in sediment transport via stormwater runoff from the project area. Erosion and 
sedimentation affect water quality of receiving waters through interference with photosynthesis, 
oxygen exchange, and respiration, growth, and reproduction of aquatic species. Runoff from 
construction sites may include sediments and contaminants such as oils, fuels, paints, and solvents. 
Additionally, other pollutants such as nutrients, trace metals, and hydrocarbons can attach to sediment 
and be carried by stormwater into storm drains which discharge eventually to the Pacific Ocean.  

Spills and mishandling of construction materials and waste may also potentially leave the project site and 
negatively impact water quality. The use of construction equipment and machinery may potentially result 
in contamination from petroleum products, hydraulic fluids, and heavy metals. Contamination from 
building preparation materials such as paints and solvents, and landscaping materials such as fertilizers, 
pesticides, and herbicides may also potentially degrade water quality during project construction. Trash 
and demolition debris may also be carried into storm drains and discharged into receiving waters. 

Construction Pollutants Control 

The project proponent is required by the California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 
to obtain coverage under a General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with 
Construction Activity (Construction General Permit Order 2022-0057-DWQ, as authorized by 
§ 402 CWA, NPDES for projects which will disturb one or more acres of soil during construction). The 
Construction General Permit requires potential dischargers of pollutants into WOUS to prepare a 
site-specific Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which establishes enforceable limits on 
discharges, requires effluent monitoring, designates reporting requirements, and requires 
construction BMPs to reduce or eliminate point and non-point source discharges of pollutants. 
Construction BMPs are grouped in six categories: erosion control (prevents soil particles from being 
detached from soil surface), sediment control (prevents soil particles from being transported offsite 
by water and being deposited elsewhere), wind erosion control, tracking control (prevents soil from 
being tracked offsite by vehicles), non-stormwater management controls (prohibits discharges other 
than stormwater, such as those from cleaning, maintenance, and fueling of vehicles and equipment), 
and waste management and controls (good housekeeping practices). Additionally, BMPs must be 
maintained, inspected before and after each precipitation event, and repaired or replaced, as 
necessary. Because the project is required by the SWRCB to comply with all applicable conditions of 
Construction General Permit Order 2022-0057-DWQ, potential violations of water quality standards 
or waste discharge requirements during project construction would be less than significant. 
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Operational Pollutant Controls 

The Permit for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Discharges Within the Coastal Watersheds 
Of Los Angeles And Ventura Counties LARWQCB Order No. R4 2021 0105, the discharge of pollutants into 
Waters of the U.S. through stormwater and urban runoff conveyance systems, including flood control 
facilities. These conveyance systems are commonly referred to as municipal separate storm sewer 
systems (MS4s), or storm drains; thus, the NPDES Permit is also referred to as an MS4 Permit. 

Pursuant to the MS4 Permit, Principal Permittees (i.e., the Los Angeles County Flood Control District) 
and Co Permittees (the City of Pico Rivera is a Co Permittee) must regulate discharges of pollutants in 
urban runoff from man-made sources into storm water conveyance systems within their jurisdiction. 

New development and redevelopment can significantly increase pollutant loads in stormwater and urban 
runoff, because increased population density results in proportionately higher levels of vehicle emissions, 
vehicle maintenance wastes, municipal sewage wastes, household hazardous wastes, fertilizers, pet 
waste, trash, and other pollutants (RWQCB, 2021). The MS4 Permit requires new development and 
significant redevelopment projects to incorporate post construction low impact development BMPs into 
project design to comply with the local Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) to reduce or eliminate 
the quantity, and improve the quality of, stormwater being discharged from the project site.  

The project includes one site design BMP, permeable pavers, to reduce runoff from the site, and two 
treatment BMPs, bioswales and an underground stormwater basin, to remove pollutants from 
contaminated stormwater before the stormwater is discharged offsite.  

With implementation of construction and operational BMPs, potential impacts to water quality 
would be less than significant and mitigation is not proposed. 

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

Less than Significant Impact 

The project site is over the Central Subbasin of the Coastal Plain of Los Angeles Groundwater Basin 
(“Central Subbasin”), as shown on Figure 4.10-2 (SGMA, 2025) The Central Subbasin spans about 
277 square miles, essentially the northeast half of the part of the Los Angeles Basin within Los 
Angeles County. The Water Replenishment District of Southern California (WRD) conducts artificial 
recharge of the Central Subbasin using recycled water (WRD, 2024, p. 19). The Pico Rivera Water 
Authority (PRWA) provides water to the City including the project site. PRWA water supplies consist 
entirely of groundwater from the Central Subbasin (PRWA, 2021, p. 33). PRWA forecasts that it will 
have adequate water supplies to meet demands over the 2025-2040 period in normal, single-dry-
year, and multiple-dry-year conditions (PRWA, 2021, pp. 52-53). Rio Hondo Park is not used for 
intentional groundwater recharge. 

Thus, the project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with 
groundwater recharge. The project would have a less than significant impact in this regard and 
mitigation is not required.  
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Figure 4.10-2 
GROUNDWATER BASINS
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c) Would the project 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 substantial erosion or siltation on or offsite; 

Less Than Significant Impact 

The project site is flat, with elevations ranging from approximately 174 to 176 feet above mean sea 
level (amsl) [Google Earth, 2025]. No streams are onsite; the nearest stream to the site is the Rio 
Hondo Channel next to the west site boundary.  

Construction  

As described in Section 4.10 a), temporary soil disturbance would occur during project construction, 
due to earth-moving activities such as excavation and trenching for foundations and utilities, soil 
compaction and moving, cut and fill activities, and grading. Disturbed soils are susceptible to high rates 
of erosion from wind and rain, resulting in sediment transport via stormwater runoff from the project 
area. As project owner, the City would be required to develop a SWPPP specifying BMPs intended to 
minimize or avoid having soil leave the project site, through either stormwater or wind, and thus 
minimize or avoid soil erosion onsite and siltation in receiving waters. Thus, impacts involving erosion 
or siltation on- or offsite would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.  

Operation 

As detailed in Section 4.10 a), the stormwater basin, bioswales, and permeable pavement proposed 
as part of project design would minimize or avoid on- or offsite erosion and siltation by installation of 
landscaping and BMPs which would prevent erosion and prevent silt-laden stormwater from leaving 
the site. The proposed project does not include a substantial change in site grade. The proposed 
underground stormwater basin would be along the southwest site boundary. At project completion the 
direction of drainage flow onsite would remain westward toward the stormwater basin and the Rio 
Hondo Channel, as it is now. Applicable regulations (e.g., the MS4 permit, and installation of BMPs, 
including site design and treatment BMPs), would limit pollutant discharges from development of the 
project. The project’s adherence to existing requirements would reduce erosion and siltation during 
operation; therefore, impacts resulting from operation of the project would be less than significant. 

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

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

Less than Significant Impact 

The project includes components that would reduce runoff from the site, such as permeable pavers 
and bioswales.  

Project development would not cause a substantial increase in stormwater contamination after 
compliance with regulations, as explained above in Section 4.10.a. Impacts would be less than 
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significant, and no mitigation is required. 

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? 

Less than Significant Impact 

The project site is in a 500-year flood zone mapped by the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA, 2025), as shown on Figure 4.10-3. The floodplain (i.e., flood hazard zone) nearest to the 
project site is the Rio Hondo Channel next to the west site boundary (FEMA, 2025). The project site 
is located outside the nearest floodplain and project development would not impede or redirect flood 
flows. No impact would occur, and mitigation is not required. 

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

Less than Significant Impact 

The project site is in the dam inundation area for Santa Fe Dam, which is about 10 miles northeast of 
the project site along both the Rio Hondo Channel and the San Gabriel River (USACE, 2025). A seiche 
is a surface wave created when an inland water body is shaken, usually by an earthquake. A tsunami 
is a series of ocean waves caused by a sudden displacement of the ocean floor, most often due to 
earthquakes. The project site is not at risk of inundation by tsunami, as it is about 18 miles inland 
from the Pacific Ocean and at an elevation of at least 174 feet amsl.  

The project site is outside of 100-year flood hazard zones, and project development would not risk 
release of pollutants due to flooding in such a zone. Impacts would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation is required.  

e) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control 
plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?  

No Impact 

The water quality control plan for the Los Angeles Basin was issued by the LARWQCB in 2014. The 
project would comply with the water quality control plan through compliance with the MS4 Permit 
as described above in Section 4.10.a.  

The project site is over the Central Subbasin. The WRD is the Watermaster for the Central Subbasin 
(WRD, 2025). No sustainable groundwater management plan has been issued for the Central 
Subbasin (DWR, 2025). Project development would not conflict with a sustainable groundwater 
management plan, and no impact would occur. 
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Figure 4.10-3 
FEMA FLOOD HAZARD ZONES MAP 
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4.11 Land Use and Planning 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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) Would the project physically divide an established community? 

No Impact 

The project site consists of the Rio Hondo Park. The proposed project would not expand into 
surrounding rights-of-way (ROWs) or surrounding developments. Therefore, the project would not 
physically divide an established community and there would be no impacts.  

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

No Impact 

The project site has a General Plan land use designation of Park/Open Space (P-OS) (City of Pico 
Rivera, 2014) (refer to Figure 4.11-1 below). The project site is zoned Open Space (O-S) (City of Pico 
Rivera, 2025) (see Figure 4.11-2). The P-OS and O-S designations allow the development of parks. 
The proposed project would include park improvements to the existing Rio Hondo Park. Therefore, 
the project would be consistent with the project site’s General Plan land use and zoning designation. 
Table 4.11-1 below details the applicable land use goals and policies from the City’s General Plan 
and how the project would comply with the policies. 
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Table 4.11-1 
CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS: PROPOSED PROJECT COMPARED TO RELEVANT CITY OF PICO 

RIVERA GENERAL PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES 

Goals and Policies Consistency Analysis 

Goal 3.5: Recognize the importance of the Whittier Narrows Dam, Rio Hondo and San Gabriel River 
channels in shaping the character, identity and physical structure of the community by protecting 
and enhancing these features. 
Policy 3.5-3 Recreation. Identify opportunities for 
passive recreation areas within and along the Whittier 
Narrows Dam, Rio Hondo and San Gabriel River 
channels. 

The proposed project would consist of park 
improvements to the Rio Hondo Park along the Rio 
Hondo River channel that would provide passive 
recreational opportunities. Therefore, the project 
would be consistent with this policy.  

Policy 3.5-4 Open Space and Landscaping. Identify 
opportunities to provide open space/parks and/or 
landscaping along the Whittier Narrows Dam, Rio Hondo 
and San Gabriel River channels that will soften and enhance 
the edges adjacent to these natural features. 

The proposed project would consist of park 
improvements to the Rio Hondo Park along the Rio 
Hondo River channel that would provide open space 
and park areas. Therefore, the project would be 
consistent with this policy. 

Goal 3.6 Improve the community image by ensuring a consistent level of high quality design and 
ongoing maintenance and improvement of existing development. 
Policy 3.6-1 Design Guidelines. Ensure a consistent 
level of high quality design through the development 
of design guidelines and a design review process for 
new development. At a minimum, the design 
guidelines should provide direction on the following:  

• Site design  • Landscaping 
• Building design • Services and 

Accessory Structures • Parking and circulation 
 

The proposed project would be developed to the 
City’s zoning regulations, which would ensure high-
quality and proper design. Therefore, the project 
would be consistent with this policy. 

Source: City of Pico Rivera, 2014. 

As detailed above, the proposed project would be consistent with all applicable General Plan goals 
and policies related to land use. Therefore, there would be no impacts.



❖ SECTION 4.11 – LAND USE AND PLANNING ❖ 

7220/Rio Hondo Park Project Page 4.11-3 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration July 2026 

Figure 4.11-1 
GENERAL PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATION
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Figure 4.11-2 
ZONING DESIGNATION 
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4.12 Mineral Resources 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

b) Would the project 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 proposed project site is located within Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ)-3 as shown in Figure 4.12-
1. The MRZ-3 classification includes areas containing known mineral occurrences of undetermined 
mineral resource significance. 

The City of Pico Rivera General Plan states that the city does not include mining in any of its zoning 
categories. It is unlikely that anyone would propose establishing new surface mining operations 
within the city since mining is not allowed within the city. In addition, the project site and 
surroundings are built out with urban uses and are thus unavailable for mining.  

According to the ‘Well Finder’ tool generated by the California Department of Conservation Division 
of Oil, Gas, & Geothermal Resources, the project site is located near (within one mile of) an idle and 
plugged oil or gas well as shown in Figure 4.12-2, and the nearest active geothermal well is located 
47 miles east of the project site, as shown in Figure 4.12-3. 

Although this project is located within MRZ-3, the project cannot and will not interfere with the 
availability of these resources since they cannot be accessed due to policies in the City of Pico Rivera 
General Plan, which does not allow mining within the city limits. Therefore, the project site is not an 
important local mining site, and the project would have no impact on the availability of known 
mineral and oil-based resources of value to the region or state residents, or on any locally important 
mining sites. There would be no impact to mineral resources. 
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Figure 4.12-1 
DESIGNATED MINERAL RESOURCE ZONE 
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Figure 4.12-2 
OIL AND GAS WELLS, AND FIELDS 

 

Leg nd Rio Hondo Park 
Scalo. 1.2 000 ' A • • Ca~ltd Oihl'ldGH 

and ields .. 0 ;ind 0 F'1Kt 8oUIIClafY • ldl 

• ..., 
0 1,000 000 ... • Plug d 

011 

• Ai:llve 0 f'tu!lgeOOIIIY tl ll, ll "' 0 300 600 



❖ SECTION 4.12 – MINERAL RESOURCES ❖ 

7220/Rio Hondo Park Project Page 4.12-4 

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration  July 2026 

Figure 4.12-3 
GEOTHERMAL WELLS   
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4.13 Noise 

Would the project result in: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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 

4.13.1 Characteristics of Sound 

Sound is a pressure wave transmitted through the air. It is described in terms of loudness or 
amplitude (measured in decibels), frequency or pitch (measured in hertz or cycles per second), and 
duration (measured in seconds or minutes). The decibel (dB) scale is a logarithmic scale that 
describes the physical intensity of the pressure vibrations that make up any sound. The pitch of the 
sound is related to the frequency of the pressure vibration. Because the human ear is not equally 
sensitive to all frequencies, a special frequency-dependent rating scale is used to relate noise to 
human sensitivity. The A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) provides this compensation by discriminating 
against upper and lower frequencies in a manner approximating the sensitivity of the human ear. The 
scale is based on a reference pressure level of 20 micropascals (zero dBA). The scale ranges from 
zero (for the average least perceptible sound) to about 130 (for the average human pain level). 

4.13.2 Noise Measurement Scales 

Several rating scales have been developed to analyze adverse effects of community noise on people. 
Since environmental noise fluctuates over time, these scales consider that the effect of noise on 
people depends largely upon the total acoustical energy content of the noise, as well as the time of 
day when the noise occurs. Those that are applicable to this analysis are as follows: 

• Leq, the equivalent noise level, is an average of sound level over a defined time period (such 
as 1 minute, 15 minutes, 1 hour or 24 hours). Thus, the Leq of a time-varying noise and that of 
a steady noise are the same if they deliver the same acoustic energy to the ear during 
exposure. 

• L90 is a noise level that is exceeded 90 percent of the time at a given location; it is often used 
as a measure of “background” noise. 

• Lmax is the root mean square (RMS) maximum noise level during the measurement interval. 
This measurement is calculated by taking the RMS of all peak noise levels within the sampling 
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interval. Lmax is distinct from the peak noise level, which only includes the single highest 
measurement within a measurement interval. 

• CNEL, the Community Noise Equivalent Level, is a 24-hour average Leq with a 4.77-dBA 
“penalty” added to noise during the hours of 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m., and a 10-dBA penalty 
added to noise during the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. to account for noise sensitivity in 
the evening and nighttime (Hendriks, 2013). The logarithmic effect of these additions is that 
a 60-dBA 24-hour Leq would result in a calculation of 66.7 dBA CNEL. 

• Ldn, the day-night average noise, is a 24-hour average Leq with an additional 10-dBA “penalty” 
added to noise that occurs between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. The Ldn metric yields values 
within 1 dBA of the CNEL metric. As a matter of practice, Ldn and CNEL values are considered 
to be equivalent and are treated as such in this assessment. 

4.13.3 Existing Noise 

The City of Pico Rivera’s General Plan defines sensitive receptors as specific land uses that have 
associated indoor and/or outdoor human activities that may be subject to stress and/or significant 
interference from noise produced by community sound sources (City of Pico Rivera, 2014, p. 11-5). 
Sensitive receptors located within Pico Rivera include residential uses, schools, hospitals, churches, and 
parks. Additionally, the City’s Municipal Code has applicable noise standards in regard to construction 
noise, interior noise, and exterior noise (City of Pico Rivera, 2014). The closest sensitive receptors to 
the project site include the single-family neighborhoods directly north, south, and east of the project 
site, the Armenian Mesrobian School, and the Pico Rivera Youth Center (Google Earth Pro, 2025). 
Sensitive receptors are shown in Figure 4.13-1. Table 4.13-1 summarizes information about them. 

UltraSystems obtained 15-minute ambient noise samples at four locations in the general area of the 
project. Sampling locations are shown in Figure 4.13-2. Measurements were made between 11:00 
a.m. and 12:20 p.m. As shown in Table 4.13-2, average short-term ambient noise levels (Leq) ranged 
from 48.5 to 69.5 dBA Leq. The 69.5-dBA noise level was along Fir Street, in front of a single-family 
home. All monitored noise levels were within the range considered typical for the nearby land uses.  

Table 4.13-1 
SENSITIVE RECEPTORS IN PROJECT AREA 

Description Location 
Distance From Site 
Boundary (feet)a 

Nearest Ambient 
Sampling Pointb 

Armenian Mesrobian School 8420 Beverly Road 53 1 
Single-family Residence 8314 San Luis Potosi 50 2 
Pico Rivera Youth Center 4632 Orange Street 57 2 
Single-family Residence 8333 Beverly Road 68 3 
Single-family Residence 4629 Fir Street 53 4 
aThese are not the distances used for noise impact calculations. See Section 4.13.6. 
bSee Figure 4.13-2 for locations of ambient noise sampling points. 
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Table 4.13-2 
AMBIENT NOISE MEASUREMENT RESULTS 

Point 
Data 
Set 

Sampling 
Time 

Address 
Sound Level (dBA) 

Notes 
Leq Lmax L90 

1 S003 
1154-
1209 

8420 Beverly 
Rd. 

51.3 66.1 42.0 
In front of Armenian Mesrobian School 
east of the project site. 

2 S001 
1100-
1115 

8314 San 
Luis Potosi 

48.5 66.2 40.6 
In front of a single-family residence 
south of the project site.  

3 S004 
1220-
1235 

8333 Beverly 
Rd. 

51.5 66.5 39.9 
In front of a single-family building north 
of the project site. 

4 S002 
1127-
1142 

4629 Fir 
Street 

69.5 80.1 42.8 
In front of a single-family building south 
of the project site.  

Source: UltraSystems, 2024. 
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Figure 4.13-1 
SENSITIVE RECEPTORS NEAR THE PROJECT SITE
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Figure 4.13-2 
AMBIENT NOISE MEASUREMENT LOCATIONS 
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4.13.4 Regulatory Setting 

State of California 

The California Department of Health Services (DHS) Office of Noise Control has studied the correlation of 
noise levels with effects on various land uses17. The most current guidelines prepared by the state noise 
officer are contained in the “General Plan Guidelines” issued by the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research in 2003 and reissued in 2017 (Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, 2017). These 
guidelines establish four categories for judging the severity of noise intrusion on specified land uses: 

• Normally Acceptable: Is generally acceptable, with no mitigation necessary. 
• Conditionally Acceptable: May require some mitigation, as established through a noise study. 
• Normally Unacceptable: Requires substantial mitigation. 
• Clearly Unacceptable: Probably cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 

The types of land uses addressed by the state standards, and the acceptable noise categories for each, 
are presented in Table 4.13-3. There is some overlap between categories, which indicates that some 
judgment is required in determining the applicability of the numbers in a given situation. 

 
17  The Office of Noise Control no longer exists. 



❖ SECTION 4.13 – NOISE ❖ 

7220/Rio Hondo Park Project Page 4.13-7 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration July 2026 

Table 4.13-3 
CALIFORNIA LAND USE COMPATIBILITY FOR COMMUNITY NOISE SOURCES 

City of Pico Rivera General Plan Noise Element 

The Pico Rivera General Plan's Noise Element (Chapter 11) includes specific goals and policies 
addressing construction noise: 

Land Use Category Noise Exposure (dBA, CNEL) 

  55 60 65 70 75 80  

Residential – Low-Density Single-Family, Duplex, Mobile 
Homes 

       

       

       

       

Residential – Multiple Family 
       

       

       

       

Transient Lodging – Motel, Hotels 
       

       

       

       

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing Homes  

       

       

       

       

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Amphitheaters 
       

       

       

       

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports 
       

       

       

       

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 
       

       

        

        

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water Recreation, Cemeteries 
       

       

       

       

Office Buildings, Business Commercial and Professional 
       

         

       

       

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, Agriculture 
       

       

       

       

 Normally Acceptable:  Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings 
involved are of normal conventional construction without any special noise insulation requirements.  

 Conditionally Acceptable:  New construction or development should be undertaken only after a 
detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features 
included in the design. Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply 
system or air conditioning will normally suffice.  

 

 Normally Unacceptable:  New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If 
new construction or development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction 
requirements must be made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. 

 

 Clearly Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken.  
Source: Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, 2017. 
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Goal 11.3: Minimize disruptions to residential neighborhoods and businesses caused by 
construction-related noise. 

Policy 11.3-1: Construction Noise 

• Limit construction activities within 500 feet of noise-sensitive uses to the hours of 7:00 AM 
to 7:00 PM, seven days a week. 

• After-hours construction activities require approval from City staff, the Planning 
Commission, or the City Council. 

• Require developers to submit a construction-related noise mitigation plan for projects near 
occupied noise-sensitive uses. The plan should: 

o Indicate locations for equipment storage and maintenance areas. 

o Specify methods to reduce noise impacts on adjacent sensitive land uses. 

• Ensure construction equipment uses noise reduction features (e.g., mufflers and engine 
shrouds) as effective as originally installed by manufacturers. 

• Enforce that haul truck deliveries comply with the specified construction hours. 

• Establish haul routes for construction traffic to avoid sensitive land uses where possible, 
especially for heavy trucks exceeding 100 daily trips. 

Policy 11.3-2: Vibration Standards 

• Require construction projects and developments likely to generate significant vibration to 
meet Federal Transit Administration (FTA) criteria for acceptable interior vibration levels 
at nearby noise-sensitive uses. 

City of Pico Rivera 

The City of Pico Rivera’s municipal code does not contain provisions directly relevant to construction 
or operation of the proposed project.  

4.13.5 Significance Thresholds 

Two criteria were used for judging noise impacts. First, noise levels generated by the proposed 
project must comply with all applicable relevant federal, state, and local standards and regulations. 
Noise impacts on the surrounding community are limited by local noise ordinances, which are 
implemented through investigations in response to nuisance complaints. It is assumed that all 
existing regulations for the construction and operation of the proposed project will be enforced. In 
addition, the proposed project should not produce noise levels that are incompatible with adjacent 
noise-sensitive land uses. 

The second measure of impact used in this analysis is a significant increase in short- or long-term 
noise levels above existing ambient noise levels as a result of the introduction of a new noise source. 
An increase in noise levels due to a new noise source has potential to adversely impact people. The 
proposed project would have a significant noise impact if it would: 

• Include construction activities outside the hours prescribed by the General Plan Noise 
Element; or 

• Result in total noise exposures at sensitive receivers during construction of 80 dBA Leq or 
more (Federal Transit Administration [FTA], 2018); or  
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• Increase 24-hour noise exposures to sensitive receptors by 5 dBA CNEL or more during the 
operational phase. 

4.13.6 Impact Analysis 

a) Would the project result in generation of 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  

Both short-term and long-term impacts are associated with park renovation projects. Construction 
activities, especially heavy equipment operation, would create noise effects on and adjacent to the 
construction site. Long-term noise impacts include project-generated operational noise sources. 
Onsite (stationary) noise sources from the park would include operation of mechanical equipment 
such as landscape and building maintenance equipment and noise as a result of the increased volume 
of people using the park and its new amenities. Offsite noise would be attributable to project-induced 
traffic, which would cause an incremental increase in noise levels within and near the project. 

Construction 

Noise impacts from construction activities are a function of the noise generated by the operation of 
construction equipment and onroad delivery and worker commuter vehicles, the location of 
equipment, and the timing and duration of the noise-generating activities. For this analysis, it was 
estimated that the proposed project would be built in six phases. Construction is anticipated to run 
15 months, from early July 2025 to September 2026. 

The types and numbers of pieces of equipment to be deployed during each construction phase were 
determined as part of the air quality and greenhouse gas emissions analyses for this project.18 For 
each equipment type, Table 4.13-4 shows an average noise emission level (in dB at 50 feet, unless 
otherwise specified) and a “usage factor,” which is an estimated percentage of operating time that 
the equipment would be producing noise at the stated level.  

 
18  See Section 4.3 and Section 4.8. 
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Table 4.13-4 
CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT CHARACTERISTICS 

Construction 
Phase 

Equipment Type 
Number of 

Pieces 

Maximum 
Sound Level  
(dBA @ 50 ft) 

Usage 
Factor 

Composite 
Noise 

(dBA @ 50 
ft) 

Demolition 
Concrete /Industrial Saws  1 83 0.40 

85.84 Rubber Tired Dozers 2 79 0.28 
Excavators 3 80 0.37 

Site Preparation 
Rubber Tired Dozers 3 79 0.40 

87.51 
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 85 0.37 

Grading 

Excavators 1 80 0.38 

87.42 
Graders 1 85 0.41 
Rubber-Tired Dozer 1 79 0.40 
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 85 0.37 

Building 
Construction 

Cranes 1 83 0.29 

85.94 
Forklifts 3 67 0.20 
Generator Sets 1 73 0.74 
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 85 0.37 
Welders 1 74 0.45 

Paving 
Pavers 2 77 0.42 

85.70 Paving Equipment 2 85 0.36 
Rollers 2 74 0.38 

Architectural 
Coating 

Air Compressors 1 81 0.48 77.81 

Source: Knauer et al., 2006.  

  

Using calculation methods published by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA, 2018), UltraSystems 
estimated the average hourly exposures at the nearest sensitive receiver for each construction 
subphase. The receivers that were evaluated included single-family residences surrounding the project 
site, a school, and a youth center (see Figure 4.13-1). The distances used for the calculation were 
measured from the receivers to the approximate center of activity of each construction phase, since 
that would be the average location of construction equipment most of the time.  

Table 4.13-5 summarizes the estimated construction-related short-term noise exposures at the 
nearest sensitive receiver for each construction phase. In no cases were there intervening buildings 
or other sound barriers between a noise source and a receiver. Residential noise exposures due to 
construction activities would be about 56.2 to 70.6 dBA Leq. These values do not exceed the FTA 80 
dBA threshold, and no mitigation would be necessary. Impacts would be less than significant.  

Table 4.13-5 
ESTIMATED UNMITIGATED CONSTRUCTION NOISE AT NEAREST SENSITIVE RECEIVERS 

Site Sensitive Receiver 
Distance 

(feet) 

1-Hour Leq (dBA) 

Demo 
Site 

Prep. 
Grading 

Building 
Const. 

Paving 
Arch. 

Coating 

1 8420 Beverly Road 794 61.8 67.5 67.5 66.0 65.7 57.8 
2 8314 San Luis Potosi 289 70.6 67.6 67.5 66.0 65.8 57.9 
3 8333 Beverly Road 948 60.3 66.2 66.1 64.7 64.4 56.5 
4 4629 Fir Street 726 62.6 65.9 65.8 64.3 64.0 56.2 
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Operational Noise 

Onsite 

Onsite noise sources from the proposed park renovation project would include operation of 
mechanical equipment such as lawnmowers, leaf blowers, building maintenance equipment, 
landscape construction equipment, motor vehicles accessing, driving on, and exiting the parking lot, 
and users of the park. Noise levels associated with operation of the project are expected to be 
comparable to those of nearby residential areas and there would be no change in noise from the 
current operations. Therefore, noise from onsite sources would be less than significant.  

Mobile Sources 

The principal noise source in the project area is traffic on local roadways. The project may contribute 
to a permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity due to project-generated vehicle 
traffic on nearby roadways and at major intersections. Given the logarithmic nature of the decibel, 
traffic volume needs to be doubled in order for the noise level to increase by 3 dBA (ICF Jones & Stokes, 
2009), the minimum level perceived by the average human ear. A doubling is equivalent to a 100 
percent increase. The VMT Screening Analysis for the proposed project states that the project is 
estimated to generate fewer than 110 new trips per day (RK Engineering, 2023, p. 2). Since the 
maximum increase in traffic would be far below 100 percent, the increase in roadway noise 
experienced at sensitive receivers would not be perceptible to the human ear. Therefore, roadway 
noise associated with project operation would not expose a land use to noise levels that are considered 
incompatible with or in excess of adopted standards, and impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

Less than Significant Impact 

Vibration is sound radiated through the ground. Vibration can result from a source (e.g., subway 
operations, vehicles, machinery equipment, etc.) causing the adjacent ground to move, thereby 
creating vibration waves that propagate through the soil to the foundations of nearby buildings. This 
effect is referred to as groundborne vibration. The peak particle velocity (PPV) or the RMS velocity is 
usually used to describe vibration levels. PPV is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the 
vibration level, while RMS is defined as the square root of the average of the squared amplitude of 
the level. PPV is typically used for evaluating potential building damage, while RMS velocity in dB is 
typically more suitable for evaluating human response. 

The background vibration velocity level in residential areas is usually around 50 vibration decibels 
(VdB). The vibration velocity level threshold of perception for humans is approximately 65 VdB. A 
vibration velocity level of 75 VdB is the approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and 
distinctly perceptible levels for most people. Most perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources 
within buildings such as operation of mechanical equipment, movement of people, or the slamming 
of doors. Typical outdoor sources of perceptible groundborne vibration are construction equipment, 
steel-wheeled trains, and traffic on rough roads. If a roadway is smooth, the groundborne vibration 
from traffic is rarely perceptible. The range of interest is from approximately 50 VdB to 100 VdB, 
which is the general threshold where minor damage can occur in fragile buildings. 

Construction Vibration 

Construction activities for the project have the potential to generate low levels of groundborne 
vibration. The operation of construction equipment generates vibrations that propagate though the 
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ground and diminish in intensity with distance from the source. Vibration impacts can range from no 
perceptible effects at the lowest vibration levels, to low rumbling sounds and perceptible vibration 
at moderate levels, to slight damage of buildings at the highest levels. The construction activities 
associated with the project could have an adverse impact on both sensitive structures (i.e., building 
damage) and populations (i.e., annoyance). 

Pile drivers or other major vibration sources will not be used for construction of the Rio Hondo Park 
renovation project.  The question is whether the equipment that will be deployed will have significant 
vibration impacts. The FTA (2018) has published standard vibration levels for construction equipment 
operations, at a distance of 25 feet. The construction related vibration levels for the nearest sensitive 
receivers for major construction phases are shown in Table 4.13-6. These calculations were based on 
the distances from the construction activity to the closest sensitive receivers. 

Table 4.13-6 
VIBRATION LEVELS OF TYPICAL CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Equipment 
PPV  

at 25 feet 
(in/sec) 

Vibration 
Decibels 
at 25 feet 

(VdB) 

PPV  
at 448 feet 

(in/sec) 

Vibration 
Decibels 

at 448 feet 
(VdB) 

PPV  
at 52 feet 
(in/sec) 

Vibration 
Decibels 
at 52 feet 

(VdB) 
Loaded trucks 0.076 86   0.034 76 
Jackhammer 0.035 79 0.0015 41   
Small bulldozer 0.003 58 0.00013 20   
Large bulldozer 0.089 87 0.0037 49   
Sources: Data at 25 feet from (FTA, 2006, p. 12-12); calculations by UltraSystems. 

  

As shown in Table 4.13-6, the PPV of construction equipment at the nearest sensitive receiver (52 feet) 
is at most 0.034 inch per second, which is less than the FTA damage threshold of 0.12 inch per second 
PPV for fragile historic buildings. The maximum VdB are 76 VdB, which are below the FTA threshold for 
human annoyance of 80 VdB. Unmitigated vibration impacts would therefore be less than significant. 

Operational Vibration 

The project would not involve the use of stationary equipment that would result in high vibration 
levels, which are more typical for large manufacturing and industrial projects. Groundborne 
vibrations at the project site and immediate vicinity currently result from heavy-duty vehicular travel 
(e.g., refuse trucks and transit buses) on the nearby local roadways, and the project would not result 
in a substantive increase of these heavy-duty vehicles on the public roadways. Therefore, vibration 
impacts associated with operation of the project would be less than significant. 

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 closest active public airport is the San Gabriel Valley Airport, located approximately 5.8 miles 
northeast of the project site (Google Earth Pro, 2021). The project site is located outside of the 
airport’s influence area boundary and noise contours (El Monte Airport Master Plan Report, 1995, p. 
7-11). Therefore, no impact related to the exposure of people residing or working in the proposed 
project area to excessive airport-related noise levels is anticipated. 
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4.14 Population and Housing 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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) Would the project induce substantial unplanned growth in an area either directly (for 
example, by proposing new homes and business) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

No Impact 

Existing and forecasted demographic data for the City of Pico Rivera for 2019 and 2050 are shown 
below in Table 4.14-1. Over the 31-year period, the population in the city is forecast to increase by 
approximately 2.7 percent and the number of households by 8.3 percent; employment is forecast to 
increase by 5.3 percent during that period.  

Table 4.14-1 
CITY OF PICO RIVERA DEMOGRAPHIC GROWTH FORECAST 

 2019 2050 
Difference  

(2050 – 2019) 
Percent Difference 

(2050 – 2019) 
Population 62,400 64,0641 1,664 2.7% 
Households 16,800 18,200 1,400 8.3% 
Employment 24,300 25,500 1,300 5.3% 
1 No forecast for 2050 population is available. 2050 population estimated based on the forecast number of households in the city in 2050 
and the estimated average household size in the city in 2050, 3.5 persons per household, from California Department of Finance 2024. 
Sources: (SCAG, 2024) 

The park site consists of approximately 12 acres, including a large grass area that accommodates the 
softball/baseball field and soccer field. Rio Hondo Park's existing amenities include a multi-purpose 
auditorium, dance studio, lighted baseball/softball and soccer fields, lighted handball courts, picnic 
pavilion, picnic benches and barbecues, playground equipment, outdoor restrooms, outdoor basketball 
courts, and a parking lot (City of Pico Rivera, 2014, p. 10-9.) The proposed project does not include any 
new housing or business development, nor does it propose expansion of existing infrastructure. The 
proposed amenities are not anticipated to induce people to move into the project region. Therefore, it 
would not induce unplanned growth, either directly or indirectly, and there would be no impact. 
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b)  Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

No Impact 

No housing exists onsite, and no persons reside on the project site. Therefore, the project would not 
displace any existing housing or persons, and the project would not necessitate the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere. The project would have no impact on existing housing. 
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4.15 Public Services 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services: 
a) Fire protection?    X 
b) Police protection?    X 
c) Schools?    X 
d) Parks?    X 
e) Other public facilities?     X 

a) Fire protection? 

No Impact  

Fire protection and paramedic services for the City of Pico Rivera are provided on a contractual basis 
by the Los Angeles County Fire Department. Three fire stations are in the city. Each station operates 
three shifts, providing 24-hour coverage. The nearest fire station to the project site is Fire Station #40 
at 4864 Durfee Avenue approximately one mile to the southeast. Located, Station 40 provides fire 
protection services from the city limit north to Mines Avenue and paramedic services for the entire city. 

Demands for fire protection are generated by the population and the total building area in a fire 
agency’s service area. Project implementation would not increase the local population, response 
times to fire protection to the project site will remain unaffected, and it would not require the 
construction or expansion of fire protection facilities. Therefore, there would be no impact on fire 
protection services, and no mitigation measures are required. 

b) Police protection? 

No Impact  

Law enforcement services in the City of Pico Rivera are provided through a contractual arrangement 
with the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department. This partnership allows the City of Pico Rivera to 
access a full range of law enforcement services, including patrol operations, traffic enforcement, 
investigative support, and additional ancillary services. The dedicated Sheriff’s station is located 
adjacent to City Hall at 6631 Passons Boulevard, approximately two miles south of the project site. 

The project would consist of improvements to existing park facilities,. The project would not increase 
the local population, police response times to the project site would remain unaffected, and it would 
not require the construction or expansion of police protection facilities. Therefore, there would be 
no impact on police protection and no mitigation measures are required. 
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c) Schools? 

No Impact 

The project site is located within the El Rancho Unified School District. Demands for school services are 
estimated based on the number of households in the school’s attendance boundaries. The project does 
not propose the development of residential uses, and thus project development would not generate 
demand for school services or facilities. Therefore, the project would have no impact in this regard. 

d) Parks? 

No Impact 

The Department of Parks and Recreation operates eight parks and several facilities throughout the 
City of Pico Rivera. The proposed project involves improvements to the existing Rio Hondo Park, as 
well as the construction of new structures and features of the park. The project does not propose to 
alter the amount of parks or open space land, nor is it of scale or nature that would cause people to 
relocate or patronize the area. Therefore, the proposed project will not contribute to growth in the 
local population and there will be no impact on parks or open spaces.  

e) Other Public Facilities? 

No Impact 

Library 

The Pico Rivera Library is a branch of the Los Angeles County Public Library system. The Pico Rivera 
Library is located at 9001 Mines Avenue, approximately 1.3 miles south of the project site. The 
development of the project would not increase the number of residents in the city of Pico Rivera and 
subsequently not increase the use and demand for services provided by the Pico Rivera Library. 
Therefore, there would be no impact on public library facilities. 
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4.16 Recreation 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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  

Recreational services in the City of Pico Rivera are provided by the City’s Department of Parks and 
Recreation, which maintains over 120 developed acres of parks, recreational facilities, and 
community centers (City of Pico Rivera, 2023). The City’s park acreage standard is 1.3 acres of public 
park land per 1,000 residents. The City currently has approximately 80 acres total in parks and land 
for public use, enough to meet this performance standard (City of Pico Rivera Study Area Profile, Los 
Angeles Countywide Comprehensive Park & Recreation Needs Assessment Appendix A, 2016, p. 3).  

Demand for parks is generated by the population in the parks’ service areas. The park site consists of 
approximately 12 acres, including a large grass area that accommodates the softball/baseball field 
and soccer field. Rio Hondo Park's existing amenities include a multi-purpose auditorium, dance 
studio, lighted baseball/softball and soccer fields, lighted handball courts, picnic pavilion, picnic 
benches and barbecues, playground equipment, outdoor restrooms, outdoor basketball courts, and 
a parking lot (City of Pico Rivera, 2014, p. 10-9.) Due to regular use over the years, the soccer field 
and softball field at the park have become rundown, additionally, the park’s restrooms were built 
over 20 years ago and need major renovation (City of Pico Rivera, 2023).  

The proposed project includes renovations of existing facilities and the addition of several new 
features, which may add marginally to its appeal to the community and thereby increase activity at 
the park upon completion. The project does not add to population; hence citywide demand for parks 
is not increased. Therefore, the proposed project would not increase the use of existing neighboring 
and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration would 
occur or be accelerated, and there would be a less than significant impact in this regard. 

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? 
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Less than Significant Impact 

The project involves removing existing playground equipment and surfacing, improving current park 
features, and constructing new ones. These upgrades will enhance user experience with minimal 
environmental impact, which would be less than significant. 
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4.17 Transportation 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including 
transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

  X  

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with 
CEQA Guidelines section 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  

The following analysis is based upon the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Assessment conducted by RK 
Engineering Group, Inc., dated May 31, 2023, for the proposed project. A complete copy of the study 
can be found in Appendix H of this IS/MND.  

a) Would the project conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing 
circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

Less than Significant Impact  

Rio Hondo Park is bound by San Luis Potosi to the south, Fir Street to the east, and Beverly Road to the north. 
Off-street parking is provided off Beverly Road and San Luis Potosi, with limited on-street parking available 
along Fir Street. The main amenities are predominantly accessed from the San Luis Potosi parking area. All 
three streets are classified as local streets in the Pico Rivera General Plan Circulation Element (City of Pico 
Rivera, 2014, p. 5-6). There is no motorized traffic other than maintenance vehicles permitted in the park itself. 

Public bus transportation within Pico Rivera is provided by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro), Montebello, and Downey Link Bus Lines. The Metro provides an 
option for travel to the project with connectivity to the region including several fixed-route bus lines, 
as well as dial-a-ride services. The nearest Metro bus stop is located at the intersection of Paramount 
Boulevard and Whitter Boulevard approximately 2,700 feet to the south. 

The Rio Hondo Bike Path is the nearest existing Class 1 bike path to the project which is located 
approximately 400 feet to the west across the Rio Hondo River in the City of Montebello. A Class 2 
bike lane is proposed along Beverly Road on the project's north side. 

Gateway Cities Strategic Transportation Plan (STP) 

Pico Rivera is part of the Gateway Cities Council of Governments (GCCOG), which includes 27 cities and 
some unincorporated areas in Southeast Los Angeles County, known as the Gateway Cities Subregion. The 
Strategic Transportation Plan (STP) for these cities combines all parts of their transportation system, such 
as freeways, main roads, public transit, bike paths, walking areas, technology, and freight logistics, into a 
clear plan for future growth. This plan is important for the Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) created by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). 
The project aims to improve connections by adding walking and biking paths around the park, linking to a 
planned bike lane on Beverly Road that connects to the Rio Hondo Bike Path. The project will not block 

-
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these trails, as all activities will take place within the project area. Therefore, the project will not conflict 
with any relevant programs, plans, or policies related to the transportation system. 

City of Pico Rivera Municipal Code 

Chapter 18.47.050 of the Pico Rivera Municipal Code outlines transportation management rules for 
development projects. The City will review the project to ensure it meets these rules. The project will 
not block emergency services access to the site or nearby areas. Although construction may 
temporarily limit access to some parts of the site, these issues are expected to be brief. Therefore, the 
project will not conflict with the transportation management rules and will have a minor impact. 

City of Pico Rivera General Plan—Circulation Element 

The city’s circulation element has several goals and policies that apply to the proposed project. Refer 
to Table 4.17-1 below, which lists the applicable policies and how the proposed project would 
comply and have a less than significant impact.  

Table 4.17-1 
COMPLIANCE WITH THE GENERAL PLAN POLICIES REGARDING MOBILITY & TRANSPORTATION 

General Plan Element Project Compliance 

Circulation Element: Goal 5.2: A roadway system that ensures the safe and efficient movement of 
people, goods, and services. 
Policy 5.2-2 Level of Service (LOS) Objective.  

• Strive to achieve and maintain operations at 
intersections at LOS D or better at peak travel 
times within the City. 

• In those locations where this objective is 
infeasible, implement all feasible mitigation 
measures. 

• Require all development projects to provide their 
fair share (in the form of physical improvements 
and/or fee payment) for all feasible 
improvements. 

 Pico Rivera has not set formal guidelines for 
VMT/LOS analysis, but it follows the Los Angeles 
County guidelines for transportation impact analysis. 
According to these guidelines, projects that generate 
fewer than 110 vehicle trips during peak hours 
usually do not need a TIA with a LOS analysis. For 
non‐retail projects, if a project is expected to increase 
daily vehicle trips by less than 110, it is considered to 
have a minor impact. Since the project's daily 
operations are expected to stay the same after 
renovations, it is not likely to create more than 110 
new daily trips. Therefore, the proposed project 
aligns with this policy. 

Policy 5.2-13 Regional Trips.  
Coordinate with adjacent jurisdictions and regional 
agencies to address the impacts of trips originating 
outside of and passing through the city. 

The proposed project would maintain its current 
connection to local streets and alternative forms of 
public transportation. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not conflict with this policy.  

Goal 5.4: A balanced transportation system where bicycling and walking are alternative methods to 
the automobile. 
Policy 5.4-3 Bicycle Network. 
Design and implement a functional bicycle network by 
expanding bicycle routes, striping bicycle lanes where 
feasible, providing signage for bicycle routes, and 
providing adequate bicycle parking at City facilities; 

The project is bordered along the northern side by 
Beverly Road along which the General Plan proposes 
a Class 2 bike lane connecting Pico Rivera with the 
City of Montebello and the Rio Hondo Bike Path. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict 
with these policies. Policy 5.4-5 River Bike Trails. 

Improve, maintain, and expand bike trails along the 
Rio Hondo and San Gabriel river corridors. 
Policy 5.4-6 Pedestrian Network. Improve the 
pedestrian network by incorporating streetscape 
improvements such as shade trees, plantings, 
lighting, and street furniture. 

The proposed project would be designed with 
improvements such as shade trees, plantings, 
lighting, and street furniture. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not conflict with this policy. 
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General Plan Element Project Compliance 

Policy 5.4-8 ADA.  
Incorporate American with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
requirements to create an accessible pedestrian 
system that can serve all users. 

The proposed project would be designed for 
accessibility for everyone. The proposed project 
would comply with all applicable city Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not conflict with this policy. 

Source: (City of Pico Rivera, 2014)(RK Engineering, 2023) 

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, 
subdivision (b) 

Less than Significant Impact 

CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3(b) pertains to the use of Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) as a method of 
determining the significance of transportation impacts. The typical daily operations of the park are 
anticipated to generally remain the same after the renovation; the project is not expected to generate more 
than 110 new daily trips. Since the project is expected to generate fewer than 110 new trips per day, the 
project may be presumed to have a less than significant Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) impact under CEQA 
(RK Engineering, 2023). Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact in this regard. 

c) Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

Less than Significant Impact  

The proposed project would not alter the surrounding roadways. Vehicular access to the project 
would be provided by the existing access from three adjacent local streets. The project’s circulation 
system, including access and parking areas, would be designed to meet the development standards 
of the City and would not result in uses or design features that would create traffic hazards. 
Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact in this regard. 

d) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less than Significant Impacts  

Construction 

Project construction will be within the boundaries of Rio Hondo Park and should not involve the 
temporary closure of any public streets. However, if construction should require the temporary 
closure of either a portion or a complete segment of the roadway, an approved encroachment permit 
would be required. The City would review any encroachment permit applications to ensure that such 
construction did not impede emergency response to the project site or nearby properties. 
Compliance with any conditions outlined in an encroachment permit would be compulsory for the 
approval of a permit. Therefore, the project construction would have a less than significant impact. 
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Operation 

The project would comply with City regulations, such as the city’s fire code, to provide adequate 
emergency access. Prior to the issuance of building or construction permits, the City of Pico Rivera 
Community and Economic Development Department would review project site plans, including the 
location of all buildings, fences, access driveways, and other features that may affect emergency 
access to ensure emergency ingress and egress by fire trucks, police units, and ambulance/paramedic 
vehicles. Therefore, the project operation would have a less than significant impact. 
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4.18 Tribal Cultural Resources 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource that is 
listed or eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in 
Public Resources Code § 5020.1(k)? 

   X 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource that is 
determined to be a significant resource to a 
California Native American tribe pursuant to 
the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of 
Public Resource Code § 5024.1(c)? 

 X   

Information from UltraSystems’ Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment, dated November 14, 2024, 
for the proposed project (refer to Appendix C) is included in the analysis below. 

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource that is listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of 
Historical Resources or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public 
Resources Code § 5020.1(k)? 

No Impact 

A traditional cultural site in the project site area is documented in the Native American Heritage 
Commission’s (NAHC) Sacred Lands File (SLF) search. However, none of the local tribal organizations 
on the NAHC contact list provided any further information on the nature of the site or its location. No 
resources as defined by Public Resources Code § 21074 have been identified (refer to Attachment C: 
“Native American Heritage Commission Records Search and Native American Contacts” in 
Appendix C to this IS/MND). Additionally, the project site has not been recommended for historic 
designation for prehistoric and tribal cultural resources (TCRs). No specific tribal resources have 
been identified by local tribes responding to inquiries for the Cultural Resources Inventory.  

No prehistoric archaeological resources were observed during the archaeological field survey conducted 
July 11, 2023, by Stephen O’Neil, M.A., RPA as part of the cultural resources investigation (Section 4.3, 
Appendix C). The cultural resource study findings at the South Central Coastal Information Center (the 
local California Historic Resources Information System facility) did not record any prehistoric cultural 
resource sites or isolates within the project site or its 0.5-mile radius buffer. The cultural resource study 
findings at the SCCIC and the results of the pedestrian survey assessment indicate that there is a low 
potential for prehistoric cultural resources to be adversely affected by construction of the project. 

No tribal cultural resources onsite are 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 
§ 5020.1(k). Therefore, the project would have no impact in this regard. 
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b) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource that is determined to be a significant resource to a California Native 
American tribe pursuant to the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource 
Code § 5024.1(c)? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated 

Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) requires meaningful consultation with California Native American Tribes 
on potential impacts on TCRs, as defined in Public Resources Code § 21074. TCRs are sites, features, 
places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe that are either eligible or listed in the California Register of Historical Resources or 
local register of historical resources (CNRA, 2007). 

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

The City of Pico Rivera’s Parks and Recreation Department (the lead agency) will initiate AB 52 
outreach to local tribes for the Rio Hondo Park Project. The City will then prepare and send letters to 
the several tribes on their list for AB 52 contact, informing them of the project. The letters will be 
sent via certified mail to the tribes below. The letters shall convey that the recipient has 30 days from 
the receipt of the letter to request AB 52 consultation regarding the project.  

• Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation 
• Gabrielino/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians 
• Gabrielino/Tongva Nation 
• Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council 

• Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe 
• Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla Indians 
• Soboba Band of Luiseño 

Following mailing of the tribal contact letters and their consultation between the City and the tribes, 
the results of that consultation shall be placed in an updated IS/MND. THIS TEXT WILL BE UPDATED 
ONCE THE AB  52 CONSULTATION HAS CONCLUDED BETWEEN THE CITY AND THE TRIBES. 

A Sacred Lands File tribal resource in the project area was documented in the Native American 
Heritage Commission’s SLF search. However, there has been no response to date to inquiries to the 
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation, the tribe recommended by the NAHC to contact, 
regarding this site. No resources as defined by Public Resources Code § 21074 have been identified 
(refer to Attachment C: “Native American Heritage Commission Records Search and Native American 
Contacts” in Appendix C to this IS/MND). Additionally, the project site has not been recommended 
for historic designation for prehistoric and TCRs. No specific tribal resources have been identified.  

No prehistoric or archaeological resources were observed during the field survey. Results of previous 
cultural resources surveys within the 0.5-mile buffer zone were negative for prehistoric cultural 
resource sites or isolates within the project site. No human remains have been previously identified 
or recorded onsite. 
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Land at the project site has remained relatively undisturbed due to it being developed and utilized as 
a park since the early 1960’s. Much of the surface area of the project has been covered with dense 
grass and other landscaping; the remainder was covered by buildings and concrete pathways. As a 
result, ground surface could only be partially observed during the pedestrian survey.  

Mitigation Measures will be determined once AB 52 consultation takes place between the City and 
Tribes.  

Mitigation Measures 

MM TCR-1: [To Be Determined.] Mitigation measure TCR 1 is yet to be determined, and if 
needed will be added following AB 52 consultation. 

MM TCR-2:  [To Be Determined.] Mitigation measure TCR 2 is yet to be determined, and if 
needed will be added following AB 52 consultation. 

MM TCR-3:  [To Be Determined.] Mitigation measure TCR 3 is yet to be determined, and if 
needed will be added following AB 52 consultation. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation 

With implementation of MM TCR-1, potential project impacts on TCRs would be less than significant. 
With implementation of Mitigation Measures MM TCR-2 and MM TCR-3 above, the proposed project 
would result in less than significant impacts to human remains and associated funerary objects. 
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4.19 Utilities and Service Systems 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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 wastewater 
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) Would the project 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 would use existing underground connections for stormwater, domestic water, 
sanitary sewer, natural gas, electrical power, fire water, and communications.  

Water  

The Pico Rivera Water Authority (PRWA) is the largest of three water agencies that serve the City of 
Pico Rivera. The PRWA serves approximately 70 percent of the customers while the other purveyors 
supply the remaining 30 percent of the city (PRWA, 2021, p. 33). 

During construction activities, there would be a temporary and intermittent demand for water for 
activities such as soil watering for site preparation, fugitive dust control, concrete preparation, 
painting, cleanup, and other short-term activities. Construction-related water usage is not expected 
to have an adverse impact. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact. 

The use of water during the operation of the park would be used primarily for landscaping 
throughout Rio Hondo Park. The project would provide drought-tolerant landscaping or other low 
water landscaping to the greatest extent feasible. The proposed project will not include habitable 
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buildings or additional restroom facilities and would not require additional potable water. Therefore, 
the project would have a less than significant impact. 

Wastewater Treatment 

The wastewater service is provided to the project site by the PRWA. During construction, a negligible 
amount of wastewater would be generated by construction workers. Portable toilets would be provided 
on the project site by a private company, and waste would be disposed of site at regional wastewater 
treatment facilities owned by the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts (LACSD). Therefore, the 
impacts of construction on local wastewater conveyance and treatment would be less than significant. 

As noted above, the operation of the proposed project will not include habitable buildings or 
additional restroom facilities and would not contribute to an increase in wastewater generation. 
Therefore, the project operation would have a less than significant impact. 

Stormwater  

Rio Hondo Park currently has a stormwater drainage system in place to handle runoff. As outlined 
earlier, the project will involve enhancements to current park amenities and the creation of new 
structures and features, while not increasing impervious surfaces. Details on stormwater drainage 
can be found in Section 4.10. The existing drainage system will accommodate the project without 
requiring expanded capacity. Therefore, the project will have a less than significant impact. 

Electric Power 

The anticipated electricity needed for the proposed security lighting located along walkways and 
trails and within the play areas, sport fields, and parking lot of the project site is negligible in the 
context of overall daily use of electricity within the City Pico Rivera as discussed in Section 4.6.  

Natural Gas and Telecommunications Facilities 

Construction and operation of the proposed project would not require the use of natural gas or 
telecommunication facilities. Therefore, there would be no impact.  

The Rio Hondo Park Project is not anticipated to necessitate the development of new or expanded 
facilities for water, wastewater, stormwater drainage, electricity, natural gas, or telecommunications, 
due to the limited demand for these services. Therefore, the impacts on those utilities associated with 
the construction and operation of the proposed project would be less than significant.  

b) Would the project 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 

Water Supplies and Demands 

The PRWA is responsible for all management and operations of the water system. As previously noted, 
the water supplies for the PRWA come from the underlying  Central Groundwater Basin, which is 
recharged by local streamflow, imported water, and recycled water (PRWA, 2021, p. 33).  

Construction and operation of the proposed project would result in a demand for water supplies. The 
water used during construction activities would be used for soil watering for site preparation, fugitive 
dust control, concrete preparation, painting, cleanup and other short-term activities. The use of water 
during the operation of the park would be used for landscaping throughout Rio Hondo Park. The project 
would provide drought-tolerant landscaping or other low-water landscaping to the greatest extent 
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feasible. The proposed project does not propose habitable structures or new restroom facilities. Due to 
the negligible amount of water anticipated to be used by the proposed project, the existing water 
entitlements and water resources of Pico Rivera would be sufficient to serve the project. Therefore, the 
project would result in a less than significant impact.  

c) Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater 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 

As discussed above, Pico Rivera and the Rio Hondo Park Project are located within the wastewater 
service area of the PRWA. PRWA is responsible for safely collecting, treating, and disposing the 
wastewater generated by approximately 60,000 residents within the City of Pico Rivera. During the 
construction of the project, construction workers would generate a negligible amount of wastewater 
which is disposed of at regional wastewater treatment facilities owned by LACSD. The project does 
not include any habitable structures or new restrooms. Therefore, the operation of the project would 
not generate an increase in wastewater and the project would result in a less than significant impact. 

d) Would the project 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 Office of Sustainability oversees the collection of residential and commercial waste in conjunction 
with NASA Services, the City’s franchise waste hauler. Nonrecycled solid waste collected by NASA 
Services within the city is disposed of at the Savage Canyon Landfill located in Whittier, approximately 
five miles southwest. The Savage Canyon Landfill has a maximum daily capacity of 3,350 tons and a 
total remaining capacity of 9,510,833 cubic yards, as shown in Table 4.19-2 . 

Table 4.19-2 
LANDFILL SERVING THE CITY OF PICO RIVERA 

Nearest 
Landfill 

Remaining 
Capacity  

Daily 
Permitted 
Disposal 
Capacity 

Actual Daily 
Disposal* 

Residual 
Disposal 
Capacity 

Estimated 
Closing 

Date 

Savage Canyon Landfill 9,510,833 yd3 3,350 tons 153.94  tons 3,196.06 tons 12/31/2079 
*Daily disposal based on annual disposal tonnage assuming 300 operating days/year (6 days/week, minus holidays) 
Source: CalRecycle. 2025a/b.  

CALGreen does not recognize the operation of public parks as a solid waste generator; therefore, 
there would be no impact (CALGreen, 2025c). 

The construction of the project would generate solid waste that would be disposed of in local landfills. 
Materials generated during the construction of the project would include paper, cardboard, metal, 
plastics, glass, concrete, lumber scrap, and other materials. Section 4.408 of the 2022 California Green 
Building Standards Code (CALGreen; California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 11) requires that at 
least 65 percent of non-hazardous construction and demolition waste from residential construction 
operations be recycled and/or salvaged for reuse. Project construction would include recycling and/or 
salvaging of at least 65 percent of construction and demolition waste according to the 2022 CALGreen 
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Building Standards Code. Therefore, project construction would have a less than significant impact. 

e) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction 
statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

Less Than Significant Impact 

In 1989, the California Legislature enacted the California Integrated Waste Management Act 
(AB 939), in an effort to address solid waste problems and capacities in a comprehensive manner. 
The law required each city and county to divert 50 percent of its waste from landfills by the year 
2000. The city developed a Source Reduction Recycling Element in 1997 that aims at recycling, 
composting, special waste disposal, and education and public information programs. The city has 
established several programs in partnership with NASA that promote recycling, composting and 
waste reduction, all of which have contributed to the increase in the diversion rate and the decrease 
in the disposal rate in recent years. The programs include bulky item and E-waste collection services, 
commercial recycling program, commercial organic recycling program, residential curbside recycling 
program, and outreach and education (City of Pico Rivera, 2025).  

Assembly Bill 341 (AB 341; Chapter 476, Statutes of 2011) increases the statewide waste diversion 
goal to 75 percent by 2020, and mandates recycling for commercial and multi-family residential land 
uses. The project would include storage areas for recyclable materials according to AB 341. 

The proposed project would comply with applicable local, state, and federal solid waste disposal 
standards; therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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4.20 Wildfire 

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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 

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) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire 
hazard severity zones, would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

No Impact 

The project site is not located in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) within a Local 
Responsibility Area (LRA), where cities or counties are responsible for the costs of wildfire prevention and 
suppression. The nearest VHFHSZ in LRA to the project site is about 1.9 miles to the east, as shown in Figure 
4.20-1. The project site is not located in a State Responsibility Area (SRA), where the State is responsible for 
the costs of wildfire prevention and suppression. The nearest SRA to the project site is in southeastern Los 
Angeles County, approximately 3.1 miles to the east (see Figure 4.20-2). The project is not in or near a 
VHFSZ and would have no impact regarding emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plans. 

b) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire 
hazard severity zones, would the project 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 located in or near VHFHSZs. No slopes which could exacerbate wildfire risks are 
on or near the project site. The most common wind events in southern California are the Santa Ana 
wind conditions that typically occur in the fall and winter. However, Pico Rivera is no more prone to 
Santa Ana winds than are most other lowland places in southern California. Thus, the project would not 
expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a 
wildfire. The proposed project is not in or near VHFSZs and would have no impact in this regard. 
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Figure 4.20-1 
VERY HIGH FIRE HAZARD SEVERITY ZONES IN LOCAL RESPONSIBILITY AREA (LRA) 
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Figure 4.20-2 
FIRE HAZARD SEVERITY ZONES IN STATE RESPONSIBILITY AREA (SRA) 
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c) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire 
hazard severity zones, would the project 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 located in an SRA, nor is the project site in or near a VHFHSZ (see Figures 4.20-
2 and 4.20-2). The project would not require the installation or maintenance of infrastructure that 
may exacerbate fire risk. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact in this regard. 

d) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire 
hazard severity zones, would the project 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 located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard 
severity zones. Project development would not expose people or structures to significant risks, including 
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, consequent to wildfires. No impact would occur. 
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4.21 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Does the project have: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) 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) 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) 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 with Mitigation Incorporated 

The project site is situated within an urbanized area that is characterized by limited biological value 
for special-status plant and wildlife species. As documented in Section 4.4 of the Initial Study, the 
Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii) – a special-status species – was identified as having moderate 
potential to occur within the site, although it was not observed during biological field surveys. 
Additionally, five special-status plant species were evaluated and determined to have low potential 
to occur; none were detected during surveys conducted at the site. 

While the project is not expected to result in direct impacts to special-status species or sensitive 
habitats, construction activities may generate dust, noise, and vibration that could indirectly affect 
the nesting and foraging behavior of avian species protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act (MBTA). The Biological Study Area (BSA) supports mature California sycamores (Platanus 
racemosa), pine trees (Pinus spp.), and associated vegetation capable of providing suitable nesting, 
cover, and foraging habitat for native birds. 
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To address these potential indirect effects, MM BIO-1 requires pre-construction nesting bird surveys 
and the establishment of appropriate avoidance buffers during the breeding season. In addition, the 
implementation of MM BIO-2 and MM BIO-3 would minimize and avoid temporary construction-
related impacts to existing wildlife movement corridors on or near the project site. With the 
implementation of these measures, the project would not be expected to substantially degrade the 
quality of the environment or adversely affect the habitat of fish or wildlife. Therefore, impacts would 
be less than significant with mitigation. 

Based on the review in Section 4.5, there is potential for previously undocumented archaeological 
resources to be present in native soils beneath the project site. In the absence of mitigation, ground-
disturbing activities could result in significant impacts to such resources. To address this potential, 
the implementation of MM CUL-1, which requires monitoring and appropriate treatment of any 
archaeological finds, would reduce impacts to less than significant. 

Similarly, there is a potential for encountering buried human remains during subsurface construction 
activities, as analyzed in Section 4.5 of this Initial Study. This impact would be significant without 
mitigation. Implementation of MM CUL-2 and MM CUL-3, which outline procedures for compliance 
with California Health and Safety Code § 7050.5 and Public Resources Code § 5097.98, including 
consultation with the Most Likely Descendant if Native American remains are identified, would ensure 
that any such discoveries are handled in a respectful and lawful manner. With MM CUL-2 and MM 
CUL-3 in place, potential impacts to human remains would also be reduced to 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)? 

No Impact  

The proposed project is not anticipated to result in cumulatively considerable impacts. A review of 
active and planned development projects within the vicinity of the project site was conducted using 
information available on the City of Pico Rivera's website (City of Pico Rivera, 2025). This review 
confirmed that there are no active development projects within 0.5 mile of the project site. The 
nearest known project is located approximately 3,500 feet west of Rio Hondo Park. 

Due to the distance between the proposed project and other known developments, the potential for 
cumulative effects related to localized air quality, noise, vibration, and other aspects is considered 
negligible. The project's limited scope, combined with the absence of spatially or temporally 
overlapping projects, further reduces the likelihood of cumulative impacts.  

Therefore, when viewed in the context of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, 
the incremental environmental effects of the proposed project are not cumulatively considerable. No 
significant impacts would occur. 

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse 
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated 
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The project has the potential to cause temporary, construction-related environmental effects that 
could indirectly or directly impact human beings; however, with the implementation of mitigation 
measures, these impacts would be reduced to less than significant. 

Construction activities such as site clearance, grading, and earthwork could result in adverse impacts 
on biological resources, including the burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter 
cooperii), and other nesting birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. These impacts could 
indirectly affect the public through the loss or disruption of sensitive wildlife in urban open spaces. 
Implementation of MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-3 would ensure appropriate pre-construction 
surveys, construction timing restrictions, and habitat protection measures, reducing potential 
impacts to less than significant levels. 

Additionally, there is potential for encountering previously undiscovered archaeological resources 
and human remains in native site soils during excavation and grading. Unmitigated, such impacts 
could result in a loss of cultural heritage, which carries indirect social and community implications. 
Implementation of MM CUL-1 through MM CUL-3 would ensure proper protocols are followed, 
including monitoring, treatment, and coordination with appropriate tribal or cultural 
representatives, thereby reducing impacts to less than significant. 

The site has moderate potential to contain paleontological resources, as reviewed in Section 4.7 of 
this Initial Study. Ground-disturbing construction activities could result in damage to significant 
fossil deposits. MM GEO-1 requires monitoring and recovery protocols that would preserve such 
resources, thereby reducing impacts to less than significant. 

Therefore, with the incorporation of the mitigation measures, MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-3, MM 
CUL-1 through MM CUL-3, and MM GEO-1, the project would have a less than significant impact on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly. 

Tribal cultural resources could be buried in site soils. Project site grading and construction could 
damage such resources. Implementation of mitigation measures TCR-1 through TCR-3 would reduce 
these impacts to less than significant.  

Note: Section 4.18 Tribal Cultural Resources may have additional mitigation measures which will be 
added pending on the outcome of the city’s AB 52 process with Native American tribes. As of this 
writing, the AB 52 process was still in progress. 

Note: Section 4.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials has not been completed and is pending a Phase 
2 report. Any relevant impacts and/or mitigation measures will be added upon its completion. 
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7.0 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared in conformance with 
§ 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code and § 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines, which require all state 
and local agencies to establish monitoring or reporting programs whenever the approval of a project 
relies upon a MND or an EIR. The MMRP ensures the implementation of the measures imposed to 
mitigate or avoid the significant adverse environmental impacts identified through the use of 
monitoring and reporting. Monitoring is generally an ongoing or periodic process of project 
oversight; reporting generally consists of a written compliance review that is presented to the 
decision-making body or authorized staff person. 

It is the intent of the MMRP to: (1) provide a framework for the implementation of the required 
mitigation; (2) identify monitoring and reporting responsibilities; (3) provide a record of the 
monitoring and reporting; and (4) ensure compliance with those mitigation measures that are within 
the responsibility of the City and/or Applicant to implement. 

The following table lists the impacts and mitigation measures adopted by the City of Pico Rivera in 
connection with the approval of the proposed project, the level of significance after mitigation, the 
responsible and monitoring parties, and the project phase in which the measures are to be 
implemented. 

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program includes only those environmental topics for 
which mitigation measures are deemed necessary. 
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 Table 7.0-1  
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

TOPICAL AREA 

IMPACT 
MITIGATION MEASURE 

RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY 

MONITORING 
ACTION 

1. ENFORCEMENT 
AGENCY 

2. MONITORING 
AGENCY 

3. MONITORING 
PHASE 

4.4 Biological Resources 

Threshold 4.4 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? 

MM BIO-1: Pre-Construction Nesting Bird 
Survey 

To maintain compliance with the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act (MBTA) and Fish and Game Code 
FGC), and to avoid impacts to or take of 
migratory non‐game breeding birds, their 
nests, young, and eggs, the following 
measures will be implemented. The 
measures below will minimize or avoid 
direct and indirect construction‐related 
impacts to migratory non‐game breeding 
birds to less than significant levels. 

a. Project activities that will remove or disturb 
potential nest sites (e.g., open ground, trees, 
shrubs, grasses, or burrows) during the 
breeding season (typically from February 15 
through September 15, but can vary slightly 
from year to year, usually depending on 
weather conditions) will be scheduled 
outside the breeding bird season to avoid 
potential direct impacts to breeding birds 
protected by the MBTA and Fish and Game 
Code. Necessary removal of trees, shrubs, 
etc. that could potentially serve as nest sites 
will prevent birds from nesting within the 
project site during the breeding season and 
during construction activities.  

City of Pico 
Rivera Public 
Works 
Department 
Qualified 
Biologist 

Field 
Verification 

1. City of Pico Rivera  

2. City of Pico Rivera  

3. Prior to grading 
permit issuance 
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TOPICAL AREA 

IMPACT 
MITIGATION MEASURE 

RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY 

MONITORING 
ACTION 

1. ENFORCEMENT 
AGENCY 

2. MONITORING 
AGENCY 

3. MONITORING 
PHASE 

b. If project activities cannot be avoided from 
February 15 through September 15, a 
qualified biologist will conduct a pre‐
construction breeding bird survey for 
breeding birds and active nests or potential 
nesting sites within the limits of project 
disturbance. The survey will be conducted at 
least seven days prior to the onset of 
scheduled activities, such as mobilization 
and staging. It will end no more than three 
days prior to vegetation, substrate, and 
structure removal and/or disturbance. 

c. If special‐status bird species are observed 
within the project site during the pre‐
construction survey, the biologist will 
immediately map the area and notify the 
appropriate resource agency to determine 
suitable protection measures and/or 
mitigation measures and determine if 
additional surveys or focused protocol 
surveys are necessary. Project activities may 
begin within the area once concurrence is 
received from the appropriate resource 
agency. 

d. If a breeding bird territory or an active bird 
nest is located during the pre‐construction 
survey and would be impacted by project 
activities, the site(s) will be mapped on 
engineering drawings and a no‐activity 
buffer zone will be marked (fencing, stakes, 
flagging, orange snow fencing, etc.) a 
minimum of 100 feet in all directions for 
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TOPICAL AREA 

IMPACT 
MITIGATION MEASURE 

RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY 

MONITORING 
ACTION 

1. ENFORCEMENT 
AGENCY 

2. MONITORING 
AGENCY 

3. MONITORING 
PHASE 

passerines and 500 feet in all directions for 
raptors. The biologist will determine the 
appropriate buffer size based on the type of 
activities planned near the nest and the 
species of bird that created the nest. This no‐
activity buffer zone will not be disturbed 
until a qualified biologist has determined 
that the nest is inactive, the young are no 
longer being fed by the parents, the young 
have fledged, the young have left the area, or 
the young will no longer be impacted by 
project activities. Periodic monitoring by a 
biologist will be performed to determine 
when nesting cycle is complete. Once the 
nesting cycle been deemed complete by the 
qualified biologist, project activities may 
begin within the buffer zone(s).  

e. Birds or their nests will not be disturbed, 
captured, handled, or moved. Active nests 
cannot be removed or disturbed. Inactive 
nests can be removed or disturbed by a 
qualified biologist if the nest is determined 
to be inactive. 

f. If no breeding birds or active nests are 
observed during the pre‐construction 
surveys, or they are observed but will not be 
impacted, project activities may begin, and 
no mitigation will be required.  
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TOPICAL AREA 

IMPACT 
MITIGATION MEASURE 

RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY 

MONITORING 
ACTION 

1. ENFORCEMENT 
AGENCY 

2. MONITORING 
AGENCY 

3. MONITORING 
PHASE 

MM BIO-2: Worker Environmental 
Awareness Program 

Prior to project construction activities, a 
qualified biologist would prepare and conduct a 
Worker Environmental Awareness Program 
(WEAP) that would describe the biological 
constraints on the project. All personnel who 
would work within the project site would attend 
the WEAP prior to performing any work; such 
requirement shall be included as a condition on 
grading permits. The WEAP would include, but 
not be limited to the following: results of 
preconstruction surveys; description of 
sensitive biological resources potentially 
present within the project site; legal protections 
afforded the sensitive biological resources; Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) for protecting 
sensitive biological resources (i.e., restrictions, 
avoidance, protection, and minimization 
measures); individual responsibilities 
associated with the project; and, a training on 
grading to reduce impacts to biological 
resources. A condition would be placed on 
grading permits requiring a qualified biologist 
to conduct a training session for project 
personnel prior to grading. The training would 
include a description of the species of concern 
and its habitats, the general provisions of the 
Endangered Species Act (Act), the penalties 
associated with violating the provisions of the 
Act, the general measures that are being 
implemented to conserve the species of concern 

City of Pico 
Rivera Public 
Works 
Department 
Qualified 
Biologist 

Field 
Verification 

1. City of Pico Rivera  

2. City of Pico Rivera  

3. Prior to construction 
activities.  
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TOPICAL AREA 

IMPACT 
MITIGATION MEASURE 

RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY 

MONITORING 
ACTION 

1. ENFORCEMENT 
AGENCY 

2. MONITORING 
AGENCY 

3. MONITORING 
PHASE 

as they relate to the project, and the access 
routes to the project site boundaries within 
which the project activities must be 
accomplished. The program would also include 
the reporting requirements if workers 
encounter a sensitive wildlife species (i.e., 
notifying the biological monitor or the 
construction foreman, who would then notify 
the biological monitor). 

Training materials would be language‐
appropriate for all construction personnel. 
Upon completion of the WEAP, workers would 
sign a form stating that they attended the 
program, understand all protection measures, 
and would abide all the rules of the WEAP. A 
record of all trained personnel would be kept 
with the construction foreman at the project 
field construction office and would be made 
available to any resource agency personnel. If 
new construction personnel are added to the 
project later, the construction foreman would 
ensure that new personnel receive training 
before they start working. The biologist would 
provide written hard copies of the WEAP and 
photos of the sensitive biological resources to 
the construction foreman. 

MM BIO-3: Construction Best Management 
Practices 

During project construction, project work crews 
would be directed to use BMPs where 
applicable. These measures would be identified 
prior to construction and incorporated into the 

City of Pico 
Rivera Public 
Works 
Department 
Project 
Contractor 

Field 
Verification 

1. City of Pico Rivera  

2. City of Pico Rivera  

3. During construction 
activities.  
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TOPICAL AREA 

IMPACT 
MITIGATION MEASURE 

RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY 

MONITORING 
ACTION 

1. ENFORCEMENT 
AGENCY 

2. MONITORING 
AGENCY 

3. MONITORING 
PHASE 

construction operations. Implementation of this 
mitigation measure would help to avoid, 
eliminate or reduce impacts to sensitive or 
common biological resources, such as special‐
status terrestrial wildlife species, to less than 
significant levels. Standard BMPs as outlined in 
the MSHCP (MSHCP, Volume 1, Appendix C) and 
that apply to construction of this project, and  
are not incorporated to other mitigation 
measures proposed for this project are as 
follows: 

A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) and erosion control plan would be 
developed and implemented in accordance with 
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 
and Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) requirements. Equipment storage, 
fueling, and staging areas would be located on 
upland sites with minimal risks of direct 
drainage into riparian areas or other sensitive 
habitats. These designated areas would be 
located in such a manner as to prevent any 
runoff from entering sensitive habitat. 
Construction workers would implement BMPs, 
e.g., concrete curing and concrete finishing, 
hazardous waste management, and cleaning, 
fueling, and maintenance of vehicles and 
equipment to prevent contamination of surface 
waters with cement or other hazardous 
materials. Project related spills of hazardous 
materials would be reported to appropriate 
entities including but not limited to applicable 
jurisdictional County, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
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TOPICAL AREA 

IMPACT 
MITIGATION MEASURE 

RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY 

MONITORING 
ACTION 

1. ENFORCEMENT 
AGENCY 

2. MONITORING 
AGENCY 

3. MONITORING 
PHASE 

Service (USFWS), California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (CDFW), and RWQCB, would be 
cleaned up immediately and contaminated soils 
would be removed to approved disposal areas. 

The Permittee would have the right to access 
and inspect any sites of approved projects 
including any restoration/enhancement area 
for compliance with project approval conditions 
including these BMPs. 

4.5 Cultural Resources 

Threshold 4.5 b): 

Cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource 
pursuant to § 15064.5. 

 

MM CUL-1 Archaeological Monitoring: 

At least 30 days prior to grading permit 
issuance and before any grading, excavation, 
and/or ground-disturbing activities on the site 
take place, the City shall retain a Los Angeles 
County-certified archaeological monitor to 
monitor all ground-disturbing activities in an 
effort to identify any unknown archaeological 
resources. Any newly discovered cultural 
resource deposits shall be subject to a cultural 
resources evaluation. 

The Secretary of the Interior qualified Project 
Archaeologist shall manage and oversee 
monitoring for all initial ground disturbing 
activities and excavation of each portion of the 
project site including clearing, grubbing, tree 
removals, mass or rough grading, trenching, 
stockpiling of materials, rock crushing, 
structure demolition, etc. The Project 
Archaeologist shall have the authority to 
temporarily divert, redirect or halt the ground 

Qualified 
Archaeologist  
Project 
Contractor 

Field 
Verification 

1. City of Pico Rivera  

2. City of Pico Rivera  

3. 30 days prior to 
grading permit 
issuance 
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TOPICAL AREA 

IMPACT 
MITIGATION MEASURE 

RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY 

MONITORING 
ACTION 

1. ENFORCEMENT 
AGENCY 

2. MONITORING 
AGENCY 

3. MONITORING 
PHASE 

disturbance activities to allow identification, 
evaluation, and potential recovery of cultural 
resources in coordination with any required 
special interest or tribal monitors. 

A final report documenting the monitoring 
activity and disposition of any recovered 
cultural resources shall be prepared by the 
Project Archaeologist and submitted to the City 
of Pico Rivera and the SCCIC within 60 days of 
completion of monitoring. 

MM CUL-2 Native American Monitoring: 

Native American Tribal monitors shall also 
participate in monitoring of ground-disturbing 
activity. At least 30 days prior to issuance of 
grading permits, an agreement between the 
permittee/owner and the Consulting Tribe(s) 
shall be developed regarding prehistoric 
cultural resources and shall identify any 
monitoring requirements and treatment of 
Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs) so as to meet 
the requirements of CEQA. The monitoring 
agreement shall address the treatment of 
known Tribal Cultural Resources, the 
designation, responsibilities, and participation 
of professional Native American Tribal 
monitors during grading, excavation, and 
ground-disturbing activities, project grading, 
and development scheduling. 

Permittee/ Owner 
Consulting 
Tribe(s)  
Native American 
Tribal monitors 

Field 
Verification 

1. City of Pico Rivera  

2. City of Pico Rivera  

3. 30 days prior to 
grading permit 
issuance and during 
grading, excavation, 
and ground-disturbing 
activities 

MM CUL-3 Worker Environmental 
Awareness Program:   

Project 

Archaeologist  
Field 

Verification 
1. City of Pico Rivera  

2. City of Pico Rivera  
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TOPICAL AREA 

IMPACT 
MITIGATION MEASURE 

RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY 

MONITORING 
ACTION 

1. ENFORCEMENT 
AGENCY 

2. MONITORING 
AGENCY 

3. MONITORING 
PHASE 

The Project Archeologist shall attend the pre-
grading meeting with the construction manager 
and any contractors and will conduct a 
mandatory Cultural Resources Worker 
Sensitivity Training to those in attendance. The 
Training will include a review of the cultural 
sensitivity of the project and the surrounding 
area, what resources could potentially be 
identified during earthmoving activities, the 
requirements of the monitoring program, the 
protocols that apply in the event inadvertent 
discoveries of cultural resources are identified, 
including who to contact and appropriate 
avoidance measures until the find(s) can be 
properly evaluated, and any other appropriate 
protocols. All new construction personnel that 
will conduct earthwork or grading activities 
that begin work on the project following the 
initial Training must take the Cultural 
Sensitivity Training prior to beginning work 
and the Project Archaeologist shall be available 
to provide the training on an as-needed basis. 

Construction 
Manager 

3. Prior to grading 
permit issuance 

Threshold 4.5 c): 

Would the project disturb any 
human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? 

MM CUL 4 

If human remains are encountered during 
excavations associated with this project, all 
work will stop within a 30 foot radius of the 
discovery and the Los Angeles County Coroner 
will be notified (§ 5097.98 of the Public 
Resources Code). The coroner will determine 
whether the remains are recent human origin or 
older Native American ancestry. If the coroner, 
with the aid of the supervising archaeologist, 

Construction 
Manager 

Los Angeles 
County Coroner 

Field 
Verification 

1. City of Pico Rivera  

2. City of Pico Rivera  

3. During construction 
activities 
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TOPICAL AREA 

IMPACT 
MITIGATION MEASURE 

RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY 

MONITORING 
ACTION 

1. ENFORCEMENT 
AGENCY 

2. MONITORING 
AGENCY 

3. MONITORING 
PHASE 

determines that the remains are prehistoric, 
they will contact the NAHC. The NAHC will be 
responsible for designating the Most Likely 
Descendant (MLD). The MLD (either an 
individual or sometimes a committee) will be 
responsible for the ultimate disposition of the 
remains, as required by § 7050.5 of the 
California Health and Safety Code. The MLD will 
make recommendations within 24 hours of 
their notification by the NAHC. These 
recommendations may include scientific 
removal and nondestructive analysis of human 
remains and items associated with Native 
American burials (§ 7050.5 of the Health and 
Safety Code). 

4.7 Geology and Soils  

Threshold 4.7 f): 

Would the project directly or 
indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site 
or unique geologic feature? 

MM GEO-1: 

The City of Pico Rivera shall retain a qualified 
paleontologist, prior to the issuance of 
building/grading permit, to remain on-call 
during project ground-disturbing activities. If 
paleontological resources are uncovered during 
project construction, the contractor shall halt 
construction activities within 50 feet of the find 
and notify the City Planning Manager or his/her 
designee. The on-call paleontologist shall be 
notified and afforded the necessary time and 
funds to recover, analyze, and curate the find(s). 
The paleontologist shall curate the find(s) at an 
accredited repository for paleontological 
resources such as the Los Angeles County 

City of Pico 

Rivera Qualified 
Paleontologist 

Field 
Verification 

1. City of Pico Rivera  

2. City of Pico Rivera  

3. Prior to grading 
permit issuance and  
during construction 
activities 
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TOPICAL AREA 

IMPACT 
MITIGATION MEASURE 

RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY 

MONITORING 
ACTION 

1. ENFORCEMENT 
AGENCY 

2. MONITORING 
AGENCY 

3. MONITORING 
PHASE 

Natural History Museum. Subsequently, the 
monitor shall remain onsite for the duration of 
the ground disturbance to ensure the protection 
of any other resources that are found during 
construction on the project site. 

4.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Threshold 4.9 a):  Would the 
project create a significant 
hazard to the public or the 
environment through the 
routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

MM HAZ-1:  

Prior to the beginning of project construction, 
the City shall have a soil management plan 
(SMP) prepared for the project site. The SMP 
shall define specific soil-handling controls 
required for complying with local, state, and 
federal regulations, and the appropriate 
response upon potential discovery of 
underground tanks, piping, or contaminated 
soil. 

City of Pico Rivera 
and qualified 
environmental 
professional 

Verification 
SMP complete  

1. City of Pico Rivera  

2. City of Pico Rivera  

3. Prior to  the 
beginning of project 
construction 

4.18 Tribal Cultural Resources 

Threshold 4.18 b): 

Would the project cause a 
substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource that is 
determined to be a significant 
resource to a California Native 
American tribe pursuant to the 
criteria set forth in subdivision 
(c) of Public Resource Code § 
5024.1(c)? 

MM TCR-1: 

[To Be Determined.] Mitigation measure TCR 1 
is yet to be determined, and if needed will be 
added following AB 52 consultation. 

TBD TBD TBD 

MM TCR-2: 

[To Be Determined.] Mitigation measure TCR 1 
is yet to be determined, and if needed will be 
added following AB 52 consultation. 

TBD TBD TBD 

MM TCR-3: TBD TBD TBD 

1 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

I J J J 
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TOPICAL AREA 

IMPACT 
MITIGATION MEASURE 

RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY 

MONITORING 
ACTION 

1. ENFORCEMENT 
AGENCY 

2. MONITORING 
AGENCY 

3. MONITORING 
PHASE 

[To Be Determined.] Mitigation measure TCR 1 
is yet to be determined, and if needed will be 
added following AB 52 consultation. I 




